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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Central Valley Operations Office 

IN REPLY 
REFERM: 

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95821 

cvo- 100 
WTR-1.10 

Ms. Delores Brown 
Chief, Office of Environmental Compliance . 

California Department of Water Resources 
P 0 Box 942836 
Sacramento, CA 94236-0001 

Subject: Bureau of Reclamation. Comments on Draft Monterey Agreement EIR 

The Bureau of Reclamation has reviewed the "Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Monterey Amendment to the State Water Project Contracts, (Including the Kern Water Bank 
Transfer) and Associated Actions as Part of a Settlement Agreement (Monterey Plus)" (Draft 
EIR). Reclamation has serious concerns regarding the adequacy of the analysis of how the 
Monterey Amendments has and will affect the operational aspects of the Central Valley Project- 
State Water Project (CVP-SWP) water system and the common water supply relationship 
between the two projects under the Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA). 

Page ES-I of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) executive summary contains a 
section labeled "Potential Areas of Controversy and Concern." Listed in this section is the 
following bullet item: 

"Potential effects of the proposed project on operation of the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation's Central Valley Project, deliveries to CVP contractors and existing water 
rights holders must be analyzed." 

This item is correctly listed as a "Potential Area of Controversy and Concern" because of the 
fundamental water supply sharing between the CVP and SWP to meet common water right 
permit conditions and the COA elements to address how either water project affects the delivery 
capabilities of the other project. Unfortunately, the Draft EIR has not analyzed how the 
Monterey Amendment provisions influence the delivery capabilities of the CVP, nor how the 
Monterey Amendment provisions influence the common water supply that both the CVP and 
S WP rely upon. 

Monterey Amendment Elements That Potentially Affect the COA 

Section 4 of the Draft EIR attempts to identify the generalized changes that were made to SWP 
contracts per the Monterey Amendments: 
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Subject: Bureau of Reclamation Comments on Draft Monterey Agreement EIR 

Resolve conflicts and disputes among S WP contractors regarding water allocation and 
financial responsibilities for SWP operations; 
Restructure and clarify procedures for SWP water allocation and delivery during times of 
shortage and surplus; 
Reduce financial pressures on agricultural contractors in times of drought and supply 
reductions; 
Adjust the financial rate structure of the SWP to more closely match revenue needs; 
Facilitate water management practices and water transfers that improve reliability and 
flexibility of the SWP water supplies in conjunction with local supplies; 
Resolve legal and institutional issues related to storage of SWP water in Kern County 
groundwater basins, and in other areas. 

Draft EIR, at pg. 4- 1. 

The last two bullet items address the addition of contractual capabilities to store SWP water 
outside of the SWP storage facilities listed in the 1986 COA agreement. This is a significant 
change to S WP capabilities that was not contemplated in the 1986 list of facilities. Storing S WP 
water outside of designated SWP storage facilities is effectively analogous to increasing SWP 
storage capabilities and should be subject to COA review under COA Articles 5, 14, 16, and 
potentially Article 6. 

The effect of increased S WP capability is the reason that CVP operations and capabilities are 
listed in the "Potential Areas of Controversy and Concern." The Draft EIR only attempts to 
address how Reclamation's use of Joint Point of Diversion capabilities may be affected - it fails 
to address the potential impacts caused by the addition of storage facilities to the SWP, and does 
not consider the potential mitigation needed to address this additional storage. 

Section 7.1.1.2 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the analysis performed for the document does 
not address how the increased water management practices (i.e., increased storage capabilities 
for SWP contractors to store SWP developed water supplies) have influenced SWP operations, 
Delta water dynamics, or upstream river operations of the CVP and SWP. Reclamation's area of 
concern regarding the Monterey Amendments has always been and consistently been focused on 
the COA implications of: 

Contractual allowance for SWP water to be stored in non-SWP facilities that are not 
recognized in the COA framework; and 
Increasing the effective storage capabilities of the SWP system without COA review. 

\ 

Article 5 is the list of facilities used in the COA to convey or store water in the CVP or SWP as of 1986. Article 6 
designates the sharing formula for the common water supply towards meeting common water right commitments. 
Article 14 provides for a periodic (every fifth year) review of the operation of both projects, and Article 16 covers 
the addition of new facilities by either the CVP or SWP. 

LETTER 1

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
1-1
(con't.)

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
1-2



Subject: Bureau of Reclamation Comments on Draft Monterey Agreement EIR 3 

It is Reclamation's view that the Draft EIR has not addressed these fundamental issues and 
therefore is inadequate to answer the "potential area of concern" regarding CVP operations and 
delivery. It is also Reclamation's view that the Draft EIR has not addressed how the increased 
water management flexibility capabilities provided by the Monterey Amendments has influenced 
the common water supply that affects all aspects of CVP and SWP operations, including river 
flow management changes. The Draft EIR seems to conclude that the Monterey amendments 
provisions only have the potential to reduce surplus Delta outflow conditions and not affect 
upstream reservoir operations. This is not Reclamation's view concerning how increased SWP 
storage capabilities south of the Delta can and will affect CVP-SWP operations at each major 
facility component. 

Reclamation appreciates your consideration of these comments, and asks that the Draft EIR 
include an analysis of the impacts to COA and CVP operations and delivery caused by the 
increase in effective storage facilities for the SWP before the final version of this document is 
published. Please contact me at (916) 979-2 199 if you have any .questions. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald Milligan 
Operations Manager 

cc: MP-100 
MP-400 
MP-700 
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5500 Ming Avenue, Suite 490 Phone: (661) 398-4900
Bakersfield, CA 93309 Fax: (661) 398-4959

January 14, 2008

Via Email (delores@water.ca.gov) and U.S. Mail

Delores Brown, Chief
Office of Environmental Compliance
California Department of Water Resources
901 “P” Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Kern Water Bank Authority Comments on DEIR for Monterey Amendment
to the State Water Project Contracts (Including Kern Water Bank Transfer)
and Associated Actions as Part of a Settlement Agreement (Monterey
Plus), by DWR, dated October, 2007. (SCH#: 2003011118)

Dear Ms. Brown:

I. INTRODUCTION

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Kern Water Bank
Authority (“KWBA”), a public agency, and its Member Entities,1 in regard to the
Draft Environmental Impact Report entitled “Monterey Amendment to the State
Water Project Contracts (Including Kern Water Bank Transfer) and Associated
Actions as Part of a Settlement Agreement (Monterey Plus)” (hereinafter,
“Monterey Plus DEIR” or simply “DEIR”), dated October, 2007, prepared by the
Department of Water Resources (“DWR”).

II. BACKGROUND

After execution of the Monterey Amendment, KWBA acquired title to the
Kern Water Bank Lands (“KWB Lands”) consisting of about 20,000 acres
immediately after the lands were acquired by Kern County Water Agency
(“KCWA”) from DWR. KWBA constructed and began operating and
administering a water banking project, known as the “Kern Water Bank,” on the
KWB Lands under a Habitat Conservation Plan/National Community
Conservation Plan (“HCP/NCCP”) and other environmental permits (collectively,

1 KWBA’s Member Entities are: Dudley Ridge Water District, Kern County Water Agency –
Improvement District No. 4, Semitropic Water Storage District, Tejon-Castac Water District,
Westside Mutual Water Company, and Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District.
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2

“Kern Environmental Permits”).2 In 1997, KWBA filed a Notice of
Determination (“NOD”) for the project based on its Initial Study and Addendum to
the Monterey Agreement EIR (“Addendum”), prepared in accordance with CEQA,
which evaluated and addressed the potential environmental impacts of the
project’s construction, operation and administration. The Addendum provides for
implementation of various mitigation measures by KWBA including a
Memorandum of Understanding (“KWB MOU”) entered into on October 26, 1995,
between KWBA, its member entities and the following entities adjoining the KWB
Lands (“Adjoining Entities”): Buena Vista Water Storage District, Rosedale-Rio
Bravo Water Storage District, Kern Delta Water District, Henry Miller Water
District and West Kern Water District.3

In 2003, KWBA executed the above-mentioned Settlement Agreement
arising out of litigation challenging the Monterey Amendment known as PCL v.
DWR. The Settlement Agreement addresses the KWB Lands and various
matters related to the Monterey Amendment. With respect to the KWB Lands,
the Settlement Agreement provides that KWBA shall retain title to, and operate
and administer, the KWB Lands including the Kern Water Bank, but proposes
new “Restrictions on Use of KWB Lands” including non-development of about
490 acres otherwise commercially developable under the HCP/NCCP (Sections
V.A. & V.B.).4 The Settlement Agreement provides further that the parties agree

2 Prior to acquisition by KWBA, the KWB Lands were known as the “Kern Fan Element property,”
property purchased by DWR for its planned development of the “Kern Fan Element,” a proposed
groundwater banking project that was a part of a larger proposed groundwater banking project,
known as the “Kern Water Bank.” (Appendix E, p. 5 fn. 1.) That Kern Water Bank project (not to
be confused with KWBA’s subsequent Kern Water Bank project) consisted of the Kern Fan
Element and several local elements, none of which were developed or implemented. (Id.)
3 A copy of the NOD, Addendum and KWB MOU are enclosed. Appendix E states, at page 18,
that “[t]he overall objective of the KWB MOU parties (KWBA, its Member Entities, and the districts
surrounding the property [Adjoining Entities]) is that the ‘… design, operation and monitoring of
the [Kern Water Bank] Project be conducted and coordinated in a manner to insure that the
beneficial effects of the Project to the Project Participants [KWBA Member Entities] are
maximized but that the Project does not result in significant adverse impacts to water levels,
water quality or land subsidence within the boundaries of Adjoining Entities.’ ” As more fully
described in Appendix E, the KWB MOU provides for various measures to protect local water
levels and water quality, and provides for the establishment of the Kern Fan Monitoring
Committee (consisting of the KWB MOU parties) to oversee project banking operations and
review an extensive monitoring program. (Appendix E, pp. 18-19.) The MOU also requires that
all disputes concerning operation of the Kern Water Bank project shall first be submitted to the
Monitoring Committee for review and analysis and, if not resolved, to arbitration. There are no
disputes currently pending before the Monitoring Committee for resolution and no party has ever
submitted any dispute to arbitration.
4 Nothing in these comments is intended to suggest that KWBA’s right, title or interest in and to
the KWB Lands or the Kern Water Bank is only interim or provisional due to the Settlement
Agreement or otherwise. KWBA recognizes that the KWB Lands are covered by the interim
implementation order provided for in the Settlement Agreement. However, that does not mean
and the Settlement Agreement does not provide, nor was it the intention, that KWBA’s title was
prior to the Settlement Agreement, is now or will in the future become provisional or interim in the
absence of the Settlement Agreement, the order or otherwise. On the other hand, KWBA
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3

not to challenge the Addendum and that the Settlement Agreement shall not
affect the continuing effectiveness of the Kern Environmental Permits which
include the KWB MOU. (Section III.F.) Rather, the new EIR required by the
Settlement Agreement is to include a study of the Kern Water Bank “in light of the
Kern Environmental Permits.” (Id.)

III. GENERAL COMMENTS

The Monterey Plus DEIR includes an exhaustive analysis of the
environmental effects of the Monterey Plus project -- the Monterey Amendment
and Settlement Agreement. The DEIR was drafted with the advisory
collaboration of DWR, the State Water Contractors, Planning and Conservation
League, Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara, and Plumas County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The analysis in the Monterey
Plus DEIR concludes, among other things, that:

 There have been no significant environmental effects resulting from
implementation of the Monterey Amendment from 1996 to present.

 In particular, transfer of the Kern Water Bank Lands to, and development,
operation and administration of the Kern Water Bank by, KWBA did not
result in any significant effects on the environment.

 Moving into the future, with KWBA’s continued implementation of the
mitigation measures as required by the existing CEQA Addendum and
HCP/NCCP, further development, operation and administration of the
Kern Water Bank will not result in any significant effects on the
environment.

KWBA supported implementation of the Monterey Amendment in 1996
and the Settlement Agreement in 2003, and supports their continued
implementation into the future. KWBA commends the Department for having
prepared this thorough and significant document. Below please find specific
comments on matters in the DEIR that KWBA feels are in need of clarification,
further explanation and/or revision in connection with preparation the final EIR.
In addition, attached as Exhibit “A” hereto are comments of a more technical
nature for your consideration. Finally, the State Water Contractors’ comments on
the DEIR are incorporated herein by this reference.

IV. SPECIFIC COMMENTS

A. THE FINAL EIR SHOULD EXPLAIN THAT, IN EXCHANGE FOR THE
KWB LANDS, EACH KWBA MEMBER CONTRIBUTED TO THE

recognizes that the Settlement Agreement provides that the “Restrictions on Use of KWB Lands”
(Section V.B.) are interim and will become final only if certain conditions occur as provided in the
Settlement Agreement (Section V.F.) (see also, Comment IV.E. below).
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4

RETIREMENT OF 45,000 ACRE-FEET OF AGRICULTURAL TABLE
A AMOUNTS

The DEIR explains that Article 52 of the Monterey Amendment provided
for transfer of the Kern Fan Element property (DEIR, § 4.4.3). The DEIR
explains that Article 53 required Kern County Water Agency (“KCWA”) and
Dudley Ridge Water District (“Dudley Ridge WD”), both agricultural contractors,
to collectively permanently retire 45,000 acre-feet of Table A amount (DEIR, §
4.4.2). The DEIR on page 4-7 (the 2nd sentence of the 1st paragraph) states that
Article 52 of the Monterey Amendment required the Department to convey the
Kern Fan Element property to KCWA without any explanation why. To be more
accurate and more complete, the final EIR should include the following two
statements where appropriate.

First, the final EIR should include a statement to the effect that the transfer
of the KFE property was “in exchange for” the retirement of the 45,000 acre-feet.

Principle 3 of the Monterey Agreement – Statement of Principles between
the State Water Contractors and DWR, dated December 1, 1994 (“Monterey
Agreement”) (enclosed), later implemented by the Monterey Amendment5, states:

“The Kern Fan Element property …will be sold…to designated Ag
Contractors. In exchange, 45,000 acre-feet of Ag water entitlements will
be transferred to DWR and retired.” (Emphasis added.) (Monterey
Agreement, p. 2, ¶ 3.)

Consistently, the “Agreement for the Exchange of the Kern Fan Element of
the Kern Water Bank by and between The Department of Water Resources of
the State of California and Kern County Water Agency, dated December 13,
1995,” (“Exchange Agreement”) on file with DWR, states:

“Article 52 of the Monterey Amendments provides that the Department of
Water Resources shall convey to agricultural contractors, which includes
the Kern County Water Agency, the Property which constitutes the Kern
Fan Element of the Kern Water Bank. Agency will procure and deliver
45,000 acre feet of annual agricultural entitlements to the State. The
exchange of those water entitlements and other provisions of the
Monterey Amendments shall be the consideration for the transfer of the
Property.” (Exchange Agreement, p. 1.) (Emphasis added.)

5 The Monterey Amendment specifically required KCWA to relinquish 40,670 acre-feet and
Dudley Ridge WD to relinquish 4,330 acre-feet. (See DEIR, Volume II, Appendices, Amendment
No. 23 (The Monterey Amendment) to Water Supply Contract between the State of California
Department of Water Resources and Kern County Water Agency, pp. 35-43.) Consistent with
Principle 3, the Monterey Amendment also reflects the relationship between the Kern Fan
Element property transfer and the retirements. (Id., ¶ 29(e), pp. 62-63.)
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5

Also, Appendix E to the DEIR similarly states:

“In accordance with the Monterey Amendment, the Department conveyed
the KFE property to KCWA in exchange for KCWA and DRWD [Dudley
Ridge WD] permanently retiring a total of 45,000 AF of agricultural Table A
amounts.” (DEIR, Appendix E, p. 11.) (Emphasis added.)

Second, where appropriate, the final EIR should include a statement to the
effect that (consistent with the foregoing) each member of the KWBA (which
entity acquired the Kern Fan Element property from KCWA and now operates the
KWB Lands) in fact caused the retirement of Table A amounts totaling 45,000
acre-feet.6

We think that, in addition to providing greater factual accuracy and
completeness, including the two suggested additional statements in the body of
the final EIR will hopefully correct a misimpression about the transfer of the Kern
Fan Element property to KWBA that has apparently arisen and is held by some
members of the public. That is, that the Monterey Amendment provides for the
Kern Fan Element property to be “given away” or “gifted” to private interests, as
some public comments on the DEIR stated or suggested.7 The fact is: the Kern
Fan Element property was transferred to KCWA and then KWBA, a public entity,
in exchange for retirement of 45,000 acre-feet of Table A amount by the
agricultural water users that formed the KWBA and other provisions of the
Monterey Amendment. Each side gave something up in exchange for the
benefits it received, and the Table A demands on the SWP system as a whole
were reduced by the permanent retirements by agricultural contractors.

B. THE FINAL EIR SHOULD CLARIFY THAT, WITH KWBA’S
CONTINUED IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGITION MEASURES
REQUIRED BY A PRE-EXISTING CEQA ADDENDUM AND
HCP/NCCP, THE PROJECT ACTIVITIES RELATIVE TO THE KERN
WATER BANK WILL NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS,
THUS NO MITIGATION MEASURES ARE REQUIRED BY CEQA

Under the project, Kern Water Bank operations are to continue in
accordance with the Addendum and Kern Environmental Permits including the
HCP/NCCP (Settlement Agreement, III.F. & V.B.). KWBA previously

6 The precise amounts retired by each KWBA member are shown in Table 3 on page 17 of
Appendix E.
7 For example, see the enclosed press release on the DEIR by the Planning and Conservation
League and the transcripts from the public hearings conducted by DWR on the DEIR. There
were also public comments in the public hearings on the DEIR stating or suggesting that the
Monterey Amendment transfers the Kern Fan Element from “public” to “private” ownership,
thereby privatizing a public asset, for operation “behind closed doors.” To correct this erroneous
view, the final EIR might also benefit from a statement about KWBA explaining that the KWBA is
a “public” agency subject to opening meeting and other laws applicable to public agencies
generally.
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implemented and is already required to continue implementation of the mitigation
measures provided for by the Addendum and the HCP/NCCP.

1. Chapter 7.4-3 Re: Terrestrial Biological Resources.

With respect to the 1996-2003 period analysis, the DEIR concludes
KWBA’s implementation of the mitigation measures reduce potential impacts on
terrestrial biological resources to a “less than significant” level and, thus, no
mitigation is required (DEIR, p. 7.4-26). With respect to the future analysis, the
DEIR describes the same mitigation measures and assumes, correctly, that in
the future KWBA will continue to implement those same mitigation measures and
less than significant impacts will result (DEIR, pp. 7.4-27-31). Because, in the
future, the project will not result in significant impacts to terrestrial biological
resources with continued operation and administration of the Kern Water Bank by
KWBA under pre-existing already implemented mitigation measures, the future
analysis in the final EIR should also conclude that no mitigation is required.8

2. Chapter 7.13-3 Re: Cultural and Paleontological Resources.

Similarly, with respect to the 1996-2003 period analysis, the DEIR
concludes KWBA’s implementation of the mitigation measures reduce potential
impacts on cultural and paleontological resources to a “less than significant” level
and, thus, no mitigation is required (DEIR, p. 7.13-21). With respect to the future
analysis, the DEIR describes the same mitigation measures and assumes,
correctly, that in the future KWBA will continue to implement those same
mitigation measures and less than significant impacts will result (DEIR, p. 7.12-
22). Because, in the future, the project will not result in significant impacts to
cultural and paleontological resources with continued operation and
administration of the Kern Water Bank by KWBA under pre-existing already
implemented mitigation measures, the future analysis in the final EIR should also
conclude that no mitigation is required (see footnote 8).

C. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 1, 3 AND 4 SHOULD RECOGNIZE
THAT THE KERN FAN ELEMENT PROPERTY MAY HAVE BEEN
USED FOR SOMETHING OTHER THAN A STATE-OWNED WATER
BANK, IF THE PROJECT HAD NOT BEEN IMPLEMENTED

8 By definition, mitigation measures are changes or alterations to the proposed project required to
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment (Public Resources Code § 21081(a)(1);
see also, Public Resources Code § 21081.6(a)(1) (reporting or monitoring program is only for
changes to the project to mitigate or avoid significant project impacts).) KWBA has implemented
and must continue implementation of the pre-existing mitigation measures pursuant to a separate
CEQA document, the Addendum, and the HCP/NCCP, and, with such implementation, no
significant effects will result from Kern Water Bank operations under the proposed project. Thus,
no changes or alterations to the project are necessary to mitigate or avoid environmental impacts
and further mitigation measures are not warranted by CEQA.
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No project alternatives 1, 3 and 4 assume that the Kern Fan Element
property would have been developed by the state and operated as a state-owned
water bank, if the project had not been implemented in 1996. The purpose of
describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project.9 The no project alternative can include future
actions, but only if they are “reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future if the project was not approved.”10 In selecting a no project alternative,
CEQA also provides that “where failure to proceed with the project will not result
in preservation of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify
the practical result of the project’s non-approval and not create and analyze a set
of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical
environment.”11

Appendix E to the DEIR explains in detail that, before the Monterey
Amendment, DWR concluded that several impediments made development of a
state-owned water bank on the Kern Fan Element “infeasible” (Appendix E, p. 4).
These impediments included, but were not limited to, the fact that DWR and
KCWA could not reach agreement “on measures to comply with Water Code
Section 11258, which required approval of local agencies for development of” a
state-owned water bank in Kern County (Appendix E, p. 4). Based on the DEIR,
there is still no reason to believe that a state-owned water bank on the Kern Fan
Element property would have been reasonably expected to occur if the project
had not been implemented in 1996. At a minimum, Chapter 11 (perhaps in
paragraph 11.6 and endnote 1) of the final EIR should recognize and explain the
various reasons why DWR previously concluded a state-owned water bank was
infeasible including that it was not able to comply with Water Code section
11258, before both the Monterey Agreement and the Monterey Amendment.

D. POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS RESULTING FROM A
STATE-OWNED WATER BANK SHOULD BE ADDRESSED
FURTHER OR CLARIFIED IN THE FINAL EIR

The DEIR at least suggests that the Monterey Amendment provision
consenting to contractors’ storage of Article 21 and/or other SWP water outside
their respective service areas (Article 56), in the future, may contribute to
reduction of Delta outflow and have a significant effect on Delta fishery resources
(DEIR, 7.3-55). This raises the following question: is this also the case for a
state-owned water bank which, presumably, may be used to store some Article
21 and/or other SWP water outside contractors’ service areas and, if not, why?
The answer to this question is not clear to us from our reading of the DEIR and

9 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(1).
10 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(2).
11 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(3)(B).
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the question should be addressed further or clarified in the final EIR.12 The
public and decisionmakers should be fully informed of the environmental effects
of a state-owned water bank (if it remains a part of no project alternatives 1, 3 or
4), in comparison to environmental effects of the project.

E. FOR ALTERNATIVES THAT ASSUME THE SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT WOULD NOT TAKE PLACE, THE FINAL EIR SHOULD
RECOGNIZE THE POTENTIAL FOR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
OF 490 ACRES OF KWB LANDS, AS PERMITTED BY THE
HCP/NCCP

No project alternative 2 (“NPA2”) assumes the transfer of the Kern Fan
Element property to KCWA, but that the “Settlement Agreement…would not take
place.”13 (DEIR, p. 11-1.) The Settlement Agreement prohibits development of
490 acres of the KWB Lands that are otherwise commercially developable under
the HCP/NCCP. Thus, wherever the DEIR assumes that the Settlement
Agreement would not take place (e.g., NPA2), then the final EIR should at least
recognize that up to 490 acres of the KWB Lands may be commercially
developed in the future. Again, the public and decisionmakers need to be aware
of this potential environmental consequence if the project were not approved.

F. THE FINAL EIR SHOULD CLARIFY ALTERNATIVE 5 MAY BE
LEGALLY INFEASIBLE

The DEIR provides that alternative 5 is the same as the proposed project
except that the Monterey water supply management practices would not be
implemented (DEIR, p. 11-3). The DEIR then recognizes that “there is doubt
about the institutional feasibility” of the alternative (DEIR, 11-3, and endnote 2).
We think the final EIR should clarify further that there is also considerable doubt
about the “legal” feasibility of alternative 5,14 and that CEQA does not require a
lead agency to consider or authorize it to implement legally infeasible
alternatives.15

V. TECHNICAL AND OTHER COMMENTS

For convenience, our more technical comments are included in Exhibit
“A,” attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. Also, the State
Water Contractors’ comments on the DEIR are incorporated herein by this
reference and made a part of these comments.

12 The DEIR should also address how DWR would comply with Water Code section 11258 and
how that would affect operation of a state-owned water bank.
13 The DEIR does not state whether the Settlement Agreement would remain in place under
alternative 5.
14 The DEIR does not explain how alternative 5 would or could legally be implemented in light of
the existing water supply contracts. This should also be clarified in the final EIR.
15 See Kenneth Mebane Ranches v. Superior Court (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276, 291; CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(a).
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VI. CONCLUSION

Once again, KWBA and its member entities support the continued
implementation of the Monterey Amendment and Monterey Settlement
Agreement and appreciate DWR’s efforts in preparation of the DEIR for the
Monterey Plus project. KWBA and its member entities also appreciate the
opportunity to comment and hope these comments are constructive and helpful
in preparing the final EIR for project. If you have any questions or comments,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Parker
General Manager

Enclosures
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EXHIBIT “A”

TECHNICAL COMMENTS TO
KWBA COMMENTS ON MONTEREY PLUS DEIR

Page ES-37, Table ES-1, Impact 7.8-3
The second sentence is not accurate and should be revised to state: “Between
1996 and 2003, an additional 4,080 acres were …” instead of 1,665 acres.
(Appendix E, p. 21.)

Page 6-22
The 1st sentence of the 2nd paragraph is not correct and the last portion of it
should be revised to state: “…agricultural contractors to M&I contractors (Article
53).” (Monterey Amendment, Article 53.)

Pages 7.4-5 through 7.4-10, Table 7.4-2
Comment: Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), and
white-tailed (black-shouldered) kite (Elanus leucurus) are regularly seen on the
KWB Lands (formerly Kern Fan Element). However, surveys by the ESRT have
not identified Buena Vista Lake shrew (Sorex ornatus relictus) on such lands.
Thus, Table 7.4-2 on page 7.4-9 should delete the “X” from the Buena Vista Lake
Shrew with respect to the Kern Fan Element.

Page 7.4-11, 2nd paragraph, and
Page 7.5-3, 2nd paragraph
The text from Appendix E, page 6, paragraph 3, more accurately describes the
fallowing of land on the Kern Fan Element, as follows: “A Memorandum of
Understanding was signed between the Department and KCWA on March 25,
1987, that provided for the phase out of all agricultural production on the KFE
property by the end of 1993. In fact, one of the tenants’ leases was terminated in
1989. Then in 1991, at the peak of the drought, all the remaining tenant leases
were terminated, and thereafter the agricultural lands were fallowed.”

Page 7.4-25
The Kern Water Bank HCP/NCCP establishes permanent mitigation lands on the
KWB Lands. This includes a DWR Mitigation Parcel of 530 acres, and a KWBA
Mitigation Parcel of 635 acres (Appendix E, p. 23). The DEIR refers to the 530-
acre conservation easement set aside for the Department of Water Resources,
but does not mention the 635-acre conservation easement set aside for the
KWBA. The KWBA 635-acre conservation easement should be mentioned here.
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Page 7.4-27, Mitigation Measures
The following statement, which is included on page 7.13-22 for cultural
resources, should be included in this section to clarify the status of mitigation
measures for the KWB Lands: “Under the Settlement Agreement, the parties
recognize that the Addendum has been completed and agree not to challenge
the mitigation measures (Settlement Agreement, III.F).

Page 7.5-13, 1996-2003
The first paragraph in section 7.5-3 contains some inaccurate acreage numbers
and should be revised to state: “At the end of 1995, approximately 3,034 acres
of shallow percolation ponds existed in the Kern Fan Element. The KWBA
subsequently constructed the Kern Water Bank Canal, a six-mile long earthen
canal extending from the Kern River to the California Aqueduct. Between 1996
and 2003, an additional 4,080 acres were converted to shallow percolation
ponds, for a total of 7,114 acres in 2003 in the Kern Fan Element.” (See
Appendix E, pp. 21-22.)

Page 7.5-13, Future Impacts
As noted above, between 1996 and 2003, the KWBA built approximately 4,080
acres of percolation ponds, not 1,665 acres.

Page 7.7-10, Future Impacts
As noted above, between 1996 and 2003, the KWBA built approximately 4,080
acres of percolation ponds, not 4,700 acres.

Page 7.8-9, 1996-2003
The first paragraph in section 7.8-3 contains some inaccurate acreage numbers
and other information and should be revised to state: “Prior to 1996,
approximately 3,034 acres of shallow percolation ponds existed in the Kern Fan
Element. The KWBA also constructed the Kern Water Bank Canal, a six-mile
long earthen canal extending from the Kern River to the California Aqueduct.
Between 1996 and 2003, an additional 4,080 acres were converted to shallow
percolation ponds, for a total of 7,114 acres in 2003 in the Kern Fan Element.”
(See Appendix E, pp. 21-22.)

Page 7.10-3, 1996-2003
In the 3rd paragraph in section 7.10-1, the “and” between “Kern Water Bank
Canal” and “a six-mile long earthen canal…” should be deleted. They are the
same facility. (See Appendix E, p. 22.)

Page 7.10-5
Endnote 3 is missing.

Page 7.11-5
The 2nd paragraph in section 7.11-1 contains some inaccurate acreage numbers
and other information and should be revised to state: “As mentioned previously,
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3,034 acres of recharge ponds existed in the Kern Fan Element. Kern Water
Bank Authority (KWBA) also constructed the Kern Water Bank Canal, a six-mile
long earthen canal extending from the Kern River to the California Aqueduct.
Between 1998 and 2003, an additional 4,080 acres were converted to shallow
recharge basins, for a total of 7,114 acres in 2003 in the Kern Fan Element.”
(See Appendix E, pp. 21-22.)

Page 7.12-6
The Kern Fan Element property consists of 19,900 acres (not 20,526 acres)
located in Kern County southwest of Bakersfield. (In fact, KFE property includes
a portion of the Kern River.) In 1995, there were no major structures on Kern
Fan Element except for I-5, the Cross Valley Canal, and some abandoned tanks
and other oil field equipment.

Page 7.12-13, 1996-2003
The DEIR includes the following statement in the 1st paragraph of section 7.12-3,
which should be revised to more accurately state: “The Monterey Amendment
calls for ownership of the Kern Fan Element to be transferred from the
Department to the KCWA. The transfer agreement was entered in 1995 and the
transfer closed escrow in 1996.”

The DEIR also states in the same paragraph that: “The KCWA then transferred
ownership to a new agency, the KWBA. The KWBA built a groundwater storage
facility, the Kern Water Bank, to take advantage of a provision of the Monterey
Amendment that enables SWP contractors to store water outside their service
areas.” The last, highlighted portion of the sentence is largely inaccurate and
misleading. In fact, the Kern Water Bank is within the service area of all its
member entities but for one, Dudley Ridge WD. Accordingly, the primary reason
for KWBA’s acquisition of the KWB Lands and construction of a Kern Water Bank
was not to take advantage of Article 56 of the Monterey Amendment. Rather,
KWBA acquired the KWB Lands and constructed the Kern Water Bank primarily
to ensure a more reliable water supply for its member entities, that is, storage of
water during times of surplus in service area for later recovery during times of
shortage and use in service area (see primary water conservation objective of
HCP/NCCP)).

Finally, the 2nd paragraph is not accurate and should be revised to state:
“Between 1996 and 2003, as part of the Kern Water Bank, approximately 4,080
acres ….”

Page 7.13-21
In the 3rd paragraph in section 7.13-3, the “and” between “Kern Water Bank
Canal” and “a six-mile long earthen canal…” should be deleted. They are the
same facility. (See Appendix E, p. 22.)
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Page 7.15-2, Kern Fan Element
The text from Appendix E, page 6, paragraph 3, more accurately describes the
fallowing of land on the Kern Fan Element. We recommend the following change
to the 2nd paragraph of section 7.15.2.1:

“The Kern Fan Element consists of 19,900 acres of land located in Kern County
southwest of Bakersfield. The Kern Fan Element was farmed for many years
until the mid-1980s. A Memorandum of Understanding was signed between the
Department and KCWA on March 25, 1987, that provided for the phase out of all
agricultural production on the KFE property by the end of 1993. In fact, one of
the tenants’ leases was terminated in 1989. Then in 1991, at the peak of the
drought, all the remaining tenant leases were terminated, and thereafter the
agricultural lands were fallowed” (Appendix E, p. 6.)

Page 7.15-9, 1996-2003
In the 1st paragraph in section 7.15-3 on page 7.15-9, the “and” between “Kern
Water Bank Canal” and “a six-mile long earthen canal…” should be deleted.
They are the same facility. (See Appendix E, p. 22.)

Miscellaneous:

In various instances throughout the DEIR, the DEIR refers to the Kern Fan
Element or KFE property when the reference should instead be to the Kern
Water Bank or KWB lands and visa versa. In these comments, KWBA has not
attempted to identify or suggest revisions in all such instances. However, to be
accurate, the property should be called the Kern Fan Element property when
owned by DWR and the property should be called the KWB Lands after it was
acquired by KWBA. The Final EIR should make necessary corrections in this
regard.
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mobile: 916-541-8825 

PRESS STATEMENT 
 

State proposes to give away water resources 
Monterey Amendments Draft EIR Released 

 
Sacramento- Despite the recent crisis in the Delta and the Governor’s push for new dams, last 
week the Department of Water Resources (DWR) proposed to give away the largest water 
storage facility in the state and to eliminate drought safeguards for urban areas in California.  
 
DWR’s draft decision, revealed in the Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
(http://www.des.water.ca.gov/mitigation_restoration_branch/rpmi_section/projects/index.cfm), 
would require the State to permanently adopt State Water Project contract amendments, called 
the “the Monterey Amendments,” negotiated in secret by DWR in 1994. The original behind 
closed doors deal was successfully challenged in a lawsuit by the Planning and Conservation 
League, the Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara, and Plumas County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District (Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water 
Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.3d). While DWR has been allowed to operate under the Monterey 
Amendments provisionally since 1995, the PCL lawsuit forced DWR to analyze the impact of 
the amendments and to decide whether or not permanently to adopt the Monterey Amendments 
or to modify the proposed contract changes based on that analysis. 
 
If permanently adopted, the Monterey Amendments would fundamentally change how the State 
Water Project (SWP) operates. Specifically, the Monterey Amendments would: 
 

• Eliminate contract provisions that provide drought safeguards for urban areas. DWR’s 
own analysis shows that in dry years like 2001, water supplies for homes and businesses 
in urban areas will be reduced by over 400,000 acre-feet, (a reduction of 26% of total 
urban water deliveries from the SWP), if the Monterey Amendments are adopted.  

 
• Give away the State owned Kern Water Bank, the largest water storage facility in the 

State. 
 

• Eliminate the common-sense provision in the original contract which required DWR to 
determine the realistic yield of the SWP. Without a knowing the actual capacity of the 
SWP, DWR will continue to promise to deliver “paper water,” water which actually does 

not exist in the real world. Already, the promise of paper water has lead to over-
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reliance on the water from the fragile Bay-Delta, over-pumping, inevitable cutbacks in 
water supplies, and ultimately decreased water supply reliability. 

 
• Transfer millions of dollars in costs to the taxpayers, while rebating millions to 

individual water agencies. 
 

• Encourage the over-pumping of Delta water in the winter and spring months, which has 
already, under the provisional use of the Monterey Amendments, contributed to the 
massive decline of the Delta smelt and other Bay Delta fish populations. 

 
PCL has long held that DWR’s provisional operations under the Monterey Amendments are 
directly related to the declines in the health of the Delta, and decreases in water supply reliability 
across the State. If permanently adopted, the Monterey Amendments would strip urban areas, 
including homes and businesses of their drought safeguards, forcing those areas to depend on 
delivery of “surplus” water from the Delta in wetter years. The recent fish declines in the Delta 
and the resulting ruling from Judge Oliver W. Wanger of the U.S. District Court in Fresno, 
demonstrate that the “surplus” water urban areas now dependent on is actually just “paper water” 
that cannot be delivered in the future.  
 
“PCL is outraged that despite the obvious impacts on California, DWR is proposing to adopt the 
Monterey Amendments on a permanent basis, stripping urban areas of their drought safeguards 
and giving away the State’s largest storage facility,” said Mindy McIntyre, Water Program 
Director at the Planning and Conservation League. “This is a terrible decision for California that 
will exacerbate the water problems we are already facing today.” 
 
The Planning and Conservation League is a nonpartisan, nonprofit alliance of individuals and 
conservation organizations working at the state, local, and national levels to protect and 
restore California's natural environment, and to promote and defend the public health and 
safety of the people of California. 
 

End 
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LETTER 16
 
January 14, 2008 
 
 
 
Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
901 “P” Street 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
 
Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Monterey 

Amendment to the State Water Project Contracts (Including Kern 
Water Bank Transfer) and Associated Actions as Part of a Settlement 
Agreement (Monterey Plus) 

 
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
On behalf of the State Water Contractors (SWC), I am writing to provide 
comments on the Department of Water Resources’ (Department) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Monterey Plus Project.  
The SWC is a non-profit association of 27 public agencies from Northern, 
Central, and Southern California that purchase water under contract from the 
California State Water Project (“SWP”).1  The SWP is the state’s largest water 
delivery system, and collectively, members of the SWC deliver SWP water to 
more than 25 million residents throughout the state and more than 750,000 
acres of highly productive agricultural land. 
 
The Monterey Amendments updated the 1960s-era SWP delivery contracts to 
the realities of conditions at the time of its implementation in 1996, facilitating 
innovative water management tools that continue to help meet California’s 
growing water needs while protecting the environment.  Our member agencies 
fully support continuation of the Monterey Amendments and the Monterey 
Plus Project. 
 
 
     
1 The members of the SWC are: Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District Zone 7, Alameda County Water District, Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency, 
Casitas Municipal Water District, Castaic Lake Water Agency, Central Coast Water Authority, 
City of Yuba City, Coachella Valley Water District, County of Kings, Crestline-Lake 
Arrowhead Water Agency, Desert Water Agency, Dudley Ridge Water District, Empire-West 
Side Irrigation District, Kern County Water Agency, Littlerock Creek Irrigation District, 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Mojave Water Agency, Napa County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Oak Flat Water District, Palmdale Water 
District, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, San Gabriel Valley Municipal 
Water District, San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency, San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District, Santa Clara Valley Water District, Solano County Water Agency, 
Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District. 
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The DEIR’s analysis of the environmental effects of the Monterey Plus project is exhaustive.  
Indeed, the DEIR was prepared through a meticulous and transparent EIR advisory committee 
process in which all potential environmental effects and their analyses were thoroughly discussed 
and debated among Department staff, technical consultants, and committee members 
representing SWC, Planning and Conservation League, Citizens Planning Association of Santa 
Barbara, and Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.  At least 27 
meetings of the EIR committee and eight other meetings addressing various technical issues 
were convened in the course of preparing the DEIR. 
 
Despite an exhaustive analysis of the environmental effects that could be traced to the Monterey 
Plus project, the DEIR found that there have been no significant environmental impacts resulting 
from the Monterey Amendment from 1996 through today.  Moving into the future, 
environmental impacts from the Monterey Amendment in almost all resource categories are at 
less-than-significant levels.  And for those few areas where the DEIR identifies potentially 
significant future impacts, SWC questions whether there is truly an evidentiary basis for those 
conclusions, as detailed in our technical comments below. 
 
SWC reviewed the DEIR and found it provides a more than adequate description of the 
Monterey Plus project and its environmental effects.  The following comments were identified, 
and we feel, for the most part, that they will help clarify the document.  In a few cases, we 
disagree with the DEIR’s conclusions of significance and explain our reasoning.  Our comments 
are organized under the headings “Major Comments,” “Additional Comments,” and “Corrections 
and Clarifications.” 
 
Major Comments 
 
1. The Monterey Amendment was a package deal – The DEIR notes on page 4-2 that the 

Monterey Amendment resulted from a package deal of negotiated concessions in order to 
settle significant disputes among the contractors.  This is a critically important point relative 
to the EIR’s discussion of project objectives and alternatives.  The Monterey Amendment 
was in large part an updating of the 1960s SWP contract to 1994 conditions.  This 
amendment included trade-offs between agricultural and urban contractors, where each side 
gave up and gained things that were to their benefit.  For example, the urban contractors’ 
agreement to relinquish their priority to SWP Table A supplies in times of shortage was 
specifically tied to the promise of additional supplies through the permanent Table A 
transfers, equal priority to available Article 21 water, and improved contractor opportunities 
for greater beneficial use from existing SWP facilities.  Similarly, the agricultural 
contractors’ agreement to permanently transfer and retire Table A amounts was directly tied 
to elimination of the agricultural-first shortage provision and transfer of the Kern Fan 
Element (KFE) property for local development of the Kern Water Bank.  The resulting 
package was a careful balance of gains and losses for both groups of contractors.  The 
balance of trade-offs inherent in the package would be lost with significant changes to or 
exclusion of a subset of Monterey Amendment provisions.  Thus, it is essential that the 
Monterey Plus EIR recognize that the basic purpose of the Monterey Amendment project can 
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only be met if all of the carefully balanced provisions of the underlying Monterey Agreement 
can be achieved. 

 
2. Shift from firm yield operations occurred long before the Monterey Amendments – The 

manner in which the Department determines the amount of water supply available for 
delivery to contractors each year is described on pages 6-4 – 6-5 of the DEIR.  It should be 
noted that the current annual supply determination process is based on variable yield 
operations, which replaced the prior concept of SWP firm yield operation more than a decade 
prior to the Monterey Amendment.  SWP firm yield operation, with its goal of achieving a 
dependable annual supply, was a concept from the 1960s.  Variable yield operations replaced 
the concept of “firm” supplies in the 1980s, with a goal to increase long-term average annual 
yield.  The EIR should explicitly recognize that the Monterey Amendment did not change the 
SWP operating goals or criteria; it merely recognized contractually a change in operational 
goal that had already occurred years before. 

 
3. Interruptible water supplies are not new supplies – The EIR should clarify that 

interruptible Article 21 water is not water newly made available under the Monterey 
Amendment.  It was available to the SWP and its contractors prior to Monterey, and 
Department criteria used to determine when and how much is available has not changed.  If 
the Department had additional SWP storage available (e.g., in a Department-developed and -
operated KWB or a Los Banos Grande Reservoir), this water, typically available in wet 
months and wet years, is the same water the Department would have pumped for SWP 
purposes.  In absence of such Department storage, and consistent with the variable yield 
operations discussed in Major Comment 2 above, this same water is made available to 
contractors for storage in contractor-developed groundwater or other storage programs for 
use in improving their dry-year supply reliability. 

 
4. Table A retirements were linked to Kern Fan Element property transfer – In the DEIR 

on page 4-7 (par. 1, sent. 2), it is stated that the Department conveyed the KFE property to 
Kern County Water Agency (KCWA), without any explanation of why.  It should be clarified 
that under the Monterey Amendment, the 45,000 AF Table A retirement was in exchange for 
transfer of the KFE property.  The Table A retirement resulted in a permanent reduction in 
total SWP demand, which means that the SWP water associated with that Table A amount is 
available for delivery to other contractors in shortage years (improving delivery reliability to 
the benefit of all contractors) or, in wetter years, is not exported from the Delta and so adds 
to Delta outflow.  The KFE property, the purchase price for which was paid by the SWP 
contractors, was transferred for the benefit of those two contractors that agreed to 
permanently retire Table A amounts.  This was not a give-away, but an exchange to 
compensate those two contractors for the 30 years of investment they had in the Table A 
amounts they retired.  This link between the Table A retirement and KFE is not clear in the 
Monterey Amendment, but was clear in the negotiations that led to it and is clearly 
articulated in the Monterey Agreement principles.  This link is further evidenced by the 
specific participants in the groundwater bank that was subsequently developed by the Kern 
Water Bank Authority (i.e., the Kern Water Bank) and those participant’s shares in that water 
bank.  The participants in the Kern Water Bank are Dudley Ridge WD and those specific 
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KCWA member districts that retired Table A amounts, and their share in the Kern Water 
Bank is proportionate to the specific Table A amounts that each retired (as shown in 
Appendix E, Table 3). 

 
5. Role of Castaic Lake and Lake Perris – The DEIR on pages 2-4, 2-5, and 6-58 notes that 

Castaic Lake and Lake Perris serve as regulatory and emergency water supply facilities.  The 
EIR should clarify that these reservoirs are SWP transportation facilities (i.e., part of the 
SWP conveyance system) and their functions, to provide storage for making peak summer 
deliveries and emergency storage, are different from the functions of SWP conservation 
reservoirs (i.e., Lake Oroville and San Luis Reservoir).  The function of conservation 
reservoirs, which are paid for by all contractors, is to develop overall SWP supply for the 
benefit of all contractors.  The functions of the transportation reservoirs are solely for the 
benefit of the downstream contractors that pay for them. 

 
6. Worst-case flexible storage use scenario is highly unlikely – The DEIR on pages 5-9, 6-

62, and within the individual resource sections notes that the analysis of the potential future 
environmental effects at Castaic Lake and Lake Perris represents a worst-case scenario.  The 
worst-case scenario assumes that the contractors that receive water from the terminal 
reservoirs would borrow the maximum amounts of water permitted under Article 54 and that 
the borrowed water would not be replaced for a period of five years.  The EIR should clarify 
that this is a highly unlikely scenario, as leaving the reservoirs drawn down for such an 
extended period of time would leave these contractors without essential supply reserves and 
vulnerable to shortages in any number of events, such as: dry year conditions, conveyance 
outages, system maintenance, and earthquake or other emergency conditions.  It is much 
more likely that the contractors would replace the borrowed water as soon as practicable, 
probably within a year or two as they have since 1996 when the Monterey Amendment was 
implemented.  Furthermore, the contractors have never withdrawn more than half the full 
amount available to them. (See Table 6-27).  The most likely scenario for future operation of 
Castaic Lake and Lake Perris is a continuation of operations since 1996.  Thus, it is unlikely 
that the potentially significant impacts identified in the DEIR for future operations at these 
reservoirs would occur.  While it is appropriate to analyze the worst-case scenario, to put the 
potential for these impacts to occur into context, the minimal likelihood of its occurrence 
should be emphasized, along with discussion of the impacts that are more likely to occur in 
the absence of unusual circumstances (i.e., impacts similar to those that occurred from 1996 
to 2003). 

 
7. Analysis limitations and qualifications would be helpful in interpreting results – A 

number of different analyses were conducted for the DEIR to assess impacts resulting from:  
different sets of Monterey Amendment provisions, differing points in time, and differing 
areas of potential impact.  (p. 5-5 and Table 5-2)  Each of these analyses could be explained 
more clearly, including any limitations of the analyses themselves, and limitations or 
qualifications needed to appropriately interpret analysis results.  For example, the following 
discussion of two analyses describes limitations and qualifications that are helpful in 
understanding how to interpret the results of these studies. 
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a. Historical operations analysis (Study No. 2) –This analysis is an attempt to analyze the 
impacts of all of the provisions of the Monterey Amendment on SWP operations, 
including in particular on Delta exports.  However, one provision of Monterey – Table A 
transfers – was not included, due to the difficulty in doing so.  Since the agricultural 
contractors that transferred Table A amounts usually took delivery of all available water 
associated with that Table A amount, while many of the urban contractors receiving the 
Table A amount had not yet developed a demand for it all within their service areas, these 
transfers resulted in reduced SWP deliveries during this 1996 through 2004 period.  This 
reduction in deliveries during this period due to Table A transfers would likely offset 
some or all of the small increase in diversions that resulted from all of the other 
provisions of Monterey.  Therefore, the analysis results that show a total of 44,000 AF of 
additional Banks pumping due to the Monterey Amendment during this period are 
overstated.  The discussions of this analysis and its results (pp. 5-9, 6-54, 7.1-37, 7.1-38, 
and 7.3-43 – 44) should include this qualifying information, as is done on page 6-60. 

 
b. Water supply management provisions analysis (Study No. 3) – This analysis of the 

impacts of the water management provisions from 1996-2004 is used to estimate the 
future impact of these provisions on Delta exports.  In this analysis, the effects of the 
water supply management provisions are isolated from the remaining Monterey 
Amendment provisions in order to estimate the impact of just these provisions on SWP 
operations, including in particular on Delta exports.  The analysis uses actual historical 
operations and deliveries from 1996 through 2004, and may be adequate for that time 
period.  The limitation comes in how the results of this analysis are extrapolated to 
estimate future effects.  Because historical deliveries are used to predict future impacts, 
those deliveries do not reflect the increase in base SWP urban contractor deliveries that 
will occur in the future to meet service area demands, unrelated to the Monterey 
Amendment.  This is conceptually depicted in the attached Figure 1 for the baseline 
scenario.  However, given the virtual certainty of this future increase in non-Monterey 
demand, future operations would differ from those used for this analysis.  With increased 
base deliveries, SWP Contractors will be using more of their supply to meet service area 
demand, and less will be available to manage under the water supply management 
provisions of the Monterey Amendment.  This concept is shown in the attached Figure 2, 
by observing the lines drawn between the “2003 with Monterey” bar and the bar for 2020 
showing both total SWP deliveries and Table A deliveries.  The difference between these 
lines is Article 21 water deliveries, which will decrease as Table A deliveries increase.  
While Article 21 water is not the only water that will be managed under these provisions, 
it is indicative of the relative amount of excess water available to be managed. 
 
In other words, the results of the water supply management provisions analysis might 
provide a reasonable estimate of the current impact of these provisions, but the effect of 
these provisions on exports will lessen over time and may essentially be interim impacts.  
Any additional Delta exports related to these provisions that do occur would likely be 
smaller in magnitude and occur less frequently than indicated in this analysis.  The 
discussions of this analysis and its results (pp. 5-9, 6-63, 7.1-40, and 7.3-55) should 
include this qualifying information, as is done to some degree on pages 6-64 - 65. 
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8. Need to identify Delta impacts of all of Monterey Amendment provisions as a whole – 

The discussions of potential changes in Delta exports must analyze the Monterey 
Amendment as a whole.  The historical operations analysis (Study No. 2) includes all of 
Monterey except the Table A transfers, and may be as close as you can get to analyzing the 
effects of the whole amendment (with the qualifying information discussed above in Major 
Comment 7.a).  However, the discussion of future changes in Delta exports looks only at 
changes due to the water supply management provisions in isolation, ignoring the offsetting 
effects of the remainder of the Monterey Amendment provisions.  (pp. 7.1-38 – 41 and 7.3-
54 – 69)  The remaining Monterey provisions (Table A transfers and retirements and altered 
allocation procedures) are analyzed separately using CALSIM II and show a reduction in 
Delta exports due to those provisions.  While the results of these analyses cannot readily be 
combined on a year-by-year basis, the offsetting effects of these two sets of provisions 
should be discussed.  And where appropriate, such as when discussing average annual 
effects, the results of these two analyses should be combined so that the net effect of all of 
the Monterey Amendment is identified. 
 
This is shown conceptually in Figures 3 and 4, under 2003 and 2020 demand conditions, 
respectively.  Both figures show SWP deliveries, starting with deliveries under the baseline 
scenario, and then showing the results of Monterey Amendment implementation, including 
reductions in deliveries resulting from the Table A retirements and transfers and increases in 
deliveries resulting from the water supply management provisions.  The Table A retirements 
and the Table A transferred to urban contractors that have not yet developed a demand for it 
result in reduced deliveries of Table A water.  This water remains part of SWP supply and 
becomes available to other contractors.  Some of this water may increase Table A deliveries 
to other contractors in shortage years, may increase the availability of Article 21 water, or 
may remain unused.  The change in deliveries resulting from these provisions is shown in the 
middle bar.  This is what is analyzed by CALSIM II.  Increases in deliveries may result from 
the water supply management provisions, such as out-of-service area storage and the 
turnback pool, and can include both Table A and Article 21 water.  This is what is analyzed 
in the water supply management provision analysis (Study No. 3).  The net impact shown in 
the bar on the far right of the figures includes the net result of the Monterey-related delivery 
reduction and increases, which is the way this should be analyzed. 
 
By tying impacts only to the Monterey-related delivery increases identified in the water 
management provision analysis and ignoring Monterey-related delivery reductions, the DEIR 
overstates impacts to Delta exports. 
 

9. Delta export and Delta fishery impacts are overstated – As just discussed in Major 
Comment 8, the DEIR overstates impacts to Delta exports.  Since the Delta fishery impacts 
analyzed are based on these Delta export increases, the Delta fishery impacts are also 
overstated. 
 
In analyzing the future impacts of the Monterey Amendment on Delta fisheries (pp. 7.3-54 – 
7.3-69), the specific event-by-event analysis of Delta exports based on the water supply 
management provision analysis (Study No. 3) cannot readily be combined with CALSIM II 
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analysis results.  However, the offsetting effects of the CALSIM II-analyzed provisions on 
Delta exports should be discussed, as well as the qualifying information discussed above in 
Major Comment 7.b, to properly qualify the results of the Delta export and fishery impact 
analyses presented as being overstated. 
 
In the summary discussion of Delta fishery impacts (p. 7.3-69), the 50,000 AF estimated 
average annual increase in Banks pumping from the water supply management provision 
analysis should be combined with the average annual reduction in Delta exports from the 
CALSIM II analyses of 23,000 AF under 2020 conditions, resulting in a net increase in 
pumping of 27,000 AF under 2020 conditions.  With the qualifying information discussed in 
Major Comment 7.b regarding the decrease over time of the magnitude of the estimated 
increases in Delta exports resulting from the water supply management provisions, the actual 
net increase under 2020 conditions would likely be considerably lower than this 27,000 AF. 

 
10. Proposed fisheries impact mitigation is unclear – The DEIR on p. 7-3-72 proposes the use 

of EWA operational assets as mitigation for potential fishery impacts resulting from 
increased export pumping, but at the same time notes that fish protection will be provided as 
required by the court (NRDC v. Kempthorne, E.D.Cal. 2007) and the forthcoming Biological 
Opinions.  Since all mitigation for fishery impacts necessary for project operations, which 
includes all post-Monterey operations, is currently provided through the court order and 
similarly will be provided through the forthcoming Biological Opinions, reference to the 
EWA as providing mitigation for fishery impacts of the Project is unnecessary and confusing. 

 
Suggested rewording of Mitigation Measure 7.3-5:  “The Department shall continue to 
operate the SWP in accordance with applicable federal and state endangered species act 
requirements, including those imposed by the courts and those set forth in incidental take 
statements, in order to mitigate for any increased entrainment of special-status species caused 
by pumped flows at the Banks Pumping Plant.” 

 
11. Growth estimates are overstated – Estimates of potential population that could be 

supported by transferred Table A amounts, presented in Chapter 8 of the DEIR are 
unjustifiably high.  The analysis derives per capita water use rates from the Bulletin 160-05 
future water demand scenarios in a manner that is inconsistent with the assumptions for those 
scenarios.  The “current trends” and the “less resource intensive” scenarios are both defined 
on page 8-8 as including the same population projection  (i.e., “recent trends continue for 
population growth and development patterns”).  The “less resource intensive” scenario has a 
lower per capita rate because it assumes densification of development and increased lower-
water using industries.  Under this scenario the “saved” water is assumed to be dedicated for 
environmental purposes, not to support increased population.  Because the potential 
additional population for the “current trends” and “less resources intensive” scenarios should 
be identical, the presentation of different population estimates for a “less resources intensive” 
scenario should be deleted. (p. 8-10 Table 8-3)  Also, in calculating potential additional 
population, water use rates for the South Coast hydrologic region are applied incorrectly to 
four contractors.  Palmdale WD is in the South Lahonton hydrologic region, and Coachella 
Valley WD, Desert WA, and Mojave WA are in the Colorado hydrologic region.  Water use 
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rates in these regions are considerably higher than South Coast use rates.  For both of these 
reasons, potential additional population estimates shown are incorrect and overstated. 

 
In addition, it is noted that the projected populations in Table 8-2 (p. 8-9) for the “more 
resource intensive” scenario appear to be incorrect.  The population projections for all three 
scenarios are shown as being the same, which is inconsistent with the scenario definitions (p. 
8-8).  To be consistent with these definitions, projected population should be the same for the 
“current trend” and “less resource intensive” scenarios, but should be higher for the “more 
resource intensive” scenario.  According to Bulletin 160-05, the population projections for 
the “more resource intensive scenario” are assumed to be 116 percent of “current trends” 
population projections for the San Francisco Bay hydrologic region (i.e., 9,114,000), and 125 
percent of “current trends” for the South Coast hydrologic region (i.e., 29,784,000).  
(Bulletin 160-05, Vol. 4, “Quantified Scenarios of 2030 California Water Demand,” Table 7) 

 
12. No Project Alternative 1 and Court-ordered No Project Alternatives 3 and 4 are 

theoretical scenarios that cannot be implemented – The purpose of describing and 
analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the environmental 
impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed 
project.  (Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(1).)  The analysis should identify the practical 
results of the project’s non-approval, and not create and analyze a set of artificial 
assumptions.  (Id., subd. (e)(3)(c).)  No Project Alternative 2 satisfies this requirement, as it 
discusses what would reasonably be expected to occur from the present day forward if the 
Monterey Amendments are rescinded.  No Project Alternative 1 and the Court-Ordered No 
Project Alternatives 3 and 4, however, are theoretical scenarios of what might have been 
expected to occur since 1995 in the absence of the Monterey Amendment.  As these are 
purely theoretical scenarios that are impossible to implement, the EIR should explain that 
they are presented for informational purposes only and do not represent possible “no project” 
futures. 

 
13. Alternative 5 cannot be a theoretical scenario – It is unclear whether this alternative is 

meant to eliminate water management provisions from now into future or, similar to No 
Project Alternative 1 and Court-ordered Alternatives 3 and 4, it is a theoretical, historical 
perspective on impacts if Monterey water management provisions had not been implemented 
in 1996.  To qualify as an actual project alternative, it cannot be presented in an historical 
perspective.  Thus, its impacts should be identical to the Proposed Project for the historic, 
1996-2003 period.  As a result, Alternative 5 cannot eliminate all impacts of the proposed 
project – impacts occurring from 1996 to 2003 would be identical to the proposed project, 
and future impacts to delta fisheries would still occur due to water management practices 
such as deliveries to existing out-of-service area storage programs, although impacts would 
be less than the proposed project.  Therefore, the EIR discussion and entries of “No Impact” 
for Alternative 5 on Table 11-23 of the DEIR should be changed as follows: 
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Impact to Delta fisheries: 1996-2003: Same as proposed project.
Future: Similar to but less than proposed 
project. 

Impacts on environmental resources at Lake 
Perris and Castaic Lake: 

1996-2003: Same as proposed project.
Future: No Impact. 

Impacts on environmental resources in San 
Joaquin Valley portion of Kern County: 

1996-2003: Same as proposed project.
Future: Similar to but less than proposed 
project. 

 
In addition, the EIR should clarify that Alternative 5 does not meet important project 
objectives and is likely to be institutionally infeasible. 

Additional Comments 
 
1. SWP contract water delivery obligation (p. 2-9, par. 6) – Considering all of the water 

delivery provisions of the SWP contract in combination, it is clear that it was the original 
intent of the state, as well as the Department’s on-going contractual obligation, to make 
available to the SWP contractors all water available to the SWP, within the operational and 
regulatory constraints that apply to the SWP and within the limits of specific SWP contract 
provisions.  This point should be included here since it is that obligation which provides the 
basis for assuming under the Court-ordered no project scenarios that the Department would 
continue to deliver to contractors all of the SWP water that is available. 

 
2. Facilitation of Monterey-related actions – Throughout the DEIR, language is sometimes 

used in describing Monterey Amendment provisions which states that a particular provision 
“enabled” or “allowed” certain actions to take place (e.g., water supply management 
provision-related actions).  This implies that these actions could not have occurred without 
the Monterey Amendment in place, which is in most cases untrue.  As is discussed or implied 
in Sections 2.5 and 6.2.4, the pre-Monterey SWP contract did not preclude these actions from 
occurring, and many had in fact been approved by the Department (e.g., permanent Table A 
transfers, storage outside the service area, carryover storage, and conveyance of non-project 
water).  However, these actions were approved by the Department on a case-by-case basis 
and such approvals were sometimes uncertain.  The Monterey Amendment was an agreement 
among the Department and the contractors on what actions they could all support, which 
increased certainty regarding their approval.  Thus, it is more accurate to portray the 
Monterey Amendment as “facilitating” actions, rather than “enabling” or “allowing” them.  
This point should be clarified in the EIR. 

 
3. Article 21 water (p. 4-5, par. 3, sent. 6) – In this Section 4.4.1, which is intended to describe 

the changes under the Monterey Amendment in the allocation of Table A and Article 21 
water, it states here that “for signers of the Monterey Amendment, Article 21 water is 
allocated when…” and then goes on to describe the operational conditions under which the 
Department makes Article 21 “interruptible water” available.  This statement is incorrect and 
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misleading.  Under the Monterey Amendment, the conditions under which Article 21 
“unscheduled water” is made available did not change.  The Amendment merely renamed 
this water as “interruptible water,” and changed how this water is allocated among 
contractors.  This water is only allocated when contractor demands for it exceed its 
availability, not every time it is made available, as implied.  Further, by describing in the 
manner done here the specific conditions under which the Department makes this water 
available, it implies that the Monterey Amendment changed the conditions of it availability 
in some way, and that this availability is somehow different for contractors that signed the 
Monterey Amendment than for those that did not.  These implications are untrue. 

 
Suggested rewording:  “For signers of the Monterey Amendment, Article 21 water is 
allocated among contractors when requests for this water exceed the supply of Article 21 
water available, in proportion to each requesting SWP contractors’ annual Table A 
amount.the SWP’s share of San Luis Reservoir is full, or projected to be full in the near term; 
other SWP reservoirs are full or at their storage targets, or the conveyance capacity to fill 
these reservoirs is maximized; the Delta is in “excess” condition (see Chapter 6); Table A 
deliveries are being fully met; and the Banks Pumping Plant has spare capacity.” 

 
4. Table A allocations (p. 4-6, par. 2, sent. 1) – This sentence implies that contractors’ “actual 

Table A demands” were a consideration in Department water allocations prior to Monterey 
but are no longer.  This in not correct.  As indicated on page 2-16, Table A allocations in 
several shortage years prior to Monterey were based on contractor “requests,” not “demands” 
as indicated here (where requests are potential need for the calendar year and are typically 
more conservative and larger than “actual Table A demands”).  Even if what was meant here 
is requests instead of demands, the statement is misleading since requests are still used in 
Table A allocations under the Monterey Amendment, as a limit to allocated supplies.  This 
should be clarified. 

 
Suggested rewording:  “The result of these contractual changes is that the Department now 
allocates Table A and interruptible water among contractors in proportion to annual Table A 
amounts, up to a contractor’s request for this water, without consideration of whether the 
water would be used for M&I or agricultural purposes and without consideration of 
contractor’s actual Table A demand. 

 
5. Table A transfers (p. 4-6, par. 3, sent. 1-3) – Prior to the Monterey Amendment, permanent 

Table A transfers could, and were, approved by the Department, as described on page 2-13.  
This approval was pursuant to Article 41 of the original SWP contracts, which provides the 
Department with authority to approve the assignment or transfer of any part of the SWP 
contracts.  The Monterey Amendment added Article 53, which provides the consent of both 
the agricultural contractors and the Department for the permanent transfer of up to 130,000 
AF of agricultural Table A amount to urban contractors.  It should be clarified here that while 
Article 53 provides the consents for the 130,000 AF of Table A transfers, the transfers 
themselves are made pursuant to Article 41. 
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Suggested rewording:  “Article 53 provides that the agricultural contractors… will make 
available 130,000 acre-feet of Table A amounts and related transportation capacity, for 
permanent transfer to M&I contractors or non-contractors pursuant to Article 41 of the SWP 
contracts on a willing buyer and willing seller basis.” 

 
6. Kern Fan Element – The discussion on page 4-6 (last par.) of why the Department did not 

develop an SWP groundwater bank on the KFE property should more clearly articulate the 
several reasons that led to the Department discontinuing its planning activities in 1993.  
These reasons included uncertainties related to water supply availability due to proposed 
Delta water quality standards and proposed fisheries protections, water quality issues related 
to pump-in into the California Aqueduct, cost-benefit concerns, and an inability to reach 
agreement with the local interests.  Further, all of these reasons for discontinuing KFE 
planning activities should be described consistently elsewhere in the EIR (e.g., DEIR p. 7.10-
2). 
 
Also, the terms “Kern Fan Element,” “Kern Fan Element property,” and “Kern Water Bank” 
are sometimes used interchangeably in the DEIR.  The distinction between these terms can, 
for the most part, be implied from the discussion on page 4-6 in the last paragraph (i.e., the 
“Kern Fan Element” is one element of the larger Department-planned Kern Water Bank, the 
“Kern Fan Element property” is the property purchased and then transferred by the 
Department without a developed water bank on the property, and the “Kern Water Bank” is 
both the larger Department-planned water bank and the water bank actually developed by the 
Kern Water Bank Authority on the transferred KFE property).  In a number of places 
throughout the DEIR, the “transfer of the Kern Fan Element” or activities “in the Kern Fan 
Element” are discussed, when what is meant is “transfer of the Kern Fan Element property” 
or activities “on the Kern Fan Element property.”  This should be clarified and these terms 
used appropriately. 

 
7. Analysis description consistency and accuracy – The various analyses conducted for the 

DEIR, identified in Table 5-2 (p. 5-6), should be more clearly described.  Where descriptions 
are included in multiple sections, these descriptions should be consistent.  For example, 
historical operations analysis (Study No. 2) and water supply management provision analysis 
(Study No. 3) are described in differing, and in at least one instance, incorrect ways in 
Chapters 5 (p. 5-9), 6 (pp. 6-54 and 6-63), 7.1 (pp. 7.1-37 and 7.1-40), and 7.3 (pp. 7.3-44 
and 7.3-55).  These descriptions should be corrected and made consistent. 

 
An example of an incorrect characterization of the water supply management provisions 
analysis is on page 5-9 (par. 2, sent. 1 and 3).  The statement here that “the analysis 
accounted for the increasing water demands of SWP contractors” is untrue.  The analysis is 
based on actual operations, deliveries, and contractor demands from 1996 through 2004, and 
includes no adjustments for future contractor demand increases, either related or unrelated to 
Monterey, or for any other future conditions.  Further, the statement here that “the analysis 
accounts for… the probable increase in available groundwater storage south of the Delta” is 
also untrue.  The analysis includes no assumption about the amount of groundwater storage, 
let alone an increase in such storage.  The analysis merely looks at those SWP deliveries that 
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were made from 1996 through 2004 to existing out-of-service area storage programs 
approved since 1995 and assumes those deliveries would not have been made. 
 
Similarly, the description of this same analysis on page 7.3-55 (par. 2 and par. 3, first sent.) 
is, at best, misleading.  It refers to a “future analysis,” whereas the analysis is based entirely 
on historical 1996 through 2004 data.  This historical analysis is used as the basis for 
estimating the future effects of the water supply management provisions on SWP operations, 
through qualitative extrapolation of its results.  Further, there seems to be significant 
confusion regarding the differences between Studies No. 2 and 3, primarily related to the 
difference between studies in the assumption regarding out-of-service area storage.  As is 
discussed in Appendix K, for the purpose of estimating future effects of the water 
management provisions in Study No. 3, it was assumed that none of the SWP water delivered 
to out-of-service area storage for the storing contractors would have been delivered without 
this Monterey Amendment provision.  In Study No. 2, it was assumed that that portion of the 
water delivered to out-of-service area storage that could have been delivered to other existing 
storage programs available to the storing contractors (e.g., to in-service area storage), would 
have been delivered even without this Monterey Amendment provision.  At some point, 
however, those other existing storage programs would fill, and additional deliveries would be 
made to the added out-of-service area storage available through this provision.  In other 
words, total available storage would have increased, along with the potential for increased 
deliveries to storage.  Therefore, for the purpose of estimating the future effects of this 
provision, the deliveries to this additional out-of-service area storage were assumed to be 
additional deliveries that would not otherwise have been made. 

 
8. Flexible storage use (p. 5-9, par. 3, sent. 2) – The statement that flexible storage withdrawals 

are “subject to Department approval” is misleadingly broad.  The Department’s approval 
authority for flexible storage use is limited under Article 54 primarily to approval of delivery 
schedules for flexible storage withdrawals and replacement.  Further, this authority is limited 
to the timing, not the amount, of a scheduled withdrawal. 
 
Suggested rewording:  “The proposed project allows those contractors that were participating 
in the repayment of these reservoirs to withdraw up to about 50 percent of the total storage 
capacity of volume of water in the reservoir, subject to Department delivery schedule 
approval and contractual requirements to replace the water within five years.” 

 
9. Terminal Reservoir operations – The DEIR at page 6-62, as well as several other places 

within Chapter 7, states that “the terminal reservoirs fulfill their function best if they are kept 
full or nearly full.”  This is misleading and would be true only if their sole function was to 
provide emergency storage.  However, as discussed above in Major Comment 5, terminal 
reservoirs also provide regulatory storage to make peak summer deliveries.  As is clear from 
Figures 7.1-4 and 7.1-5, the terminal reservoirs Castaic Lake and Lake Perris are drawn 
down every year in the summer and early fall and are refilled in the winter and spring.  On 
occasion, these reservoirs have been drawn down substantially, generally for maintenance 
purposes.  The descriptions of typical operations at Castaic Lake and Lake Perris included 
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here and elsewhere in the EIR should more accurately reflect their actual operations (e.g., see 
discussion at page 7.1-47, par. and page 7.1-49, first full par.). 

 
10. Flexible Storage Operations – The DEIR at pages 6-58, 7.1-47, and 7.1-49 states that “for a 

variety of reasons” the Department has reduced its drawdown of Castaic Lake and Lake 
Perris compared to pre-Monterey Amendment conditions.  It should be noted that the 
predominant reason is the Department’s agreement to limit its annual regulatory drawdown 
to 30,000 acre-feet in each reservoir in order to accommodate flexible storage.  This 
limitation is noted in the Monterey Amendment White Paper, which states in the discussion 
of Article 54 (flexible storage) under the heading “Reservoir operations criteria”:  “The 
Department intends to modify its operation of these reservoirs [Castaic and Perris] such that 
the annual cycling of the storage not available to the contractors for flexible storage is limited 
to about 30,000 acre-feet in each reservoir.”  The 1995 DEIR for Implementation of the 
Monterey Agreement, prepared with the Department’s participation, analyzed three flexible 
storage operating scenarios, all with annual cycling limited to 30,000 acre-feet:  “Under all 
operating scenarios, the annual storage cycling at Castaic Lake would be reduced to about 
30,000 AF in order to keep enough water in storage to meet both emergency storage 
requirements and Contractor withdrawals.”  (1995 DEIR at p. 4-8.) 

 
Also, on page 6-58, the DEIR states that the Department historically has often refilled the 
terminal reservoirs before the contractors wished to replace the water they had borrowed.  It 
is noted that this practice is not in keeping with the SWC’s understanding of how this flexible 
storage provision should be administered. 

 
11. Groundwater levels in Kern County (p. ES-54, Table S-1) – The groundwater banking 

programs in Kern County related to the Monterey Amendment, including the Kern Water 
Bank program and out-of-service area storage programs, are all programs in which water is 
stored first before being withdrawn.  Similar to a financial bank account, more water cannot 
be withdrawn than is then in the storage account.  Therefore, groundwater levels in Kern 
County could never be lower than they otherwise would have been without these storage 
programs, as the statement on page ES-54 implies could occur.  This should be clarified. 
 
Suggested rewording:  On page ES-54:  “Groundwater basin storage projects would raise 
groundwater levels any time banked water remains in storage.most of the time with a 
reduction in levels during extended droughts.” 

 
12. Significance determinations – Where an impact is discussed as in fact providing a benefit, 

there is inconsistency in whether the impact is then identified as being “less than significant,” 
which implies an adverse impact, or a “beneficial effect.”  Specifically, the proposed 
project’s facilitation of groundwater banking in Kern County is deemed to have a beneficial 
effect on groundwater resources (p. 7.2-10) and the Plumas County watershed improvement 
projects are deemed to have beneficial effect on terrestrial biological resources (p. 7.4-37).  
Conversely, with respect to flexible storage, the DEIR acknowledges that the proposed 
project increased water surface elevations between 1996 and 2003 at both Castaic Lake and 
Lake Perris, but does not conclude that the effects on visual, air quality (related to erosion), 
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geology (soils), and recreational resources were therefore “beneficial” for the 1996 to 2003 
period.  To avoid an appearance of bias, consistency should be applied in making 
significance determinations where impacts are discussed as providing a benefit. 

 
13. Impacts and mitigation associated with flexible storage use – As previously discussed 

(Major Comment 6), the most likely scenario for future operation of Castaic Lake and Lake 
Perris is a continuation of operations since 1996 and as a consequence, it is unlikely that the 
potentially significant impacts identified in the DEIR for future operations at these reservoirs 
would occur.  But even assuming the highly unlikely worst-case scenario of a five-year 
extended drawdown of the terminal reservoirs, the SWC do not believe there is sufficient 
evidence to support the DEIR’s findings of significance for impacts to terrestrial biological 
resources from reduced foraging, to visual resources, or to air quality or soils from increased 
erosion. 

 
a. Terrestrial biology – The DEIR concludes that an extended drawdown of Lake Perris 

could reduce overall fish populations, which in turn could reduce food resources for 
raptors, bats, and waterfowl, resulting in a potentially significant and unavoidable impact.  
(DEIR pages 7.4-33 – 34.)  A review of the DEIR by a consulting biologist 
commissioned by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California questioned the 
DEIR’s finding of significance for this impact area at Lake Perris (see attached letter, 
Wagner, 2008).  This review noted that because Lake Perris is restocked, fish populations 
would not drop below levels needed to support the few foraging species that occasionally 
forage within the lake water; that roosting and forage perch sites would not be adversely 
affected but in fact would benefit from drawdown due to the increased separation from 
sport fishing and boating activities; that open water for foraging by bats would still be 
available at Lake Perris and the nearby San Jacinto Wildlife Area; and that no significant 
adverse impacts to nesting waterfowl would occur as the adjacent Wildlife Area provides 
extensive foraging and nesting habitat for waterfowl and shore birds.  Further, even if 
lake drawdown impacted fisheries such that food sources were greatly impacted, 
continuation and potential enhancement of the existing fish stocking program would 
mitigate that impact. 

 
In addition, the SWC question the mitigation measures proposed for impacts to riparian 
resources at Lake Perris and the conclusion that potential impacts to riparian resources 
remain significant and unavoidable.  (DEIR p. 7.4-35.)  Specifically, mitigation measure 
7.4-6 a) calls for a surface and groundwater hydrology study to determine what water 
source is maintaining the riparian habitat.  This is unnecessary, as the source of water 
supporting riparian habitat at the shoreline is clearly the lake itself.  The annual 
monitoring for changes in hydrologic activities in mitigation measure 7.4-6 b) is similarly 
unnecessary.  Mitigation measure 7.4-6 b) calls for installation of an irrigation system if a 
prolonged drawdown of longer than one year occurs, but does not define the magnitude 
of a drawdown that would trigger this measure (e.g., a drawdown that would either 
reduce water surface area by X% or more, or that would result in the shoreline receding 
from the riparian zone by more than about X feet).  Finally, the SWC question the 
conclusion that with installation of an irrigation system as called for in mitigation 
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measure 7.4-6 b), potential riparian impacts would remain significant.  The irrigation 
system installed at Lake Perris, which has been in operation for about two years during 
the current drawdown there, is demonstrating that potential impacts to riparian habitat 
due to reservoir lowering can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. 

 
b. Visual resources – The DEIR concludes that an extended drawdown of Lake Perris and 

Castaic Lake represents a significant and unavoidable impact due to a diminished natural 
lake appearance.  (DEIR page 7.5-15.)  The SWC disagree with this conclusion for both 
reservoirs, as under the baseline condition the reservoirs are cycled annually, thus 
exposing a visually prominent band of soil and rock each and every year.  In fact, the 
drawdown of Castaic Lake during 2006 used in the DEIR to substantiate the significance 
of visual effects was part of normal operations unrelated to the Monterey Amendments.  
At Lake Perris, substantial vegetation regrowth and colonization had occurred on the 
newly exposed lakebed, beginning with the first growing season after the drawdown (see 
attached letter).  Thus, even during the highly unlikely occurrence of an extended 
drawdown, natural succession would establish new vegetation within one growing 
season.  Thus, the conclusion of significant and unavoidable visual impacts at Castaic 
Lake and Lake Perris do not appear to be supported. 

 
c. Air quality – The DEIR describes that the exposure of soil to wind due to an extended 

drawdown at Castaic Lake or Lake Perris would result in differing impacts, due to 
differing soil types at each reservoir, with limited impact at Castaic Lake but potentially 
significant impacts to air quality at Lake Perris. (DEIR pages 7.7-14 – 15.)  While the 
DEIR discussion describes a potential for this impact only at Lake Perris and not at 
Castaic Lake, the significance determination does not specify that it only applies to Lake 
Perris.  It should be clarified that the DEIR’s determination of potentially significant and 
unavoidable impacts to air quality only applies to Lake Perris.  Regarding the 
significance determination at Lake Perris, the biologist’s review mentioned above 
described a recent site visit to Lake Perris (see attached letter) in which minimal erosion 
of exposed lakebed associated with wind and wave action was observed.  Further, 
substantial regrowth and successful colonization of native plants has occurred since Lake 
Perris was drawn down for safety concerns.  Thus, the conclusion of a significant and 
unavoidable air quality impact due to wind erosion at Lake Perris does not appear to be 
supported. 

 
d. Geology (soils) – The DEIR describes that increased erosion due to an extended 

drawdown at Castaic Lake or Lake Perris would also result in a limited impact at Castaic 
Lake but potentially significant impacts at Lake Perris.  (DEIR page 7.8-11.)  As with air 
quality impacts, the DEIR discussion describes a potential for this impact only at Lake 
Perris and not at Castaic Lake, while the significance determination does not specify that 
it only applies to Lake Perris.  It should be clarified that the DEIR’s determination of 
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to soils only applies to Lake Perris.  
Regarding the significance determination at Lake Perris, in a recent visit to Lake Perris as 
discussed above, no erosion of the exposed lakebed was observed due to wind or wave 
action.  The only observed areas of significant erosion occurred from stormwater 
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discharge from drainage channels, which could be minimized and mitigated by placement 
of rip-rap or other means of controlling drainage flows where identified as a potential 
problem.  Therefore, any potentially significant erosion impact due to an extended 
drawdown could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

 
e. Recreation – The SWC question the purpose and triggering mechanism for mitigation 

measure 7.9-1 a) for impacts to recreation.  (DEIR p. 7.9-17.)  If the purpose of 
notification is to inform the public of the recreational resources that would still be 
available and unimpaired by the drawdown, so as to minimize recreational impacts, that 
purpose should be clarified.  As currently worded, this mitigation measure would likely 
discourage recreation visits, and should be revised.  The mitigation should be consistent 
with the Department’s current notifications regarding recreation opportunities that are 
still available during the current drawdown at Lake Perris.  It should also be recognized 
that a requirement for public notification of the duration of a drawdown may be 
impractical since the duration would depend on the availability of replacement supplies, 
which would not always be known ahead of time.  The duration and magnitude of a 
drawdown event that would trigger this mitigation measure should also be specified.  
Further, the water quality monitoring called for in mitigation measure 7.9-1 c) would 
only apply at Lake Perris, as the swimming area at Castaic Lake is in the lagoon 
immediately downstream of the dam and is therefore not impacted by drawdowns at 
Castaic Lake.  This water quality monitoring is already provided at Lake Perris. 

 
Corrections and Clarifications 
 
1. Page ES-2, third bullet from bottom – At the end of the first bullet describing the proposed 

project, add:  “During surplus water conditions, agricultural contractors would no longer 
receive first priority to use of surplus water.” 

 
2. Page ES-8, first full par. – In the fourth line of the second paragraph, insert “publishing of the 

biennial” prior to “State Water Project Reliability Report”.  In the discussion of the “paper 
water” issue here, the State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report is mentioned as leading 
to better information dissemination regarding SWP supply reliability.  It should be clarified 
that this report is not only made available to local planners, it is required to be distributed to 
all city, county, metropolitan, and regional planning departments within the SWP service 
area.  Further, it is available to the public from the Department’s website. 

 
3. Page ES-11, Impact 7.1-8 – Clarify that any project would also include project-specific 

mitigation actions as required. 
 
4. Page ES-39, Impact 7.9-1 – Mitigation Measure “c” should be changed to reference the 

California Department of Public Health (no longer DHS). 
 
5. Page 2-11, second par. – Add the following at the end of this paragraph: “…and current 

storage conditions”.  Also, the reference to Department water demand estimates should 
specifically reference the series of bulletins done in the 1960s on this subject. 
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6. Page 2-15, first par., last sent. – The phrase “due to high storage in SWP reservoirs” does not 

make sense without further explanation.  Either explain or delete that phrase.  Also, the 
discussion of Water Purchases describes drought water bank supply sources.  Suggest 
correcting the groundwater pumping description to the following, “…additional pumping of 
groundwater in exchange for a like amount of existing surface supplies”. 

 
7. Page 2-19, first par., third to last line – Replace “water source” with “water export location.”  

The source of SWP supplies is upstream of the Delta. 
 
8. Page 3-4, first bullet – Change to read:  “provide for permanent sales of agricultural Table A 

amounts to M&I contractors and permanent retirement of agricultural Table A amounts.” 
 
9. Page 3-4, last bullet – Change to read:  “provide Department approval and rules for storing 

water outside a contractor’s service area.” 
 
10. Page 4-9, second par., line 4 – The reference to “Appendix E” should be to “Appendix D.” 
 
11. Page 4-11, third full par., line 5 – The reference to “Table 6-3” should be to “Table 6-4.” 
 
12. Page 5-1, par. 4, line 5 – Change to read:  “… or revert to the possible no project 

alternative…” (see Major Comment 12). 
 
13. Page 5-2, partial par. at top of page, third line from bottom – Change to read “Quantification 

Settlement Agreement.” 
 
14. Page 5-6, Table 5-2 – Make the following changes to Table 5-2: 
 

Study Method Purpose 
Study No. 1 – Historical 
Allocation Analysis 
(Appendix I) 

Analysis of historical Table 
A allocations operations 
data from 19965-2005 

Estimate allocation of Table A water 
among to SWP contractors if Monterey 
Amendment had not been implemented 
1996-2005. 

Study No. 2 – Historical 
Operations Analysis 
(Appendix K) 

Analysis of historical 
operations data from 1996-
2004 

Estimate effects of most Monterey 
Amendment provisions on SWP 
deliveries and Delta pumping 1996-
20045. 

Study No. 3 – Historical 
Operations Analysis 
(Appendix K) 

Analysis of historical 
operations data from 1996-
2004 

Estimate effects of water supply 
management practices on SWP 
deliveries and Delta pumping 1996-
2004 for extrapolation to under 2020 
conditions. 

 
15. Page 6-2, second par. – Change sentence to read as follows:  “This diversion rate is normally 

restricted to 6,680 cfs as a three-day average inflow to Clifton Court Forebay, although at 
times of high San Joaquin River flows, the diversion rate can be increased by an amount 
equal to one-third of the flow in that river as measured at Vernalis.” 
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16. Page 6-9, sec. 6.2.4.3 – The first sentence should be revised to delete the last words “credits 

of water” and replace with “credits for future water deliveries”. 
 
17. Page 6-12, second par. – Change sentence to read as follows: “Under supply limited 

conditions, the intake to Clifton Court Forebay is operated at its maximum permitted capacity 
subject to the limitations of water quality…”. 

 
18. Page 6-12, sec. 6.3.2, end of second par. – Add: “, although no findings of jeopardy were 

made for any of those events.” 
 
19. Page 6-13, third par. – In listing the EWA agencies administering the program, it should be 

clarified that the three fishery agencies (referred to here as the “Management Agencies”) are 
the ones who make the allocation decisions, pursuant to the EWA Operating Principles 
Agreement. 

 
20. Page 6-13, fourth par., second sentence – Add the words “for diversions into Clifton Court 

Forebay” after the words “summer limit”. 
 
21. Page 6-16, Table 6-3 – The summary description of Article 1(k) should be changed to read:  

“Definition change for “Minimum Project Yield.”  Note b should be changed to read:  Will 
analyze potential effects of invoking Article 18(b) in Court-Ordered No Project Alternatives 
3 and 4.” 

 
22. Page 6-17, last par., end of second line – After the words “pursuant to” add “the consents set 

forth in”.  The transfers are not made under the Monterey Agreement, they are made under 
Article 41.  The Monterey Agreement merely provides the sellers’ consents needed to enable 
the transfers to proceed. 

 
23. Page 6-19, Table 6-4 – Correct the agency name for Tulare to: “Tulare Lake Basin Water 

Storage District.” 
 
24. Page 6-22, par. 2, line 3 – Change to read:  “… transfers of Table A amount from agricultural 

to M&I contractors…”. 
 
25. Page 6-52, par. 3, line 5 – Change “wet years” to “critically dry years.” 
 
26. Page 6-57, last line – Correct typo in number “9996,096”. 
 
27. Page 6-60, par.4, last sent. – At the end of the sentence, add “within their service areas.” 
 
28. Page 6-62, partial par., lines 5-6 – Change to read:  “… if Table A allocations are less than 

100 percent or less Article 21 water was available than the demand for it…”. 
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29. Page 6-64, last sentence of second to last par. – SWC agrees with this statement and it should 

result in a clear statement that the Monterey Amendment had no impact on Delta fisheries 
during this time frame. 

 
30. Page 6-65, first full par., line 5 – Following the words “information to the public,” replace 

“on SWP operations” with “regarding current and projected SWP delivery reliability.” 
 
31. Page 7-2, second bullet – SWC suggests adding the word “adverse” to the definition of “Less 

Than Significant Impact” as follows: “A project impact is considered less-than-significant 
when it does not reach the standard of significance and would therefore cause no substantial 
adverse change in the environment.” 

 
32. Page 7.1-7, last par. – Background information regarding variability of Delta inflow refers to 

specific amounts that are described as water “reaching the Delta,” which implies historical 
inflow.  However, the amounts specified appear to be unimpaired inflow.  Use of unimpaired 
inflow data may be appropriate here, but should be correctly described (e.g., Delta inflow 
absent any upstream reservoirs or depletions by upstream water users) and distinguished 
from actual historical inflow.  Identifying specific amounts of both unimpaired and historical 
inflow for the several years referenced might also provide useful background information 
here. 

 
33. Page 7.1-9, first paragraph. – With regard to “net diversion of water,” it is noted that from a 

fisheries standpoint, it is the gross diversions that are important. 
 
34. Page 7.1-9, par. 6 and page 7.3-74, par. 5 – The discussions here of factors that limit Delta 

exports refer to limits due to “environmental standards.”  It should be clarified that in 
addition to environmental standards, regulatory restrictions such as the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers permit (described on page 6-2, par. 2) also limit Delta exports. 

 
35. Page 7-1-9, last par. and next page – It is unclear whether these percentages of Delta inflow 

are percentages of natural inflow diverted or whether they also include releases from storage.  
Also, using Delta inflow masks that the rising percentage could be related to increased 
upstream diversions rather than project operations. 

 
36. Page 7.1-15, par. 4 – Clarify that Santa Clara Valley WD is both a SWP and a CVP 

contractor.  It is Santa Clara Valley WD’s CVP deliveries that are of concern with regard to 
the San Luis Reservoir low point, not its SWP deliveries as is implied here. 

 
37. Page 7.1-17, fourth full par. – The Trinity River diversion does not flow into Shasta Lake. 
 
38. Page 7.1-17, last sentence of last par. – Clarify that any impacts of these improvements are 

not related to the Monterey Amendment project. 
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39. Page 7.1-18, end of third par. – The statement about increased Delta outflow would only be 

true if the Delta was out of balance.  Further, the purpose of the fish action was not to 
increase Delta outflow, but to reduce take at the pumps. 

 
40. Page 7.1-23, last par., second sentence – Revise as follows: “... electrical conductivity, Delta 

outflow as measured by the location of X2, the 2000 mg/l isohaline, and other flow 
parameters in the Delta…”. 

 
41. Page 7.1-42, impact 7.1-3, second par. – The reference to 0.15 percent is confusing.  The 

number is correct as related to river flows.  However, when discussing an impact on Delta 
inflow, the percentage should be based on inflow from all Delta tributaries, including the SJR 
and the eastside streams. 

 
42. Page 7.1-42, impact 7.1-3, third par. – Revise to read: “An important parameter with respect 

to Delta outflow is the average position of X2, the 2,000 mg/l. isohaline. … .  As shown in 
Table 7.1-14, … on the average Delta outflow as measured by the average location of X2…”. 

 
43. Page 7.1-44, last par., lines 2 and 5 – The references to “Table 7.1-15” should be to “Table 

7.1-17.” 
 
44. Page 7.1-44, last par., fourth line – Change term “water quality” to “Delta outflow”. 
 
45. Page 7.1-44, last par., fourth line – Revise to read: “An important parameter with respect to 

Delta outflow is the average position of X2, the 2,000 mg/l. isohaline. … .  As shown in 
Table 7.1-17, … on the average Delta outflow as measured by the average location of X2…”. 

 
46. Page 7.1-51, last par., third line – Change “delaying” to “delay”. 
 
47. Page 7.1-66, Endnote 50 – The water amounts in this endnote are incorrect.  Change the first 

sentence to read:  “Between 1996 and 2004, a relatively wet period, a total of about 371,400 
AF of SWP water was delivered for recharge in the Kern Water Bank (about 353,000 AF by 
Kern Water Bank Authority member entities, and 18,400 AF by KCWA),” and change the 
last sentence to read:  “Thus, the delivery of 371,400 AF of SWP water for groundwater 
storage in the Kern Water Bank would not have had any effect on Delta outflow.”  

 
48. Page 7.2-10, last par., fifth line – Change “capacity” to “capability”. 
 
49. Page 7.3-12, “Fall-run” par., first line – Add the word “all” before “ Central Valley ”. 
 
50. Page 7.3-17, “San Luis Reservoir Fish” par. – It should be noted that the striped bass 

population is non-reproducing. 
 
51. Page 7.3-18, third line – It should be noted that the largemouth bass are non-native and a 

significant predators on listed and special status fish species. 
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52. Page 7.3-24, Other Recreationally Important Fish par. – The last sentence should be 

supplemented by a statement that there is no established relationship between young-of-year 
populations of striped bass and adult population levels. 

 
53. Page 7.3-25 – Strike repetitive material at bottom of page that carries over to next page. 
 
54. Page 7.3-27 – Strike duplicative discussion of splittail. 
 
55. Page 7.3-37, Table 7.3-19 – The flows shown in the top half of the table under the heading 

“2020 Monthly Flow Change due to Change in Deliveries, AF” are too high by a factor of 
1000. 

 
56. Page 7.3-40, third par. – The statement about decreases in flow on the Sacramento River 

should be limited by adding the phrase “downstream of the Feather River” after the word 
“flow” in the second line. 

 
57. Page 7.3-40, par. 5, sent. 2 – the maximum monthly delivery increase indicated here should 

be 1,170 AF (see comment above on Table 7.3-19). 
 
58. Page 7.3-53, par. 4 – Clarify that the EWA Management Agencies do not just “recommend” 

pumping changes.  They make decisions regarding use of EWA assets that are carried out by 
the Project Agencies. 

 
59. Page 7.3-67, sixth line – It is unclear what the word “aided” means. 
 
60. Page 7.4-21 – Strike the third paragraph.  It is both duplicative and inconsistent with the 

second paragraph, which correctly explains that “no clear trend” in cropping patterns can be 
discerned that can be attributed to the Project. 

 
61. Page 7.8-10, “1996-2003” par. – The second sentence presents average surface water 

elevations for Lake Perris, therefore, ” delete “Castaic Lake.” In the third sentence, 1996-
2003 surface water elevations for Castaic Lake were about 23 feet higher than between 1974 
and 1995 (not 20 feet), as cited from page 7.1-47 of the DEIR.  

 
62. Page 7.15-10, third par. – Table 6-28 should be referenced instead of Table 6-27.   
 
63. Page 7.16-6, “1996-20003 [sic]” par. – Revise the first sentence to correct referenced net 

load increase as follows:  “The post-processed power results were only run for the 2020 
Level-of-Development.  The 2020 conditions show a total long-term net load increase of only 
2.02 percent (see Future Impacts section).” 

 
64. Page 7.16-7, “Future Impacts” – To better understand the energy impacts identified, it would 

be helpful to discuss the reasons for an increase.  For example, we assume the energy 
increase identified is related to changes in the location of water deliveries along the 
California Aqueduct, primarily due to the transferred Table A amounts.  Due to those 
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transfers, some water that would otherwise be conveyed to the San Joaquin Valley would 
instead be conveyed to North Bay and South Bay contractors, which likely results in an 
energy decrease, while other transferred water would instead be conveyed further 
downstream to Southern California, with a resulting energy increase. 

 
65. Page 8-6, par. 1, sent. 2 – This sentence is a fragment and does not make sense.  In 

comparing this paragraph in the DEIR to the last administrative draft provided to the 
advisory committee, it appears that three lines of text were inadvertently deleted.  That 
deleted language should be added back and this sentence replaced with the following:  
“There is no precise way to determine whether an increase in water supply, an expansion of 
water delivery systems, or a transfer of water between areas directly or indirectly induces 
growth.  Furthermore, population growth is influenced by a host of complex factors.  At the 
statewide and regional levels, growth is principally the result of the natural increase in the 
population – the excess of births over deaths.” 

 
66. Page 8-6, par. 3, line 2 – Change to read:  “… population growth potentially attributable 

to…”. 
 
67. Chapter 12.  The discussions in this chapter are fairly clear, but the DEIR mixes up terms.  

While not critical to the overall document, nonetheless one of the terms is incorrect.  The 
standard terms used by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the predominant 
research literature are “global warming” and “climate change”.  The use of the term “global 
climate change” is incorrect, since climate change is a regional phenomenon driven by global 
warming.  This distinction is important because climate change impacts on water supplies 
differ throughout the West, and are projected to be different in the Pacific Northwest than in 
Northern California, Southern California and the Colorado River Basin. 

 
68. Page 12-13, Table 12-2 – The year identified in the title for Table 12-2 should be changed 

from “2020” to “2050.”  As is indicated in the note to this table, the supply reductions shown 
in the table are based on studies representing projected changes centered around 2050. 

 
69. Pages 7.3-77, 7.3-80, 7.5-15, 7.7-14, 7.8-10, 7.9-13, 7.9-14, 7.15-10 – Section 6.4.3 should 

be referenced instead of 6.4.3.1, which does not exist in the DEIR. 
 
 
In conclusion, the SWC believes that the DEIR does a good job of describing project impacts 
and demonstrates that the Monterey Plus project delivers innovative 21st Century water 
management tools that will help California meet its growing water needs with minimal adverse 
environmental effects.  It is critical that the Monterey Plus project move forward in order to 
preserve the new direction of water management contained in the Monterey Amendment. 
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If you have any questions about these comments, please contact me at (916) 447-7357. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Terry L. Erlewine 
General Manager 

 
Attachments 
 
cc: SWC Member Agencies 
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FIGURE 2

CONCEPTUAL DEPICTION OF SWP DELIVERIES
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FIGURE 3

2003 DEMAND CONDITIONS

Baseline Monterey
Reductions

Available to
Other

Contractors

Resulting
Change

Monterey
Increases

Water Delivered Net Impact

SW
P 

D
EL

IV
ER

IE
S*

ARTICLE 21 ARTICLE 21

130 TAF
TRANSFERS

* NOT TO 

TABLE ATABLE A TABLE A

ARTICLE 21

REDUCED USE

ARTICLE 21
TABLE A

STUDY NO. 3 CALSIM

WATER
MGMNT

PRACTICES

TABLE A

ARTICLE 21

45 TAF
RETIREMENT

LETTER 16



FIGURE 4
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South Delta Water Agency
4255 Pacific Avenue, Suite 2

Stockton, CA 95207
Telephone (209) 956-0150

Fax (209) 956-0154
E-Mail Jherrlaw@aol.com

Directors:                                                   Engineer:
    Jerry Robinson, Chairman              Alex Hildebrand
    Robert K. Ferguson, Vice-Chairman                    Counsel & Manager:
    Natalino Bacchetti, Secretary              John Herrick
    Jack Alvarez            
    Mary Hildebrand

January 14, 2008

Via e-mail delores@water.ca.gov

Ms. Delores Brown, Chief
California Department of Water Resources
Office of Environmental Compliance
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
 Monterey Agreement, Including the Kern Water Bank Transfer:
 also known as “Monterey Plus”

Dear Ms. Brown:

The following are the comments of the South Delta Water Agency (“SDWA”), joined in
by the Central Delta Water Agency (“CDWA”), to the above referenced DEIR for Monterey
Plus.

The DEIR is insufficient for several reasons, including most importantly,  its analysis of
the effects of deleting portions of Article 18 of the original State Water Contracts, its analysis of
the current requirements of the State Water Project (“SWP”) to maintain water quality objectives
and its analysis of the potential impacts on fishery resources.

1.    The DEIR does not adequately address the deletion of Article 18(b).  Article 18(b)
provides in the event that the State is unable to construct sufficient conservation facilities (which
provide additional yield to the project), it may decrease the annual entitlements to all contractors
by amending Table A (which sets forth the maximum delivery amount to each contractor).  The
basis for this provision is that the SWP was developed in stages, with the contractors (generally)
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Ms. Delores Brown, Chief
January 14, 2008
Page - 2 -

receiving incrementally larger deliveries as time went on until full deliveries were possible. 
18(b) was a mechanism to allow a decrease in the “full” delivery allotments if all of the facilities
anticipated for the SWP were for any reason not completed.

DWR’s Bulletin 76 sets forth the anticipated portions and supplies of the SWP, including
those amounts needed for full development.  As can be seen from the graph on page 11 of
Bulletin 76 (attached hereto), as of today, approximately 5 million acre feet of supply (mainly
from North Coast rivers) has not been developed as part of the SWP.  Pursuant to later decisions,
including the designation of “Wild Rivers” to some of the potential supply sources, these rivers
will not ever be used as sources of for SWP supply.  Hence we see that the project is currently 5
million acre feet “short” as of the year 2000.  This is the very circumstance anticipated and
provided for in Article 18(b).

Rather than include this tremendous decrease in available water supply in the DEIR
analysis, the document states:

The effect of an implementation of Article 18(b) would have been
to reduce the number of years when agricultural contractors would
have to take shortages in years when Article 18(a) was applied to
SWP deliveries.  It would not, however, have altered the amount of
water that the Department delivered to the contractors in the many
years when more than the minimum SWP yield was available in
the SWP system.  Instead, such water would have been delivered
to the contractors under Article 21.  (DEIR at Page 2-16)

[O]nce the agriculture first shortage provision was eliminated,
[article 18(b)] would no longer be needed to protect agricultural
water users from excessive shortages.  With the elimination of the
agricultural first shortage provisions, it no longer mattered whether
a shortage was a temporary one or a permanent one, since the
allocation of the available supply would be the same in either
situation.
(DEIR at Page 4-5)

It is difficult to understand the meaning of these statements.  If Article 18(b) were
invoked, each contractor would have a smaller Table A amount.  This means that the SWP
would deliver less to each contractor every year because they would only be entitled to that
lesser amount.  In that event, each contractor would adjust its needs so that its Table A amounts
were sufficient for its uses.  To the contrary though, the DEIR assumes that each contractor will
still seek its full/original Table A amounts even after Table A amounts have been decreased, and
the SWP will continue to deliver (up to) the original Table A amounts.
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The manner in which the DEIR treats this issue makes Article 18(b) meaningless and
results in no real analysis of the implementation of it.  It would appear that the DEIR was written
in an attempt to avoid the issues found to be inadequate by the court.

2.    The DEIR does not adequately analyze changes to Article 21.  The Monterey
Agreement alters Article 21 to remove language that insures “surplus” water is not used or relied
upon as a permanent supply.  The original language precluded delivery of Article 21 water if
“such delivery would tend to encourage the development of an economy within the area served
by such a contractor which would be dependent on the sustained delivery of water in excess of
the contractor’s maximum annual entitlement.”  As related above, the DEIR treats the SWP
deliveries the same, before and after Monterey.  In that case, although the Table A amounts may
be less, the DEIR delivers additional surplus to the contractors so that they receive the same
amount as they would have if Article 18(b) were not invoked.  This clearly violates the intent of
the provisions, and results in the DEIR not disclosing an accurate or true set of circumstances
should Article 18(b) and 21 have been implemented as anticipated.  Under the DEIR, contractors
continue to be dependent on total SWP capacity even after allocations are decreased.  This turns
either turns the contractors into water sellers or specifically makes areas dependent on “surplus”
supplies.

3.    The DEIR fails to analyze the ability of the SWP to divert water from the Delta.  The
SWP can only divert water from the Delta which is surplus to the needs of the Delta and the
areas of origin.  As stated in Bulletin 76 at page 12:  In 1959 the State Legislature directed that
water shall not be diverted from the Delta for use elsewhere unless adequate supplies for the
Delta are first provided.”  The Bulletin goes on to state at page 11:

The coordinated use of surplus water in and tributary to the Delta
and of regulated or imported supplements to this supply, as
required, is referred to as the Delta Pooling Concept.  Under this
concept of operation the State will ensure a continued supply of
water adequate in quantity and quality to meet the needs of export
water users.  Advantage will be taken of surplus water available in
the Delta, and as the demand for water increases and the available
surplus supply is reduced by further upstream uses, the State will
assume the responsibility of guaranteeing a firm supply of water,
which will be accomplished by construction of additional storage
facilities and import works.  At the same time, the water needs of
the Delta will be fully met.” (Emphasis added) 

The DEIR makes no analysis of how the SWP will or can be able to divert millions of
acre feet of water from the Delta when its anticipated supplies are now approximately 5 million
acre feet short.  Currently, insufficient water is available for in-Delta needs, including
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agricultural, fishery and other public trust uses.  In that event, there are times when there is no
“surplus” in the Delta to provide a make up for never developed SWP supplies.  The DEIR must
identify those times of shortage and then determine the amounts of water available for export. 
Additional legal support is found in Water Code Sections 12200 et.seq. which precludes
diversions for export of water needed to provide salinity control and in-Delta uses.  The DEIR
analysis does not address this “supply” limitation.

4.   The DEIR does not adequately analyze the effects of area of origin needs.  Although
it is not clear whether the Monterey Agreement deletes Article 18(c), it is clear that the analysis
fails to examine decreasing export supplies due to area of origin needs.  As areas of origin
(including the Delta) grow, or uses therein increase, those areas are able to “take over” amounts
developed under the SWP (and the CVP).  This anticipated decrease in the amount of water
available for export is never analyzed in the DEIR.  Since the SWP was unable to develop
approximately 5 million acre feet of supply, there is no additional water available to make up for
area of origin or in-Delta (including fishery) increases, and thus exports must slowly decrease.

It appears that the Monterey Agreement has for its purpose the increase of exports over
time in order to fulfill original Table A amounts when possible.  Such a project goal must be
clearly identified in and EIR and not lost in the analysis.  This is especially true when that
increase is based on an insufficient water supply.

5.   The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the operational limitations on the SWP.  The
DEIR list the operational constraints in Table 5-3.  Under “Regulations” it mentions on the
Vernalis salinity objective of D-1641.  That Decision also includes three other salinity
objectives, or more correctly, three other locations for the same standard to be measured for
compliance.  Those three other locations are permit conditions of both DWR and USBR, and are
required to be met by those agencies.  In order to meet those objectives, DWR and USBR have
to undertake some additional measures, above those historically taken. [Though the standard is
required to be maintained in all channels, the measurements last summer showed a violation at
the Old River at Tracy Bridge location for most of the summer.] Those measure may include
releases from San Luis Reservoir and/or changes in flow patterns in the southern Delta.  Those
actions could result in lesser export rates; not analyzed in the DEIR.

Further, D-1641, as clarified by the Cease and Desist order issued against the projects
precludes JPOD pumping during times when the standards are being violated.  In summer and
fall, this affects EWA pumping.  According to the SWRCB’s Executive Director, last summer
the SWP/CVP JPOD of 500 cfs from July 1 - September 1 was an illegal diversion.  The DEIR
cannot incorporate illegal diversions as either available supply, or mitigation measures.

In addition, additional export pumping causes lowered water levels in the southern Delta
to the detriment of local diverters.  The DEIR makes no analysis of how a continuation of
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existing exports, or the anticipated increased exports will affect water levels, and potentially be
precluded unless mitigated. [The DEIR incorrectly identifies the temporary tidal barriers as used
to protect water quality and to protect salmonids.  The temporary barriers protect water levels,
and do not generally improve quality.  It is the Head of Old River barrier that is meant to protect
salmonids, not the tidal barriers.]

6.    The DEIR does not adequately analyze the transfers of the Kern Water Bank
property.  Initially, there is a question about the legality of such a transfer.  Water Code Section
11464 appears to preclude the sale or transfer of any facility of the SWP owned by the
Department (of Water Resources).   This legal question is a threshold to any analysis of the
effects.

Secondly, the DEIR does not adequately analyze how the SWP would operate and add to
the SWP supplies after Article 18(b) is implemented.  It is likely that when “surplus” water is
available in the Delta, the Bank would be operated to slightly increase the amount of water
available to southern Californian M&I users (and others).  Further, the initial documents
regarding the Bank indicated that its operation might have adverse effects on the Delta.  These
potential effects have apparently escaped analysis through assumptions in the DEIR.

7.    The DEIR does not adequately analyze alternatives.  Initially, the alternatives
selected do not include any reduction in supplies to the contractors.  As stated above, the DEIR
simply assumes that the SWP will deliver the same (or increased amounts) of water under both
the project and no-project scenarios, ignoring the provisions of Article 18 and 21.  In light of
these Articles, the DEIR must include some sort of decreased exports alternative, similar to that
required by the court in the CalFed ROD cases.

Secondly, the DEIR seems to confuse the baseline conditions with those of the no-project
condition, rather than comparing a set of alternatives against both the baseline and the no-project
conditions.  In this case (as stated above), the DEIR ends up comparing a number of scenarios
which all assume virtually the same amount of exports and deliveries.  This gives no real
comparison for the public or the decision makers to review.

8.  The DEIR inadequately examines the project’s effects on the Pelagic organisms
decline (“POD”).  It is clear that SWP and CVP operations have been a major, if not primary
cause of the POD (see Smelt Work Plan, March 2007).  Entrainment of numerous species,
including those pelagic, endangered and threatened species has resulted in record lows, with
some species apparently approaching extinction.  All of this occurred during times when
significant changes in times and amounts of exports occurred under CalFed and other
agreements.  For example, exports in certain winter months sometimes tripled over recent and
historic rates as presented by The Bay Institute at the SWRCB POD workshop in 2007.
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Ms. Delores Brown, Chief
January 14, 2008
Page - 6 -

We see that efforts such as EWA, “no-net loss” (under D-1641 export “limitations”) and
altered export operations have caused the drastic and catastrophic decline of the species.  At the
same time, the DWR was operating its Delta export facilities without any “take” permit or other
authorization under CESA (see Watershed Enforcers (CalSPA) v. DWR) and the CVP was
operating under (later) voided Biological Opinions (see NRDC v. USBR).  This leads to two
separate requirements of the DEIR.  The first is that the no-project scenario (at the very least)
must assume that SWP exports must be very limited unless and until DWR applies for and
receives a take permit under CESA.  Until this, or some legally equivalent action occurs, there is
not authorization to take smelt (and other species) and therefore export pumping cannot occur
when take is likely or in fact occurs.

The second requirement is that the DEIR cannot assume EWA or any actions are
sufficient to mitigate the adverse impacts to the fisheries since EWA (and numerous other
actions listed in the DEIR) were ongoing during the time the species crashed. [This was the gist
of the courts ruling in the NRDC case.]  The net result is that the DEIR fails to examine a
scenario where exports are radically decreased due to existing environmental regulations and
endangered species laws.

In addition, the other potential factors relating to the POD are related to the export
facilities.  Things such as changes in habitat and food can and are directly related to the export
facilities changes to interior Delta flows.  Similarly, effects of contaminants and toxics are also
affected by those same changes in Delta flows.  Contra Costa Water District has found a
correlation between fall salinity levels and subsequent year smelt populations.  That salinity is a
function of exports affecting sea water intrusion (or X2 location) and/or San Joaquin River
salinities (a direct result of CVP and SWP deliveries to the San Joaquin valley).  Hence export
constraints other than entrainment may be necessary to protect the species and those operational
changes are ignored by the DEIR.

With regard to entrainment, the DEIR incorrectly lists only numbers of fish found to have
been entrained.  The normal practice of DFG and FWS is to multiply that amount to estimate
actual numbers of fish affected due to the inefficiency of the screens and the large numbers not
“caught” by them.  In addition, the smaller forms of the fish (larvae and juveniles) are not
screened, but significant numbers are killed.

In addition to these comments, SDWA and CDWA incorporate by reference the
comments submitted by the California Water Impact Network and CalSPA.

As set forth above, the DEIR seemingly avoids the “new” environmental analysis
required by the litigation which overturned the first.  Implementing Article 18(d) would result in
a drastic change in exports levels resulting in much lower export deliveries.  This alternative is
apparently not even contemplated in the review, yet would certainly show a significant
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Ms. Delores Brown, Chief
January 14, 2008
Page - 7 -

difference between the project and no-project alternatives.  Under such a scenario, not only
would exports to many agricultural uses be greatly diminished, but M&I users like MWDSC
would receive larger allotments during those times when ag allotments would be first cut back. 
Finally, the failure to analyze the eventual impacts of area of origin demands, Delta needs and
fishery requirements results in a DEIR which ignores specific laws, regulations, and the
underlying promises supporting the authorization of the SWP.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Very truly yours

JOHN HERRICK
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January 14, 2008

Ms. Delores Brown, Chief Office of Environmental Compliance
California Department of Water Resources
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816
delores@water.ca.gov

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report Monterey Plus

Dear Ms. Brown:

The Butte Environmental Council is submitting the following comments and ques-
tions regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report Monterey Plus (DEIR).

Page 2-16
Will you please elaborate on the implications and impacts that would follow imple-
menting article 18(b), which would reduce Table A allocations and use article 21 
water? 

Chapter 4 - Project Description
The DEIR fails to state that a goal of the proposed Project is to increase export water 
through the Delta. This is misleading and does not provide the public with the oppor-
tunity to address this component nor does it identify, analyze or propose mitigation 
for impacts.

It is not acceptable to alter the definition of Section 18(a) on page 4-3 to read that, 
“…shortage provisions apply to conditions due to any cause whatsoever instead of 
only temporary causes.” The alarming increase in DWR’s discretion would place far 
too much authority into the agencies hands, therefore, the language should not be 
changed.

Chapter 7.2 Groundwater Hydrology and Quality
This chapter does not include any description of groundwater, groundwater manage-
ment plans, or groundwater plans for conjunctive use in the Sacramento Valley. DWR 
needs to incorporate into a revised DEIR the analysis and planning efforts it has either 
directly created, indirectly funded/supported, or formed independently in the Sacra-
mento Valley and recirculate the revised DEIR for public review and comment. This 
would at a minimum include:

· Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan - http://www.
norcalwater.org/int_program/irwmp.shtml
· Butte County Integrated Management Plan - http://www.buttecounty.net/water-
andresource/int_water_res_plan.htm
· Sacramento Valley Water Management Agreement - http://www.norcalwater.
org/pdf/sac_valley_water_mgmt_agrmt.pdf
· Sacramento Valley Regional Water Management Agreement - http://www.usbr.
gov/mp/watershare/mgmt_plan/Regional_Plan.pdf
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Will the SWP Agreements add to the impacts of the SVIRWMP, BCIMP, SVWMA, and the SVRWMA? These-
four documents have not been analyzed under CEQA or NEPA to date. In addition, theSVIRWMP, the BCIMP, 
and the SVRWMA are not even identified in Table 10.1.1. This must be corrected in the table and each plan 
must be presented in a thorough fashion in a revised DEIR. It must be clarified whether or not the Monterey 
Agreement will add to the impacts of the planning and implementation of these local and regional planning 
documents.

Regarding northern Sacramento Valley groundwater, there are significant impacts already occurring in the 
geographic area and yet there is little knowledge about the water budget for the region, natural recharge, in-
terdependence between surface and groundwater, and hydrologic connectivity between down gradient and up 
gradient users. Despite these major factual gaps, the SVIRWMP emphatically states, “…groundwater levels as-
sociated with the Sacramento Valley have remained steady, declining moderately during extended droughts and 
generally recovering to their pre-drought levels during subsequent wetter periods.” In reality, for example, the 
Butte Basin Groundwater Status report 2006 notes that groundwater levels in many of Butte County’s ground-
water dependant sub-areas have steadily declined since the late 1990’s in spite of several years of “normal” 
precipitation. Water policy analysts must expand their frame of reference to include data pertaining to natural 
precipitation regimes that include periods of drought that persist 100-400 years.  
http://www.yosemite.org/naturenotes/paleodrought2.htm
http://ceres.ca.gov/snep/pubs/web/v1/ch01/v1_ch01_02.html

In addition, the draft SVIRWMP concludes that, “…groundwater in both the Sacramento Valley and Redding 
Groundwater Basins is typically replenished through the deep percolation of precipitation and applied irrigation 
water.” There have been no detailed examinations of recharge mechanisms in these basins. Theories regarding 
the Tuscan aquifer unit range from suggesting a narrow band of recharge along the base of the Sierra foothills 
(where the Tuscan interfaces the surface and includes creek interactions) to hard rock fissures connecting the 
aquifer to Plumas County hydrology. DWR staff (Dudley and McManus) have suggested for years that the con-
fined nature of the Lower Tuscan eliminates irrigation percolation as a mechanism of recharge.

It is abundantly clear that not only is the DEIR insufficient at identifying, disclosing, and mitigating impacts, so 
is the SVIRWMP. 

Chapter 8 Growth Inducing Impacts
This “administrative action” is the mechanism that will allow for an additional 400,000 - 561,000 residents and 
all of the associated direct and indirect impacts. While the DEIR lists categories of possible impacts, here again, 
there is no detailed disclosure of the impacts, analysis, or proposed mitigation. This task is left to others. This 
is not acceptable and must be presented in a revised DEIR. A revised DEIR must also disclose the status of the 
General Plans in any county that could be impacted by the SWP Amendments. Many, such as Butte County’s 
are illegal (Attorney General Lockyer, August 2000), so to assume that local planning will successfully analyze 
the potential secondary impacts is a fairy tale. We encourage DWR to apply greater analysis to this significant 
omission in the DEIR.

Economic impacts to areas of origin, both positive and negative are ignored in the DEIR. This must be rectified. 

Chapter 10 Cumulative Environmental Impacts
 This chapter is supposed to analyze cumulative impacts.  The document mentions the SVWMA because it is 
a related project, but does not really analyze how the SWP Amendments will intersect with and/or increase the 
impacts from it. As mentioned above, the SVIRWMP, BCIMP, and the SVRWMA are not even acknowledged 
as related projects. They, too, must be added to a revised DEIR with it clearly elucidated how the SWP Amend-
ments intersect with and/or increase the impacts from them. The three planning documents all include  
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conjunctive management of the groundwater resources in northern California. The answers to the following 
questions must be incorporated in a revised DEIR, or if DWR declines to produce one, we request that you an-
swer in the FEIR the following:

· How will the SWP benefit from integrating the groundwater of the Sacramento Valley into the state water 
supply? 
· How will the “integration” occur, where will it occur, who will it benefit, and what funds will facilitate all 
of these activities? 
· How will DWR analyze the impacts, at the local, regional, and statewide levels and propose mitigation?
· How will it be presented to the public?

Conclusions
DWR must form a new decision based on this new DEIR, and should not ignore alternative approaches merely 
because they do not mirror the shape and form of the original agreement that was reached in 1994. DWR must 
consider what has been mentioned above and the following:

· Circumstances have changed dramatically since 1994. Endangered species concerns have and will con-
tinue to dramatically alter the way the SWP is managed. DWR also acknowledges in the DEIR that climate 
change may reduce reliability of the SWP by 25% in dry years. These facts should cause DWR to pause 
before it considers adopting contract changes that will encourage even greater reliance on the Delta
· Rather than adopt the amendments as proposed, which will increase demands on the fragile Delta, DWR 
should fully analyze an alternative that maintains the urban drought safeguards, provides a reassessment of 
the capacity of the SWP, utilizes the Kern Water Bank for drought mitigation and environmental restora-
tion, and establishes other incentives to reduce demands on the Delta.
· If DWR nevertheless decides to move forward with the SWP Amendments, the DEIR should condition 
implementation of the Amendments on a package of mitigation measures designed to redress the impacts 
anticipated to result from the Amendments.

We look forward to your responses to our comments and questions.

Regards,

Barbara Vlamis, Executive Director
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4 Assessment of Water Management Strategies 

A wide range of water management strategies has been considered for the Sacramento Valley 

IRWMP. These strategies, which are based on the 20 water management strategies identified 

by the Department, are presented in response to the objectives identified in Chapter 2 of this 

IRWMP. In turn, the strategies outlined below also account for “resource management 

strategies” used in the California Water Plan. As defined in the California Water Plan, a 

strategy is “a project, program, or policy that helps California’s local agencies and 

governments manage their water and related resources.” 

Water leaders in the region have formulated the region’s objectives and priorities through 

extensive discussions, negotiations, and agreements over more than a decade. Local 

governments and water purveyors have and continue to work closely with state and federal 

agencies, local water interests, and others to formulate projects and identify necessary future 

efforts to meet these objectives. The result of this work has been the development of projects 

recommended for implementation that are listed and summarized in Appendix A. These 

projects represent the current collection that is considered technically, economically, and 

environmentally feasible while ensuring each project is consistent with and supports the 

IRWMP objectives and priorities identified and agreed on for the region. As the participants 

in the IRWMP process continue to work together and gain additional participants, the 

package of projects and proposed actions will continue to grow in response to local and 

regional needs in accordance with the IRWMP objectives. 

4.1 Water Management Strategies 

The following summarizes the valley’s current and future state with respect to 20 different 

water strategies, including those strategies that are currently considered to not be directly 

applicable to the region. The California Water Plan Update 2005 also identifies 25 resource 

management strategies, many of which are directly applicable. It is the intent and desire of 

the participants in this IRWMP that the ongoing planning process identified in this IRWMP 

continue to drive and develop regionwide policy. These policies, recommendations, and 

priorities are intended to inform the Department, and other water resource agencies such as 

Reclamation, of regional needs to support these agencies’ planning (including Bulletin 160 

updates), prioritization, and funding recommendations and support. 

Some water management strategies, such as “groundwater management” and “conjunctive 

use” have been combined into one discussion because of their similarity with respect to this 

IRWMP. Others, such as “water supply reliability” are included in this IRWMP as an 

objective rather than a “strategy” because many of the strategies discussed below support 

improving water supply reliability. Lastly, some strategies, such as “water conservation” are 

incorporated into strategies relevant to existing efforts in the region. In this case, the term 
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“system improvement” is used to reinforce potential water district/company facility or 

operational improvements that could be implemented to improve overall water management 

flexibility. 

In support of these strategies, a number of water management planning efforts are currently 

proposed or underway across the region that are designed to advance and enhance the 

management of the region’s surface water and groundwater resources. These plans, investi-

gations, or projects generally span numerous water management strategies and, in many 

cases, represent an initial stage of exploration and coordination. Appendix A lists such efforts 

proposed to date. Table 4-1 (at the end of this section) identifies which IRWMP objectives 

are met and which water management strategies are addressed for each effort/project. 

4.1.1 Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Management Strategies 

A central part of the IRWMP is to preserve the region’s groundwater resources for the long-

term viability of the region’s economic prosperity and environmental well-being. Local 

public agencies have adopted groundwater management plans under the AB3030 process 

(Water Code Section 10750 et seq.) and other specific authorities. Additionally, counties 

across the region have adopted groundwater ordinances designed to protect the health and 

welfare of the citizens within these areas. As a result of legislation in 2002 (SB1938), these 

local public agencies are now undertaking more comprehensive efforts to manage ground-

water, including the development of BMOs and more extensive monitoring. Many of the 

region’s local entities have plans in place that are consistent with SB1938, and others are 

working toward compliance.  

For the past 5 years, these various agencies, water districts, and local interests have been 

developing integrated regional water monitoring and management to evaluate and better 

understand the groundwater resources in the region and to promote active groundwater 

management. This integrated management, by coordinating the local public agencies’ efforts 

to protect and manage the groundwater resources in the region, will provide stability that will 

be critical to meet the water supply needs for farms, cities, fish, and waterfowl.  

Conjunctive water management and monitoring is an increasingly key water management 

strategy to assist in improving water supply reliability across the region. As discussed in 

Section 6, Land and Water Use/Development Trends, groundwater use is anticipated to 

continue to increase across the valley associated with urban development and conversion to 

orchard crops. Each of the following program areas is critical to better understanding the 

groundwater resources in the Sacramento Valley. Together, these various actions will help 

foster improved knowledge and significantly enhance the ability of all of the water managers 

to cooperatively manage the shared resources in a manner that is economically and 

environmentally sustainable. Most importantly, this approach is intended to avoid conflicts 

among Sacramento Valley groundwater pumpers and to ensure local guidance in (1) the 

further development of local groundwater management as well as (2) the appropriate local 

mechanisms to avoid adverse impacts to groundwater resources. Additionally, coordination 

LETTER 19



S A C R A M E N T O  V A L L E Y  I N T E G R A T E D  R E G I O N A L  W A T E R  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  

RDD\061710026 (CLR3294.doc) 4-3 

of local activities to address regional and statewide issues will remain vital. All actions and 

investigations will continue to need to be coordinated with local, state, and federal agencies 

to share information and ensure compliance with all applicable ordinances, BMOs, and laws.  

4.1.1.1 Groundwater Monitoring  

This IRWMP intends to build on the existing monitoring network in the valley to gain a 

better understanding of the groundwater resources. Groundwater monitoring is an integral 

part of this program for the region to ensure the proper management and protection of the 

resource. A list of proposed or ongoing groundwater management and monitoring programs 

is provided in Appendices A and B to this IRWMP. These programs and projects include 

groundwater monitoring well pilot programs and the installation of recommended monitoring 

wells. 

Balanced development and operation of a conjunctive water management project requires 

well-designed and well-managed monitoring and data management. Objectives of monitoring 

and assessment include the following:  

• Promote development and operation of facilities to avoid impacts. 

• Enable adjustments in operation to avoid or mitigate impacts (adaptive management). 

• Assess and evaluate performance of the conjunctive water management project. 

• Encourage cooperation among valley entities by providing a common data pool for 

analysis and decisionmaking. 

• Monitor and assess data collection, storage, and analysis capabilities. Data will originate 

both from monitoring facilities developed as part of the Sacramento Valley IRWMP 

implementation and from coordinating with ongoing Department and county efforts 

across the region.  

The groundwater management and monitoring program under the Sacramento Valley 

IRWMP is a continued ambitious effort to improve local and regional water supply reliability 

in accordance with the objectives identified in Section 2, Sacramento Valley IRWMP 

Objectives. The proposed IRWMP Performance and Monitoring Plan is included as 

Appendix B. 

4.1.1.2 Groundwater Recharge  

The Sacramento Valley IRWMP recognizes that groundwater recharge is an important issue 

that merits additional investigation across the valley. Phase 1 recharge activities involve 

identifying natural recharge areas, identifying the most promising new recharge areas, and 

developing specific programs to protect existing recharge areas. Phase 2 of the recharge 

program will focus on measures to protect and enhance recharge capacity of the basin, 

including construction of recharge facilities. Among the investigations being proposed is the 
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joint Tehama and Butte County monitoring and recharge effort that will include assessment 

of potential recharge areas and characteristics, including with respect to the Lower Tuscan 

Formation. Groundwater recharge activities are being conducted in conjunction with 

activities being undertaken across the region and are discussed further in Section 6, Land and 

Water Use/Development Trends.  

4.1.1.3 Groundwater Modeling  

Hydrologic experts have developed numerous models in the Sacramento Valley. These 

models can assist in a better understanding of existing groundwater resource conditions and 

how these resources would be expected to respond to a variety of situations. The Department, 

working with the local interests, is undertaking a review of these models and others in the 

Sacramento Valley to determine how these models can best be used in the future to help 

decisionmakers make informed decisions to ensure the wise use and sustainability of this 

resource. This review summary will help inform future efforts toward the development and 

appropriate use of models throughout the region.  

4.1.1.4 Groundwater Production  

Thousands of production wells use groundwater throughout the Northern Sacramento Valley, 

including more than 335 wells in the Lower Tuscan. 

As demands for Northern California water increase, additional production wells will be used 

to meet Northern California water demands and to help strategically protect the water rights 

and supplies in the region for all uses. With limited data in certain parts of the region, the 

groundwater use will be an important tool to better understand the aquifer characteristics. 

Numerous wells are currently or in the future will be used to ensure water supply reliability 

in Northern California and to explore the conjunctive management as part of broader water 

management objectives within the Sacramento Valley. This includes strategically placed 

production and monitoring wells to conduct aquifer performance tests.  

4.1.1.5 Regional Coordination 

To help advance these coordinated efforts for groundwater, a Coordinating Group has been 

meeting to better understand and manage the groundwater resources for the benefit of 

Northern California. The Coordinating Group is a forum convened by local governments, 

local water purveyors, groundwater users, conservation organizations, state and federal 

agencies, and other interested parties that overlie the groundwater resources in the Northern 

Sacramento Valley to coordinate their respective efforts to better understand and manage this 

important resource for the benefit of Northern California. Specific objectives of the 

Coordinating Group include the following: 

• Inventory and maintain a working knowledge base on groundwater resources and identify 

critical information gaps. 
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• Formulate and conduct data gathering and investigations to build a credible body of 

knowledge about the groundwater resources. 

• Prepare and distribute factual information to ensure that the public has an opportunity to 

become better informed about this important groundwater resource. 

• Identify policy issues that need to be considered by or recommended to the respective 

entities in the region. 

Additionally, the Coordinating Group will help facilitate and clarify the respective roles of 

the Department, special districts, and counties. This discussion may form the basis for an 

MOU or similar arrangement that will articulate the respective roles necessary for a cogent 

and coordinated integrated plan for groundwater management in Northern California. 

4.1.2 System Improvement/Water Conservation Strategies 

For this IRWMP, the system improvement strategy refers to potential projects or operational 

changes that will improve water management at the district or farm level, and actions that can 

be taken related to urban use. System improvement projects include canal lining, installation 

of facilities to reduce operational spills, or changes in management that can result in 

decreased river diversions or additional reuse of water. 

The system improvement/water conservation strategies are designed to provide multiple 

benefits and serve multiple objectives. They provide for agricultural water recycling, water 

conservation, drainwater management, system automation, and associated water quality 

improvements. These types of projects help meet local and regional water supply needs, 

improve water quality, and enhance water system flexibility. Common elements among these 

strategies follow: 

• They are locally formulated. 

• They provide local/districtwide water supply reliability. 

• They improve water system operation at the district level. 

• They generally provide water quality benefits. 

• They enhance district water system flexibility and system operations. 

Numerous water use efficiency projects have been implemented recently, with additional 

projects seeking funding either underway or awaiting final approvals to proceed. A list of 

proposed projects formulated under system improvement strategies is provided in 

Appendix A. 

In October 2002, NCWA, working with various agencies throughout Northern California, 

developed a regional agricultural water use efficiency program to encourage water use 

efficiency in the region and to help implement cost-effective local and regional programs to 

use water more efficiently. The regional program was based on meeting Quantifiable 

Objectives and/or Targeted Benefits established by CALFED and the Department. The 
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IRWMP provides an opportunity to further this regional water use efficiency program by a 

more detailed review of the potential opportunities and limitations for water use efficiency in 

the Sacramento Valley and then providing a framework for additional system improvements 

or other water use efficiency measures.  

4.1.2.1 Urban Water Management  

The Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1983 requires that every urban water supplier 

(public or private) who provides water for municipal purposes either directly or indirectly to 

more than 3,000 customers or supplies more than 3,000 ac-ft of water annually must prepare 

and submit to the Department an urban water management plan. The plan is to be updated at 

least every 5 years. Urban water management plans include the area served, quantity and 

sources of water, groundwater management plans, and future supply and demand projections. 

The Department reviews all submitted urban water management plans. All cities across the 

region have prepared these plans, and many urban purveyors have also completed and are 

implementing water master plans that guide their provision of water services. 

4.1.2.2 Agricultural Drainwater Recycling and Management 

Drainwater management, in the form of controlling releases of drainwater from fields, 

reusing drainwater for onfield irrigation, and monitoring inflows to and outflows from drains, 

is a common practice in much of the Sacramento Valley. On a subbasin or larger scale, the 

management actions of the farmers within the individual districts can result in major 

cumulative influences on regional hydrology. These influences could include changes in river 

diversions (reduced or increased diversions as drainwater supplies change relative to 

irrigation demand); changes in flow rates in many natural sloughs, streams, and drains; the 

creation of habitat along the watercourses; and water quality and temperature effects at points 

of discharge to receiving waters. In addition to these influences on regional hydrology and 

habitat, drainwater management provides critical, regional-scale benefits by increasing the 

overall subbasin efficiency through repeated use of field tailwater runoff.  

All of these impacts and benefits result from the largely independent actions of many 

irrigators who respond daily to changes in their local water supply and demand conditions. 

With some level of regional coordination, drainwater management could be expanded in 

conjunction with actions to address the water quality of return flows and other regulatory 

issues. The most logical and effective geographic unit for regional drainwater management 

appears to be the hydrologic subbasin. The following are the key objectives and related 

benefits of a regional drainwater management program: 

• Improved measurement of drainage flows. 

• Improved water quality sampling and real-time monitoring. 

• Coordinated management of drainwater flow rates. 

• Increased water management flexibility and potential for benefits. 
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4.1.3 Flood Management, Stormwater Capture, and Management Strategies  

Major flood and/or stormwater management activities are currently underway to improve 

flood protection in many critical areas across the region. Given recent disasters in other 

portions of the country, significant flood-related damage over the last decade throughout the 

region, and concerns related to climate change and the potential for greater flood risk, flood 

management is a priority issue for much of California. Managing flooding is vital for 

protecting private property and public facilities, and is often an element of surface water 

storage projects. An array of flood management actions/projects are being planned under the 

flood management strategies for the region. These include activities authorized by the 

Sacramento River Flood Control Project and the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project; 

various efforts conducted by YCWA and Sutter County on the Yuba and Feather Rivers; the 

YCFCWCD; the Colusa Basin Drainage District (CBDD); and the numerous local projects 

undertaken by reclamation districts and other local entities such as Hamilton City. A large 

component of the Yuba County IRWMP now underway is the evaluation of flood manage-

ment strategies for the Yuba and Feather Rivers. A list of flood management efforts for the 

region is provided in Appendix A. 

4.1.4 Water Quality Protection and Improvement/Non-point Source Control 

Significant efforts are underway in the region to identify and address water quality issues. 

Agricultural water conservation, tailwater recovery, and reuse projects reduce return flows to 

streams and rivers and improve surface water quality. Additionally, groundwater monitoring 

and assessment strategies planned for the region include ensuring groundwater levels and 

quality are protected while agricultural tailwater recovery and water recycling, and water 

conservation strategies are implemented. The California Rice Commission and the Coalition 

are implementing a watershed approach to improve water quality in the region and to help 

implement the Water Board’s Irrigated Lands Program. The coalitions continue to implement 

a monitoring and reporting program to improve water quality and address non-point source 

pollution control from irrigated lands and managed wetlands. The coalitions and the 

subwatersheds will also implement management practices to improve water quality in areas 

where water quality standards are exceeded. A summary of the Coalition’s monitoring plan is 

included in the Performance and Monitoring Plan included as Appendix B to this IRWMP 

and can be viewed on the Internet (www.svwqc.org). The coalitions will also coordinate with 

municipal entities in the region regarding their stormwater and effluent programs. 

4.1.5 Conservation Strategies for the Sacramento Valley 

Conservation and enhancement of aquatic and terrestrial species and their habitats is a 

continued priority for the region. The overall proposed conservation strategy for the 

Sacramento Valley is presented in Section 5, Conservation Strategies, of this IRWMP. The 

following summarizes key subcomponents of the proposed strategy in the context of the three 

water management strategies related to species/habitat conservation. Ecosystem enhancement 

strategies are embedded in most strategies developed for the region as fully described in 
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Section 5, Conservation Strategies. These strategies include further advancing fisheries 

improvement programs and waterfowl and wildlife improvement programs, and developing 

ricelands habitat. 

4.1.5.1 Environmental and Habitat Protection and Improvement 

Environmental enhancement and habitat protection are fully integrated with most of the other 

water management strategies and projects for the region. As described in Section 5, 

Conservation Strategies, it is proposed that existing efforts and partnerships be continued and 

enhanced toward supporting additional ecosystem improvement and enhancement. Projects 

included as part of this IRWMP range from those that are anticipated to assist in improving 

water quality through re-managed flows to those that will help improve water quality through 

reduced river diversions. Those projects that are proposed to reduce diversions will also aid 

in meeting temperatures objectives for fish, as well as provide additional flexibility in 

meeting water quality objectives.  

Installation of state-of-the-art fish screens at diversion points is a continuing priority along 

the Sacramento River and its tributaries to protect the fishery resources of the region while 

allowing water diversions for agricultural and urban uses. Numerous fish screens have been 

installed in the region, and additional fish screens are being planned and designed. A list of 

ongoing or recently completed major fish screen projects is provided in Appendix A to this 

IRWMP. 

4.1.5.2 Wetlands Enhancement and Creation 

The management and creation of wetlands is integrated with other water management 

strategies and is a component of various projects in the region. For example, levee setback 

projects and retention basins under flood control strategies are designed to create wetlands 

and habitat along the floodways. Providing conveyance capacity for wildlife refuges in the 

region ensures reliable water supplies for enhancement, creation, and preservation of the 

wetlands in the region. Section 5, Conservation Strategies, provides more detailed 

information about future wetlands enhancement actions. 

4.1.6 Surface Storage 

New surface water storage in the Sacramento Valley has been one of the most exhaustively 

considered regional water supply and management alternatives, primarily because of the 

significant potential benefits that new storage could offer. The CALFED Integrated Storage 

Investigation Program evaluated a wide range of surface water and groundwater storage 

locations throughout Central and Northern California, including in-Delta, south-of-Delta, and 

north-of-Delta locations. The two Integrated Storage Investigation projects that are most 

relevant to integrated planning in the Sacramento Valley are the Shasta Dam enlargement 

and the potential Sites Reservoir project.  
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When these two projects are considered as part of an integrated Sacramento River Basin 

water supply and management program, the following key questions need to be answered: 

• Which projects are most likely to move forward, and what are the critical factors in 

determining their implementation? 

• What is the framework, in terms of participating parties and institutional agreements, 

under which the projects will be financed, built, and operated? 

• What will be the direct and secondary benefits and impacts on Sacramento River Basin 

water users? 

• What are the costs of these benefits, and how do the unit benefit costs compare with other 

actions or alternatives? 

• How do these projects tie in with or influence the effectiveness of other regional options 

under consideration? 

These two surface storage projects represent major undertakings that will require additional 

detailed evaluation efforts, including regional water system (CVP and SWP) operations 

studies, site investigations, cost/benefit studies, environmental studies, and determination of 

an institutional framework to allow for implementation of these important and necessary 

projects.  

In addition to the Integrated Storage Investigation projects, a local surface water storage 

project is being developed in Yuba County. The Garden Bar Water and Power Project is 

located on the Bear River immediately upstream of Camp Far West Reservoir about 

8.5 miles east of Wheatland in Yuba County. The Garden Bar Reservoir will have a usable 

storage capacity of approximately 250,000 ac-ft and a surface area of 2,000 acres at elevation 

612 feet above mean sea level (msl). The Garden Bar Project will increase existing water 

supply deliveries by approximately 50,000 ac-ft. The project will also satisfy the peak power 

demands of area and reserve capacity requirements with an installed power generation 

capacity of 210 megawatts. In addition, the project could also provide instream flow benefits 

below Camp Far West Reservoir, residual flood control benefits resulting from increased 

storage capacity, and potential groundwater recharge. 

4.1.7 Water Recycling 

As agricultural, urban, and environmental water demands increase and constraints on 

developing new water sources tighten, water recycling is increasingly becoming a viable 

source of new water for the region. Water reclamation and beneficial reuse is a relatively 

mature practice in Southern California and much of the arid west. Recycled water as a water 

management strategy offers a new, relatively “drought-proof” source of supply that improves 

both the total water supply and the overall reliability of the supply.  
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The benefits of water recycling have been evaluated extensively by the Department’s 

Recycled Water Task Force. The task force report, Water Recycling 2030: Recommendations 

of California’s Recycled Water Task Force (2003b) identified the potential for 1.5 million 

ac-ft per year (af/yr) of recycled water statewide. Limited recycling of domestic wastewater 

is currently practiced in the Sacramento Valley, but the potential exists for the development 

of up to 80,000 af/yr of recycled water from domestic wastewater effluent by the year 2020.  

Water recycling strategies are generally implemented at the local level but can have regional 

and statewide benefit by reducing surface water diversions and making that water available 

for other urban, agricultural, and environmental uses. These actions in turn can have a direct 

benefit to overall Bay-Delta water quality. Water recycling allows a local agency to avoid or 

reduce the costs of developing, treating, storing, and distributing additional potable supplies. 

Recycling can also reduce pollutant loads in receiving waters, aid in meeting TMDL 

requirements, and reduce treatment costs and concerns for downstream water purveyors. 

4.1.8 Land Use Planning 

Land use planning is an important tool to influence land development to promote economic 

health while ensuring adequate and reliable water supplies. Section 6, Land and Water 

Use/Development Trends, summarizes current and future land and water use projections and 

primary planning issues at the county level. This section was developed in close coordination 

with each of the eight counties within the region and summarizes current and future land and 

water use trends, where known. Key issues and knowledge of a given county’s resources 

varies greatly depending on evaluations done to date and funding available to conduct such 

investigations. More detailed information about these strategies and specific projects 

developed to address land use issues can also be found in the subregional county IRWMPs 

either currently being developed or recently completed. 

4.1.9 Recreation and Public Access Strategies 

Most major recreation facilities in the region are operated and managed by state and federal 

agencies, and are not under the jurisdiction of the participants in this planning process. Local 

agencies in the region, however, are working to improve recreational facilities and to provide 

better public access where possible. An example of this is YCWA’s New Bullards Bar 

facility. Significant improvements to this facility were recently made by YCWA, with the 

potential for additional recreation and public access improvements addressed in the Yuba 

County IRWMP. Potential management changes that potentially impact recreational 

opportunities along the Sacramento River, its tributaries, or water storage facilities that 

provide substantial recreational opportunities (e.g., Shasta Reservoir) will need to be tracked 

and evaluated.  
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4.1.10 Watershed Planning 

Numerous local watershed efforts have and continue to be implemented in concert with 

various state and federal agencies. Local planning efforts have tended to be associated with 

key Sacramento River tributaries, including efforts along Mill, Clear, Stony, Deer, 

Cottonwood, Butte, Battle, and other creeks throughout the region. These grassroots efforts 

will continue depending on leadership, availability of funding, and continued membership 

commitment. Additionally, entities such as the CBDD have developed integrated watershed 

management plans to evaluate a range of management actions and structural/nonstructural 

measures to improve watershed health, assist in flood control, and enhance the environment. 

4.1.11 Water and Wastewater Treatment 

Cities, towns, and small to large municipalities continue to make improvements to existing 

wastewater and water treatment plants in response to continued urban growth and/or aging 

infrastructure. Depending on the size and funding capability of a given municipality, facility 

improvements and/or expansions can be difficult to fund. Project proponents will continue to 

seek assistance from sources including the State Revolving Fund to obtain grants or loans in 

maintaining and improving facilities. Continued maintenance of existing facilities in 

response to growth will continue to be an important factor in ensuring regional water quality 

in the Sacramento River and its tributaries. 

4.1.12 Water Transfers 

Improved management of water supplies for use within the Sacramento Valley is necessary 

to ensure that water can be put to reasonable and beneficial use to the maximum degree 

practicable within the area of origin, while at the same time protecting water rights, the 

environment, and the citizens that reside within the watersheds of origin. Water transfers can 

provide improved reliability, local and regional operational flexibility, and environmental 

benefits depending on the timing and quantity of the transfer. Most water transfers in the 

Sacramento Valley are intra-basin water transfers or neighbor-to-neighbor transfers. These 

transfers help the region meet its needs, particularly during drought periods. For example, the 

transfer of water is common in dry years among many of the Sacramento River Settlement 

Contractors through the Sacramento River Water Contractors’ Association Project Water 

Pool, which was formed and has been active since 1974.  

Additionally, increased environmental awareness and the enactment of various statutes such 

as the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) have increased the transfer of water 

for environmental purposes. An important part of the conservation strategy identified in 

Chapter 5 is an environmental water program that includes water acquisitions to help meet 

environmental needs within the region. 

Water transfers to assist in meeting the water needs in other parts of the state have occurred, 

and will continue in response to need and ensuring regional needs are met. Water right 

holders within the region may pursue changes in its water rights as part of a strategic decision 

LETTER 19



S A C R A M E N T O  V A L L E Y  I N T E G R A T E D  R E G I O N A L  W A T E R  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  

4-12 RDD\061710026 (CLR3294.doc) 

to protect water rights, help provide flood protection to citizens and property within the 

region, and help contain costs for local landowners and businesses.  

4.1.13 Inapplicable Water Management Strategies 

Because of its setting, some forms of water management that are appropriate in other areas of 

California are not applicable in the Sacramento Valley at this time. Current water rights and 

availability in the Sacramento Valley do not necessitate the need for imported water other 

than through relatively local water transfers within the region. Desalination is also not a 

relevant water management strategy given the valley’s location and relative costs. 

4.2 Integration of Water Management Strategies 

The Sacramento Valley IRWMP presents a mix of water management strategies to address 

regional and statewide water issues. This approach emphasizes integration among projects 

presented under the IRWMP, integration in attainment of statewide and regional benefits, and 

integration of water management and land use planning. As presented above, a wide range of 

water management strategies and projects, from water supply reliability and quality 

improvements to ecosystem restoration and fishery protection, have been developed and 

evaluated for the Sacramento Valley IRWMP. These projects and strategies are designed to 

meet the objectives of improving regional economic health, water supply reliability and 

quality, ecosystem enhancement, and flood management across the region as identified in 

Section 2, Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives, of this IRWMP. In meeting these 

objectives, proposed projects and actions include continued investigations, coordination, and 

monitoring, all of which will be integrated to the extent appropriate for each project.  

Integration within and across water management strategies will continue to be key to meeting 

the IRWMP objectives, as well as ensuring local support and project performance as the 

following examples illustrate: 

• Integrated management of the region’s surface water and groundwater resources could 

significantly improve water supply reliability for the region and California. Conjunctive 

management strategies that enhance water supply, together with use of surface water, 

recharge of groundwater basins, and monitoring and assessment of the resources, will 

assist in improving the region’s water supply reliability while protecting the region’s 

groundwater resources. 

• Integration of groundwater monitoring and assessment strategies with conjunctive 

management strategies is key to ensuring stakeholder support and wise management of 

the resource.  

• Integration of local water supply reliability strategies with water quality and water use 

efficiency strategies can improve water supply reliability while improving water quality. 

However, care must to be taken to ensure that those that rely on drainwater from 

upstream sources are not adversely affected. 

LETTER 19



S A C R A M E N T O  V A L L E Y  I N T E G R A T E D  R E G I O N A L  W A T E R  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  

RDD\061710026 (CLR3294.doc) 4-13 

• Conjunctive water management and system improvement projects can be implemented to 

integrate water supply reliability with water quality and ecosystem restoration improve-

ment strategies by providing additional water supplies for local use while also providing 

water for instream flows, ecosystem enhancements, and refuge water supplies. 

• Integration of flood management and environmental and habitat improvement strategies 

such as the levee setback and flood retention basins can integrate flood management with 

the development of wetlands and wildlife habitat areas in the region. 

4.3 Meeting Statewide Priorities 

Strategies developed for the Sacramento Valley IRWMP are designed to meet local and 

regional needs while also assisting in meeting statewide priorities stated in this IRWMP. As 

stated previously, the objectives identified in Section 2, Sacramento Valley IRWMP 

Objectives, of this IRWMP include seeking opportunities to meet statewide needs and 

priorities assuming local and regional needs can be met. Among the programs and associated 

projects included in this IRWMP that help meet statewide needs is the implementation of the 

SVWMA. Implementation of these projects will help improve water supply reliability, 

increase in-river flows, and improve CVP and SWP flexibility to support making more water 

available to the Delta in late spring through early fall. Additionally, the SVWMA calls for 

the development of a Long-Term Workplan to evaluate regionally beneficial projects that 

could potentially result in water being made available to the Delta, including use by export 

interests, assuming local and regional needs can be met first. Appendix A identifies how each 

of the proposed programs/projects meets regional and statewide objectives while addressing 

the water management strategies. 

An important initial planning process originally conducted to identify projects that could 

improve water management across the valley culminated with the completion of the 

Sacramento Valley Water Management Agreement Short-Term Workplan, released in 

October 2001. This process included local and regional interests as well as federal and state 

agencies and statewide water interests. The workplan identified numerous projects, 

programs, and necessary investigations or planning processes across the valley, many of 

which had been discussed or formulated through other ongoing local efforts throughout the 

region. These following types of projects, in turn, became the basis of this IRWMP: 

• Water management (facilities or programs to use and monitor surface water and 

groundwater) 

• System improvement (canal lining, tailwater recovery, or improved operations) 

• Surface water/groundwater planning (monitoring, areawide inventory, or assessment) 

• Institutional (regulatory hurdles including transfer of water within the region) 
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Regional long-term priorities include actions that might take more than 5 years to implement. 

These programs are more regional in nature and include the following: 

• Advancing the regionalization vision described earlier 

• Expanding short-term programs throughout the region 

• Securing new surface storage (including Sites Reservoir and the enlargement of 

Shasta Dam) 

• Conducting regional monitoring and measurement 

In general, implementing regional options will need to meet the needs of regional water 

users, while providing environmental benefits such as improved temperature and flow 

conditions for aquatic species, protection of riparian or wetlands habitats, or improving 

surface water quality. Assuming these needs can be met, projects and programs that 

simultaneously make water available to meet statewide needs must be encouraged given local 

and regional support. Implementation on a regional or subbasin level will entail continued 

coordination with all relevant stakeholders, including the formation of regional coalitions, 

either through existing forums or through project-specific agreements. 
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TABLE 4-1 

Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives and Strategies/Projects 

Objectives 

Project Title Project Sponsor Counties 

Improve the 
Economic 

Health of the 
Region 

Improve Regional Water 
Supply for Local Water 
Users, the Region, and 

California 

Improve Flood Protection 
and Floodplain 
Management  

Improve and 
Enhance Water 

Quality 
Enhance the 
Ecosystem Related Water Management Strategies  

Integrated Regional Planning           

Redding Basin Water Resources 
Management Plan 

Shasta County Water Agency Shasta X X  X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water 
Transfers, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control, Land 
Use Planning 

Butte County IRWP, Model 
Calibration and Water Use 
Forecast 

Butte County Butte X X  X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment 

YCWA IRWMP YCWA Yuba X X X X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, System Improvement/Water Conservation, Flood 
Management, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control, Land 
Use Planning 

YCFCWCD IRWMP YCFCWCD Yolo X X X X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, System Improvement/Water Conservation, Flood 
Management, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control, Land 
Use Planning 

Groundwater Management       

Groundwater Modeling Program Butte County Butte X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment 

Colusa County Groundwater 
Management Plan 

Colusa County and water 
purveyors 

Colusa X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Project Planning       

Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority 
Canal Extension 

TCCA Tehama, Colusa, and 
Yolo 

X X  X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, System 
Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Transfers, Water Quality Protection 
and Improvement/NPS Control 

Sacramento Valley Water 
Management Agreement Long-
Term Workplan  

NCWA/SVWMA Signatories All X X X X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, System Improvement/Water Conservation, Ecosystem 
Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control, 
Surface Storage 

Stony Creek Conveyance 
Options/Constant-head Orifice 
Operations 

TCCA Tehama and Glenn  X X   X System Improvement/Water Conservation 

Butte County Integrated Water 
Resources Program 

Butte County Butte X X X X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water 
Transfers, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control, Land 
Use Planning 

Ricelands Habitat/Winter 
Flooding Program 

Multi-district/landowner Multi-county X X   X Ecosystem Enhancement  

Stony Creek/OUWUA 
Investigation 

OUWUA Glenn X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, System Improvement/Water Conservation, Ecosystem 
Enhancement, Surface Storage 

Groundwater Monitoring and Assessment Projects  

Lower Tuscan Monitoring, 
Recharge, and Data 
Management Element 

Butte County Butte and Tehama X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

ACID Water Management 
Program, Phases 1c and 1d 

ACID Shasta X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Glenn County Groundwater 
Monitoring Program  

Glenn County Glenn X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 
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TABLE 4-1 

Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives and Strategies/Projects 

Objectives 

Project Title Project Sponsor Counties 

Improve the 
Economic 

Health of the 
Region 

Improve Regional Water 
Supply for Local Water 
Users, the Region, and 

California 

Improve Flood Protection 
and Floodplain 
Management  

Improve and 
Enhance Water 

Quality 
Enhance the 
Ecosystem Related Water Management Strategies  

Butte County Groundwater 
Monitoring Program 

Butte County Butte X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Implementation of the 
Groundwater Subcommittee 
Groundwater Monitoring Well 
Pilot Program 

Various districts All X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Colusa Groundwater Monitoring 
Program 

Colusa County Colusa X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Installation of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells Recommended 
by SVWMP Groundwater 
Subcommittee (Phase I) 

Department and local entities All X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Joint Sutter Basin Groundwater 
Management Program 

Sutter Mutual Water Company 
and RD 1500  

Sutter X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Basin Management Objective 
Information Center 

Butte County Butte X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Cooperative Program for 
Groundwater Studies between 
the County of Glenn and the 
Colusa Basin Drainage District 

Glenn County Glenn and Colusa X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Stony Creek Fan Partnership 
Conjunctive Management 
Program 

Orland Artois, Orland Unit, 
and GCID 

Glenn X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Tehama County Groundwater 
Monitoring 

Tehama County  Tehama X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Groundwater Production Projects 

Lower Tuscan Water Supply 
Reliability Project 

Butte County Butte X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Princeton-Codora-Glenn 
Irrigation District Water 
Management Project 

Princeton-Codora-Glenn 
Irrigation District 

Glenn X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Provident Irrigation District Water 
Management Program 

Provident Irrigation District Glenn X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

GCID Water Management 
Program 

GCID Glenn X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

ACID Water Management 
Program Phase 2 

ACID Shasta X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Collins/Bullards Bar 
Groundwater Substitution 

Browns Valley Irrigation 
District 

Yuba X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Browns Valley Irrigation District 
Water Management Project 

Browns Valley Irrigation 
District 

Yuba X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 
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TABLE 4-1 

Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives and Strategies/Projects 

Objectives 

Project Title Project Sponsor Counties 

Improve the 
Economic 

Health of the 
Region 

Improve Regional Water 
Supply for Local Water 
Users, the Region, and 

California 

Improve Flood Protection 
and Floodplain 
Management  

Improve and 
Enhance Water 

Quality 
Enhance the 
Ecosystem Related Water Management Strategies  

Maxwell Irrigation District Water 
Management Project 

Maxwell Irrigation District Colusa X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

RD 108 Water Management 
Project 

RD 108 Colusa, Yolo X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

South Sutter Water District 
Conjunctive Water Management 
Program 

South Sutter Water District Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Natomas Water Management 
Project, Phase 1 

Natomas Central Mutual 
Water Company 

Sutter, Sacramento X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

River Garden Farms Water 
Management Project 

River Garden Farms Yolo X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Garden Highway Mutual Water 
Company Water Management 
Program 

Garden Highway Mutual Water 
Company 

Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

RD 1004 Water Management 
Project 

RD 1004 Colusa X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Meridian Farms Water 
Management Project 

Meridian Farms Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Pelger Mutual Water Company 
Water Management Project 

Pelger Mutual Water Company Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Pleasant Grove-Verona Mutual 
Water Company Water 
Management Project 

Pleasant Grove-Verona 
Mutual Water Company 

Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Feather Water District Water 
Management Project 

Feather Water District Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Plumas Mutual Water Company 
Water Management Project 

Plumas Mutual Water 
Company 

Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Sutter Extension Water District 
Water Management Project 

Sutter Extension Water District Sutter X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Water Management Project Lewis Ranch Colusa X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Groundwater Recharge Projects           

Butte Water District Conjunctive 
Water Management Program 

Butte Water District Butte X X   X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Yuba County Second Point of 
Diversion 

YCWA Yuba X X  X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Wheatland Canal In-lieu 
Recharge Project 

YCWA Yuba X X  X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 
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TABLE 4-1 

Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives and Strategies/Projects 

Objectives 

Project Title Project Sponsor Counties 

Improve the 
Economic 

Health of the 
Region 

Improve Regional Water 
Supply for Local Water 
Users, the Region, and 

California 

Improve Flood Protection 
and Floodplain 
Management  

Improve and 
Enhance Water 

Quality 
Enhance the 
Ecosystem Related Water Management Strategies  

Sacramento Valley Water Quality Coalition (Water Quality Projects)        

Butte-Sutter-Yuba  Six locations 

 

   X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control  

Colusa Basin  Six locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

El Dorado  Two locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Lake-Napa  Three locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Pit River  Three locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Placer-Nevada-South Sutter/ 
North Sacramento 

 One location    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Sacramento-Amador  Two locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Shasta-Tehama  Two locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Solano-Yolo  Four locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Upper Feather River  Three locations    X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Agricultural Tailwater Recovery       

Maxwell Irrigation District 
Integrated System Improvement 
Project 

Maxwell Irrigation District Colusa   X  X  System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Butte Water District Main Canal 
Automation Project 

Butte Water District Butte X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Colusa Basin Drain Study NCWA Colusa County and 
Lower Sacramento 
River 

X X    Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Wastewater Treatment and Reuse       

Various projects listed in 
Table A-4 

Multiple agencies Sutter and Yuba  X X  X X Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Protection and Improvement/ 
NPS Control 

Agricultural Water Conservation       

Browns Valley Irrigation District 
Dry Creek Pump Station 

Browns Valley Irrigation 
District 

Yuba X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Paradise Ridge Water Supply 
Reliability Project 

Butte County Butte X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

RD 1004 Canal Lining Project RD 1004 Colusa X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Lewis Ranch Canal 
Replacement Project 

Lewis Ranch Colusa X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Sutter Mutual Water Company 
Irrigation Recycling Project 

Sutter Mutual Water Company 
and RD 1500 

Sutter X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Sutter Mutual Water Company 
Canal Lining 

Sutter Mutual Water Company Sutter X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

ACID Churn Creek Bottom 
Improvements, Phase 1b 

ACID Shasta X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 
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TABLE 4-1 

Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives and Strategies/Projects 

Objectives 

Project Title Project Sponsor Counties 

Improve the 
Economic 

Health of the 
Region 

Improve Regional Water 
Supply for Local Water 
Users, the Region, and 

California 

Improve Flood Protection 
and Floodplain 
Management  

Improve and 
Enhance Water 

Quality 
Enhance the 
Ecosystem Related Water Management Strategies  

Deer Creek Irrigation District 
Long-term System 
Improvements Feasibility 
Investigation 

Deer Creek Irrigation District Tehama X X   X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Deer Creek Irrigation District 
Near-term System 
Improvements Project 

Deer Creek Irrigation District Tehama X X   X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Heritage Center Water-Wise 
Irrigation Demonstration Site 
Project 

Placer County Water Agency Placer X X   X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

South Feather Water and Power 
Canal Seepage Reduction 
Program 

South Feather Water and 
Power 

Butte X X  X  System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Automation and Measurement Projects       

ACID Main Canal Modernization 
Project 

ACID Shasta X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

GCID Flow Measurement 
Devices in Main Canal, Lateral 
System, and Drain Outflow 
Points/Automation Program 

GCID Glenn and Colusa X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Sacramento River Basinwide 
Water Management Plan 
Cooperative Water 
Measurement Study 

Sacramento River Settlement 
Contractors/ Reclamation 

Regional X X    System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Sacramento River Basinwide 
Water Management Plan 
Subbasin-level Water 
Management Study 

Sacramento River Settlement 
Contractors 

Regional X X   X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Proposal for Utilizing GIS-Based 
Pesticide Permitting Application 
to Facilitate Advancing Water 
Management 

Glenn County Glenn X X  X  System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Regional Water Measurement 
Program for the Feather River 
Service Area 

BWGWD   X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Replacement and Automation of 
Elevation Control Structure 875 

Western Canal Water District Butte X X  X  System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Yuba City Water Meter Retrofit 
Project 

Yuba City Sutter X     System Improvement/Water Conservation 

Tehama-Colusa Canal 
Automation Upgrade 

TCCA Tehama X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Yolo/Colusa Flow Lab. YCFCWCD Yolo X X  X  System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control 

Maxwell Irrigation District 
Integrated System Improvement 
Project 

Maxwell Irrigation District Colusa   X  X  System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Main Canal Automation Butte and Sutter Extension 
Water Districts 

Feather X X  X X System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Water Recycling 

Regional Reclaimed Water 
Facilities Feasibility Study 

Yuba City/Marysville/Linda 
County Water District 

Yuba X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Reclaimed Water Facility 
Upgrade, Marysville 

City of Marysville Sutter X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 
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TABLE 4-1 

Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives and Strategies/Projects 

Objectives 

Project Title Project Sponsor Counties 

Improve the 
Economic 

Health of the 
Region 

Improve Regional Water 
Supply for Local Water 
Users, the Region, and 

California 

Improve Flood Protection 
and Floodplain 
Management  

Improve and 
Enhance Water 

Quality 
Enhance the 
Ecosystem Related Water Management Strategies  

Reclaimed Water Facility 
Upgrade, Linda County Water 
District  

Linda County Water District Yuba X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Reclaimed Water Facility 
Upgrade, Yuba City 

Yuba City Yuba X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Reclaimed Water Distribution 
System, Marysville 

City of Marysville Sutter X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Reclaimed Water Distribution 
System, Linda County Water 
District 

Linda County Water District Yuba X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Reclaimed Water Distribution 
System, Yuba City 

Yuba City Yuba X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Yuba City Water Conservation 
Program 

Yuba City Sutter X X  X  System Improvement/Water Conservation, Water Quality Protection and 
Improvement/NPS Control, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Agricultural Reclaimed Water 
Distribution System, Yuba City 

Yuba City Sutter X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Joint Reclaimed Water 
Conveyance Project, Yuba City 
and Linda County Water District 

Yuba City/Linda County Water 
District 

Sutter X X  X X Water Recycling, Water or Wastewater Treatment, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Ecosystem Restoration (Fish Screen and Fish Passage Projects)        

Red Bluff Diversion Dam  TCCA Tehama     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Meridian Farms Fish Screen Meridian Farms Water 
Company 

Sutter     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Natomas Fish Screen Natomas Central Mutual 
Water Company 

Sutter/Sacramento     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Pleasant Grove-Verona Fish 
Screen 

Pleasant Grove-Verona 
Mutual Water Company 

Sutter     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Fish Screen RD 2035 Yolo     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Fish Screen Bella Vista Water District Shasta     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Fish Screen Small Diversion Fish Screen 
Program 

Multiple     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Yuba South Canal Fish Screen YCWA Yuba     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Feather Water District Fish 
Screen 

Feather Water District Sutter     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Yuba City Water Supply Phase 1 
Fish Screen Project 

Yuba City Sutter     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Fish Screen South Sutter Water District Sutter     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Fish Screen  White Mallard Colusa     X Ecosystem Enhancement 

Wildlife Habitat Improvement       

Implementation of the Lower 
Yuba Accord 

YCWA Yuba 

 

      

Yuba River Habitat and 
Restoration Conservation Project 

Yuba County Resource 
Conservation District 

Yuba 

 

      

Flood Management Projects       

Bear-Feather Levee Setback Three Rivers Levee 
Improvement Authority 

Yuba X X X   Flood Management 

Yuba-Bear Levee Improvement Three Rivers Levee 
Improvement Authority 

Yuba X X X   Flood Management 
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TABLE 4-1 

Sacramento Valley IRWMP Objectives and Strategies/Projects 

Objectives 

Project Title Project Sponsor Counties 

Improve the 
Economic 

Health of the 
Region 

Improve Regional Water 
Supply for Local Water 
Users, the Region, and 

California 

Improve Flood Protection 
and Floodplain 
Management  

Improve and 
Enhance Water 

Quality 
Enhance the 
Ecosystem Related Water Management Strategies  

Forecast-Coordinated 
Operations 

YCWA Yuba X X X   Flood Management, Surface Storage 

Colgate Powerhouse Tailwater 
Depression 

YCWA Yuba X X X   Flood Management, Surface Storage 

Yuba City Flood Control Projects Yuba City Sutter X X X   Flood Management 

New Bullards Bar Reservoir 
Outlet Capacity Increase 

YCWA Yuba X X X   Flood Management, Surface Storage 

Wheatland Flood Protection 
Improvement 

City of Wheatland Yuba X X X   Flood Management 

Stormwater Management Projects       

Yuba City Stormwater Quality 
Improvement Project 

Yuba City Sutter    X X Flood Management, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water Quality Improvement 

Design of Recharge/Detention 
Basins 

Colusa Basin Drainage District Glenn X X X  X Flood Management, Ecosystem Enhancement 

Surface Water Supply Reliability Projects 

Shasta Reservoir Enlargement 
Study 

 Shasta X X X   Water Supply Reliability, Flood Protection 

Sites Reservoir Study  Colusa X X X   Water Supply Reliability, Flood Protection 

Magalia Dam Paradise Irrigation District Butte X X X   Water Supply Reliability, Flood Protection 

Garden Bar Water and Power 
Project 

South Sutter Water District Nevada, Placer, Yuba, 
and Sutter 

X X X   Water Supply Reliability, Flood Protection 

Surface Water Delivery Systems       

Wheatland Canal In-lieu 
Recharge Project 

YCWA Yuba X X  X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Yuba County Second Point of 
Diversion 

YCWA Yuba X X  X X Groundwater Management and Conjunctive Use, Groundwater Management 
and Assessment, Groundwater Recharge, Ecosystem Enhancement, Water 
Quality Protection and Improvement/NPS Control 

Notes: 

OUWUA = Orland Unit Water User’s Association 

NPS = non-point source 
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6.2 Tehama County 

The following summarizes the local setting, current and future land and water use, and 

primary recommendations in the Tehama County area. Tehama County officials were 

interviewed and consulted as a part of the development of this IRWMP and identified the 

following key and/or highest priority water- and land use related issues (Ohlin, 2006): 

• Potential groundwater impacts from urban development and protection of county 

groundwater resources.  

• Lack of baseline groundwater information and the need for more monitoring (especially 

in the Redding Basin area of Tehama County). 

• Potential development of the Lower Tuscan and Tehama Formations, and funding needed 

for further study and peer review of existing hydrogeologic data.  

• Continued protection of water quality.  

• Groundwater quality protection in the City of Corning.  

6.2.1 Local Setting 

Tehama County is located in the northern portion of the Sacramento Valley approximately 

midway between Sacramento and the Oregon border. The Sacramento River bisects the 

county. The western boundary is the Cascades Mountains, and the eastern boundary is the 

Sierra Nevada Mountain Range. The county consists of approximately 3,000 square miles 

and three incorporated cities: Red Bluff, Corning, and Tehama. The climate is typical of that 

found in the Central Valley, with summers being very warm and dry with mild, wet winters. 

The economy is based primarily on agriculture, including ranching, farming, and some 

timber production.  

Tehama County is made up almost entirely of watersheds that feed the Sacramento River, 

and lies within the Sacramento Valley Hydrologic Region. Hydrologic regions are defined as 

“major drainage basins” by the California Water Plan. However, the western edge of the 

county contributes a small amount of drainage to the North Coast Region.  

Agriculture and irrigated lands are the dominant land use in Tehama County along the 

Sacramento River. The RBDD, constructed in 1964, is on the Sacramento River just 

downstream from the City of Red Bluff. From this diversion, the TCCA conveys CVP water 

to 17 districts, which serve approximately 300,000 acres of farmland in Tehama, Glenn, 

Colusa, and Yolo Counties (TCCA, 2003). In Tehama County, approximately 6,000 acres are 

irrigated with CVP water from the Tehama-Colusa and Corning Canals. 

Significant groundwater resources lie beneath Tehama County. Ninety-eight percent of 

public drinking water comes from groundwater sources. The northernmost portion of Tehama 

County overlies the southernmost part of the Redding Groundwater Basin. The southern 

LETTER 19



S A C R A M E N T O  V A L L E Y  I N T E G R A T E D  R E G I O N A L  W A T E R  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  

6-20 RDD\062290003 (CLR3330.doc) 

boundary of the Redding Basin is the Red Bluff arch in Tehama County. The Red Bluff arch 

is an east-northeastern trending combination of folds and a fault, which forms the 

northernmost barrier to groundwater flow in the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. 

Because of this, the groundwater issues in the Redding Basin are different from the issues in 

the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. Most of the remainder of the county overlies the 

Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin, which extends several counties to the south along the 

Sacramento River. 

Numerous water agencies and districts oversee the provision and development of water 

supplies in Tehama County. These include the following agricultural water purveyors, urban 

water purveyors, agencies with flood management responsibilities, and agencies with land 

use management responsibilities: 

• Agricultural Water Purveyors 

− Proberta Water District 

− El Camino Irrigation District 

− Thomas Creek Water District 

− Corning Water District 

− Stanford Vina Ranch Irrigation Company 

− Deer Creek Irrigation District 

− Los Molinos Mutual Water Company 

− Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District 

− Thomas Creek Water Users Association  

• Urban Water Purveyors  

− City of Red Bluff 

− City of Tehama 

− Gerber-Las Flores Community Services District 

− City of Corning 

− Rio Alto Water District 

− Mineral County Water District 

− Golden Meadows Estates Community Services District 

− Los Molinos Community Services District 

• Flood Management Agencies 

− Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (FCWCD) 

− Tehama County Building and Safety Department 

− U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

− California Department of Water Resources 
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• Land Use and Resource Agencies  

− Tehama County 

− Tehama County Resource Conservation District 

− Vina Resource Conservation District 

6.2.2 Land Use Patterns 

The majority of land use in the county is nonirrigated agriculture (ranch and grazing land), or 

other (timber or barren lands). Urban development is relatively limited, existing primarily in 

the Red Bluff and Corning areas and other small communities close to the Sacramento River 

corridor. Figure 6.2-1 demonstrates the relative gross values for the leading agricultural 

commodities in Tehama County.  

Along the Sacramento River, agriculture and irrigated lands are the dominant land uses. 

Recent agricultural trends in Tehama County indicate an acreage increase in production of 

tree crops (almonds and walnuts) and a decrease in livestock. Between 2001 and 2004, cattle 

within the county have decreased from 79,000 to 66,000 (United States Department of 

Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2006). Between 1998 and 2003, almond 

acreage increased by approximately 1,500 acres for a total of 7,426 acres, and an additional 

2,300 acres of walnuts were planted in 2005, for a total of 15,587 acres. The trend towards 

increased acreage in tree crops results in additional groundwater demand.  

Future urban growth is anticipated to be centered along the Interstate 5 corridor, which runs 

north-south through the center of the county. Tehama County urban land use grew by 

1,733 acres between 1990 and 2002, from 9,811 to 11,544 acres. Large-scale housing 

developments (3,700 units, 3,950 units, and 1,200 units) are currently proposed in north-

central Tehama County (northern end of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin and in 

the Tehama County portion of the Redding Groundwater Basin). Urban growth is also 

expected surrounding existing urban centers of Red Bluff and Corning, including the South 

Avenue and Corning Road interchanges with Interstate 5.  

6.2.3 Water Use and Water Supply Patterns 

In the early 1900s, Tehama County relied on surface water for most of its water demand. The 

CVP and completion of Shasta Dam and the Corning Canal allowed for surface water to be 

delivered to the west side of the Sacramento River in the county.  

By the 1970s, two-thirds of irrigation water used in the county was derived from surface 

water supplies. Figure 6.2-2 shows the change in surface water and groundwater use over the 

years. However, since that time, CVP water has become more expensive, and demand has 

exceeded supply in some years. Other factors such as increased environmental water 

demands, water supply reliability, and changing land use patterns have also contributed to an 

increased reliance on groundwater. Many agricultural users are investing in micro-emitters or 
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similar high-efficiency watering systems that require a higher standard of water purity and 

more on-demand availability than surface water can supply. Small orifices become plugged 

with tiny debris that is inherently found in diverted river water, and the water needs to be 

delivered in an on-demand basis rather than by a weekly schedule.  

By the 1990s, Tehama County was relying on groundwater for more than two-thirds of its 

irrigated land (Tehama County FCWCD, 1996). It is important to note, however, that local 

stream diversions are the second largest water source in the county, and the largest surface 

water supply (28 percent). Local stream diversions total 106,300 ac-ft in a normal year, and 

CVP surface water only accounts for 21,300 ac-ft (see Table 5-2 in the Tehama County 

FCWCD Water Inventory and Analysis [Department, 2003d]).  

Nearly all of the municipal and industrial (M&I) suppliers depend solely on groundwater to 

deliver municipal water to their customers. There are approximately 10,000 groundwater 

wells in Tehama County, and groundwater pumping and recharge are very high-priority 

issues for the county (CDM et al., 2005). Concerns about potential development in recharge 

areas have been raised in recent years, and the further study of recharge areas is needed. A 

Proposition 50 grant funding proposal has been submitted for the Lower Tuscan Recharge 

Investigation Program. Preliminary mapping of recharge areas can be found in the Northern 

Sacramento Valley (Four County) Drinking Water Quality Strategy Document (Four-County 

Document; CDM, 2005).  

Tehama County has an AB3030 groundwater management plan and is SB1938 compliant. 

The Tehama County Board of Supervisors passed a groundwater aquifer protection ordinance 

in 1994 (Ordinance 1617). The Tehama County FCWCD is working with the Department 

and local purveyors to implement an effective groundwater management plan. Figure 6.2-3 

shows the distribution of groundwater wells in Tehama County.  

The majority of Tehama County’s groundwater resources come from the Sacramento Valley 

Region (Tehama County FCWCD, 2003); however, large-scale developments in the Bowman 

area will induce land use and water use changes in this formerly rural setting. Tehama 

County FCWCD is taking a proactive approach to monitoring groundwater impacts from 

large-scale development by requiring developers to install additional onsite monitoring wells.  

The Tehama County FCWCD Water Inventory and Analysis indicates that overall total 

groundwater in storage in the county was in a declining trend from 1998 to 2002 during years 

of normal to above normal precipitation. The Department is presently analyzing the total 

water in storage for spring 2006.  

6.2.4 Existing and Ongoing Planning 

In the past decade, the Tehama County water purveyors have taken several steps toward 

preparing for future land use changes and their associated water demands. Table 6.2-1 

summarizes recent planning documents. The Tehama County FCWCD has completed a 
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comprehensive study that examined water inventories and issues in the county. Included in 

the 2003 Tehama County FCWCD Water Inventory and Analysis are water management 

recommendations and water supply and demand scenarios for 75 and 100 percent dry-year 

cutbacks in CVP water in the county.  

TABLE 6.2-1  

Existing and Relevant Tehama County Water Resource Planning Documents 

Planning Document Description Date Published 

Tehama County FCWCD Water Inventory 

and Analysis 

Contains detailed water use analysis, 

groundwater analysis, and water management 

issue descriptions for Tehama County. 

September 2003 

Tehama County Small Water Systems 

Drought Vulnerability Study 

Small water systems (small water users/groups 

not associated with larger municipal systems) 

inventory and drought analysis. GIS-based study 

provides tool for future management.  

2005 

Tehama, Butte, Glenn, and Colusa Four-

Counties MOU 

Agreement among common governing entities to 

participate in groundwater planning efforts.  

March 2006 

Tehama County Groundwater Management 

Plan 

AB3030 Groundwater Management Plan. 1998 

Sacramento River Basinwide Water 

Management Plan 

Contains current and future water requirements 

for all Sacramento River diverters (includes 

portions of Tehama County).  

October 2004 

Northern Sacramento Valley (Four County) 

Drinking Water Quality Strategy Document 

The Four-County effort is intended to develop 

and promote regional collaboration among Butte, 

Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama Counties to 

effectively coordinate drinking water resources 

and contribute to local, regional, and statewide 

water quality goals. 

June 2005 

Tehama County General Plan General Plan. Updating 2006 

City of Corning Water Production Master 

Plan  

Water plan to the year 2025.  

Ordinance 1617 “Aquifer Protection”  Prohibits the mining of groundwater, and requires 

a permit to move groundwater from one parcel to 

a noncontiguous parcel of ownership.  

1994 

Developing Groundwater Trigger Levels Developing groundwater trigger levels to provide 

public awareness of groundwater levels in each 

of the 10 groundwater subbasins.  

In progress 

City of Red Bluff General Plan Surface and groundwater resources section 

(2000-2020). 

October 2000 

 

Tehama County FCWCD is taking a proactive approach to groundwater monitoring in 

Tehama County. To date, the district has installed three 1,000-foot-deep multi-completion 

groundwater monitoring wells in three known areas of groundwater depression. The Service 

has donated several existing agricultural wells to be retrofitted into monitoring wells. The 

district has secured funding to instrument several existing Department multiple-completion 
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monitoring wells with pressure transducers and dataloggers to provide real-time water level 

data. Grant funds will be used to install additional monitoring wells in areas slated for large-

scale residential developments. Hourly groundwater level data, including hydrographs, are 

available at the district’s Web site (http://www.tehamacountywater.ca.gov). Furthermore, the 

Tehama County FCWCD is requiring these large-scale developers to include groundwater 

monitoring infrastructure in their construction plans. This includes installation of pressure 

transducers and dataloggers in the monitoring wells and collecting both baseline groundwater 

level data before construction begins and real-time groundwater level data after construction 

is completed to allow for evaluation of drawdown impacts due to groundwater production. 

Groundwater modeling is also required to help fulfill SB221 and SB210 and to track 

predicted effects compared to real-time demand of the project.  

In 2005, the county completed a small water systems drought vulnerability study to 

determine which parts of the county are more susceptible to water shortage impacts. The 

study indicated that only six small water systems in the county are likely to be at risk in the 

event of drought. The Geographic Information System (GIS)-based study is now being used 

as a tool to help the county as it moves forward with water resources management planning.  

In early 2006, the Counties of Tehama, Butte, Glenn, and Colusa signed an MOU that is 

commonly referred to as the “Four-County Agreement.” This MOU is a voluntary agreement 

among these counties that share common groundwater resources to coordinate and cooperate 

with each other relating to water issues. The Four-County Document (2005) is an excellent 

example of water planning integration in the region. The Four-County Agreement highlights 

the primary water sources that link the four counties, including the Sacramento River that 

flows through each county, shallow alluvial aquifers, and the deeper Lower Tuscan Aquifer 

that underlies a portion of each county. Operational links include such common factors as 

groundwater quality and level monitoring programs, water resource studies, data and 

information management, county ordinance oversight, public education, and stakeholder 

interaction. 

6.2.5 Plan Areas 

The Tehama County FCWCD Water Inventory and Analysis divided the county into 

14 discrete inventory units for analysis (see Figure 6.2-4).  

The Mountain Region West and Mountain Region East areas account for approximately 

two-thirds of the county acreage. The middle third of the county represents lands overlying 

groundwater basins and is divided into regions along groundwater basin boundaries. Many of 

the inventory units have been further divided into inventory subunits that are based primarily 

on political boundaries, of which many represent irrigation or water districts. A complete 

description of each inventory area and subarea can be found in the Tehama County FCWCD 

Water Inventory and Analysis. 
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6.2.5.1 Land Use Conditions 

Existing Land Use Condition (2006) 

Existing land use for each subunit was mapped and inventoried for the Tehama County 

FCWCD Water Inventory and Analysis. Detailed land use information for each subregion has 

been categorized and documented. Tehama County land use was mapped for the IRWMP 

using FMMP data. Land use categories were combined to reflect regional water use and 

urbanization patterns in the county. Tehama County land use is summarized in Table 6.2-2. 

TABLE 6.2-2 

Existing Tehama County Land Use 

Land Use Category Acreage % Change in 10 years
a
 

Important Farmland
b
 245,445 3 

Grazing Lands 705,674 -1 

Urban 11,544 13 

Other  870,610 0 

Water  6,221 0 

a
Percent change over period 1992 to 2002 

b
Sum of Unique, Prime, Statewide, and Locally Important Farmland 

Source: California Department of Conservation, 2002a 

Future Land Use Condition 

Future land use will occur in accordance with county and local plans. Interviews with local 

officials indicate that the majority of urban development will most likely occur in the far 

northern and southern portions of Tehama County along the Interstate 5 corridor. The areas 

that will see significant development will be the Bowman area in the far north near the 

community of Cottonwood, both east and west of Interstate 5, and the Corning area in the 

southern part of the county. The northern part of the county could see 9,000 additional homes 

or more in the next 10 years (Impact Sciences, Inc., 2006). The City of Corning expects to 

add approximately 1,700 new homes (about 60 percent population growth) by the year 2025 

(Kimbrough, 2006). Corning City officials state that groundwater quality protection is the 

highest water management priority for the city. The City of Corning has an adequate supply 

according to the Corning Water Production Master Plan (Kimbrough, 2006). Corning does 

not allow new septic systems or private groundwater wells within the city, to protect 

groundwater quality.  

6.2.5.2 Water Use Conditions 

Existing Water Use Condition (2006) 

In Tehama County, 98 percent of public drinking water comes from groundwater sources. 

(CDM, 2005). The Tehama County FCWCD Water Inventory and Analysis evaluated a dry-

year scenario to see the affect on water supply sources and demands. Relative to an average 
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water year, water demand in a dry year from all sectors increases by 63,800 ac-ft 

(17 percent). Agricultural water demand and M&I demands typically increase during a dry 

year because of higher demand for irrigation of crops and landscape during summer months. 

Environmental water demand doubles in the areas near Mill and Deer Creeks, mainly 

because these areas participate in dry-year programs to benefit the environment. Conveyance 

losses decrease during a dry year because of the smaller surface water supply and less 

potential for percolation, evaporation, and spillage. 

The composition of water supplies also changes during a dry year. Local surface water 

supplies decrease by 26 percent, and CVP supplies decrease by 47 percent, relative to an 

average year, because of lower precipitation and snowmelt in local rivers and creeks and 

related CVP contract curtailment provisions. Accordingly, groundwater use increases by 

approximately 32 percent to compensate for increased water needs and smaller surface water 

supplies. Supply shortages total approximately 31,000 ac-ft under the dry-year scenario. 

Increased groundwater use mitigates a portion of the shortage; however, the county does not 

have adequate groundwater infrastructure to cover all water shortages. In general, areas with 

greater reliance on surface water supplies and relatively higher conveyance losses experience 

the larger shortages. Without the infrastructure, the cutbacks in CVP supply during a dry year 

create water shortages, generally in areas west of the Sacramento River. Drought along the 

east side of the river results in less stream diversion. Dry-year scenario supply and demands 

are summarized in Tables 6.2-3.  

TABLE 6.2-3 

Summary of Water Supply Versus Demand in Dry-year Scenario 

Inventory Unit 

Surface Water 

Supply 

(ac-ft) 

Total 

Groundwater 

Supply 

(ac-ft) 

Total Water 

Demand 

(ac-ft) 

Total Water 

Shortage 

(ac-ft) 

Red Bluff East 5,000 91,200 98,500 2,300 

Red Bluff West 100 3,900 4,100 100 

Corning East 10,000 131,500 150,100 8,600 

Corning West 1,300 1,100 4,300 1,900 

Bend  2,200 400 2,600 0 

Antelope 10,500 24,600 34,900 0 

Dye Creek 25,000 9,500 44,400 9,900 

Los Molinos 13,400 14,500 32,200 4,300 

Vina 15,500 16,800 34,600 3,400 

Bowman 13,600 3,900 17,900 400 

Rosewood 1,300 1,400 2,600 0 

South Battle Creek 6,300 2,400 8,700 0 

West Mountain 0 300 300 0 

East Mountain 6,900 200 7,100 0 

Total County 111,100 301,700 442,300 30,900 

Source: Tehama County FCWCD Water Inventory and Analysis  
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Future Water Use Conditions  

Tehama County agencies and purveyors have been managing water and supplying high-

quality water from surface water and groundwater sources for more than a century. Except in 

times of extreme drought, water supplies have been adequate to meet demand for the entire 

county. Current trends indicate that most future urban development will depend on a ground-

water source to meet water demands. Agricultural demands that have historically used 

surface water might also trend toward groundwater in the future, depending on cropping 

trends and water efficiency system improvements.  

6.2.6 Local Water Management Issues and Strategies 

6.2.6.1 Conjunctive Management and Groundwater Storage 

Groundwater management is a top priority for Tehama County. Significant groundwater 

resources lie beneath Tehama County. The Tuscan, Tehama, and Modesto Formations are 

high-profile geologic layers that lie beneath Tehama and surrounding counties. Tehama 

County has an AB3030 groundwater management plan and is SB1938 compliant. The 

Tehama County groundwater management ordinance was passed in 1994. The Tehama 

County FCWCD is working with the Department and local purveyors to implement an 

effective groundwater management plan. Tehama County FCWCD is taking a proactive 

approach to monitoring groundwater impacts from large-scale development by requiring 

developers to install additional onsite monitoring wells.  

Conjunctive management is the coordinated operation of surface water storage and use, 

groundwater storage and use, and conveyance facilities to meet water management 

objectives. Conjunctive management strategies are used to improve water supply reliability, 

reduce groundwater overdraft, protect water quality, and improve environmental conditions. 

The county would like to obtain funding to explore possible recharge opportunities along the 

western slopes of the county in areas where significant outcrops can be found, and is 

participating in the Lower Tuscan Recharge Investigation in the eastern part of the county. 

6.2.6.2 Floodplain Management 

Floodplain management in the county falls within the jurisdiction of the Tehama County 

Building and Safety Department. In January 1997, major storms throughout the state caused 

record flows in many Central Valley rivers, resulting in flooding and property damage. In 

Tehama County, the Sacramento River at Tehama Bridge reached 8 feet over flood stage. 

Over 1,000 feet of broken levee at Deer Creek resulted in $2 million in damages and an 

additional $1 million to repair private levees. Several areas are subject to flooding almost 

annually. The county is actively engaged with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regarding 

flooding and levee problems in the county. Tehama County FCWCD is responsible for 

maintaining the Deer Creek and Elder Creek levees. The Tehama County Flood Mitigation 

Plan is presently underway and is expected to be completed soon. System Reoperation – the 

Red Bluff Diversion Dam Problem. 
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The TCCA operates and maintains two canal systems owned by Reclamation: the Corning 

Canal and the Tehama-Colusa Canal. The Corning Canal is 15 miles long and serves three 

water districts in the county, and the Tehama-Colusa Canal is 110 miles long and serves 

14 water districts, 6 of which are in Tehama County. The system was designed to divert 

water from the Sacramento River into the settling basin by virtue of a dam across the 

Sacramento River located in Red Bluff. Environmental concerns and regulatory requirements 

have altered the operational practices of the dam. Current regulations generally prevent the 

dam gates from being lowered until May 15. To overcome this limitation, current practice is 

to dam up Stony Creek in Orland and backflow water through canal gates that were actually 

intended to let water out of the canal into Stony Creek. Between the pumps on the 

Sacramento River at Red Bluff, and the reverse flow diversion at Stony Creek, the demands 

of irrigators have been met, but generally without any reserve. Diversions from Stony Creek 

are currently permitted between April 1 and May 15 and again between September 15 and 

October 29. The Stony Diversion depends on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ operation of 

Black Butte Reservoir, which is primarily for flood control purposes and not irrigation. These 

two needs are not always compatible, and present operations do not provide TCCA with 

sufficient water diversion reliability or flexibility. 

Since construction of RBDD, concern has been expressed regarding the dam’s effect on both 

upstream and downstream fish migration. Over the years, the dam gates have been raised 

more frequently in an attempt to enhance fish passage, which has reduced the ability to divert 

irrigation water to the current 4-month (gates-in) operations from May 15 to September 14. 

During the remainder of the year, the dam gates are open. Studies show the current design of 

the fish ladders and the operations of the dam gates do not adequately allow passage of 

threatened and endangered fish species. At this time, National Marine Fisheries Service is 

finalizing the first stage of a listing of the green sturgeon as a threatened species. This listing 

will further emphasize the urgent need for an alternative method of diversion at Red Bluff 

because the green sturgeon is incapable of passing the RBDD.  

Further complicating the reoperation of the RBDD is the impoundment of Lake Red Bluff 

that occurs when the dam gates are down. The potential loss of what is called Lake Red Bluff 

is a significant local concern. A draft EIS/EIR was prepared in 2002 to assess all options for 

reoperating the RBDD. To date, no additional operational changes have been made, and the 

RBDD continues to operate as described above.  

Additionally, the TCCA is investigating the potential to extend the existing Tehama-Colusa 

Canal to provide high-quality water to urban uses in the Yolo and/or North Bay and Solano 

areas. This project could include a conjunctive water management/recharge component. The 

potential for this project, which would require extensive design, environmental, and right-of-

way effort prior to construction, is being reviewed as to the potential benefits in relation to 

anticipated costs. 
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6.2.6.3 Water Conservation 

The Tehama County Resource Conservation District operates a mobile irrigation lab that 

provides agricultural growers with important system information for management decisions. 

The mobile irrigation lab can identify problems with distribution uniformity and suggest 

solutions. An evaluation process is conducted with test protocols and evaluation software 

from the Irrigation Training and Research Center at Cal Poly. Through this service, growers 

learn to operate their systems more effectively and save water in the process. Mobile lab 

evaluations are performed at no cost to growers.  

6.2.6.4 Ecosystem Restoration 

The California Water Plan describes ecosystem (aquatic) restoration as “changing the flows 

in streams and rivers, restoring fish and wildlife habitat, controlling waste discharge into 

streams, rivers, lakes, and reservoirs, or removing barriers in streams or rivers so salmon and 

steelhead can spawn” (Department Bulletin 160-05). Ecosystem restoration improves the 

condition of the modified natural landscapes and biotic communities to provide for the 

sustainability and for the use and enjoyment of those ecosystems by current and future 

generations.  

Tehama County is actively involved in many major ecosystem restoration programs, 

including the following:  

• Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Program 

• Cottonwood Creek Watershed Group Monitoring and Management Programs 

• Deer Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon Protection Program 

• Deer Creek Water Exchange Pilot Program 

• Numerous riparian rehabilitation projects along the Sacramento River 

6.2.6.5 Recharge Area Protection 

Butte County has proposed the Lower Tuscan Aquifer Monitoring, Recharge, and Data 

Management Program to be implemented in Butte and Tehama Counties. The following are 

goals of the project: 

• Identify the geological makeup of the Lower Tuscan Aquifer 

• Quantify the potential yield of the Lower Tuscan Aquifer 

• Determine the aquifer system’s ability to meet the water needs of the local agricultural 
economy 

• Examine the potential for conjunctive water management programs 

• Educate the public to reduce potential local and regional conflict 

• Foster regional coordination of water management 
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Element facilities will consist of several stream gauging stations and monitoring wells. The 

wells will be integrated into the Department-Butte County cooperative monitoring well 

network. In addition to installation of equipment and infrastructure, the Lower Tuscan 

Recharge Investigation project will entail the development of a comprehensive GIS database 

of water and resource management information for the four counties (Butte, Tehama, Colusa, 

and Glenn) that overlie the Lower Tuscan Aquifer. Further detail on the SVWMA and the 

project are provided in Section 1, Introduction, and Section 4, Assessment of Water 

Management Strategies, of this IRWMP.  

6.2.7 Next Steps/Recommendations 

Next steps/recommendations are as follows: 

1. Implement the Lower Tuscan Recharge Investigation program.  

2. Create a BMO database similar to Butte County.  

3. Explore funding opportunities to develop a subsistence network.  

4. Explore research opportunities and funding to expand knowledge base for the Tehama 
Formation.  

5. Continue the cooperative effort with Glenn, Colusa, and Butte Counties to ensure 
reliable, high-quality drinking water, and work with the Coalition to promote 
management of agricultural runoff and discharge. 

6. Continue to encourage agricultural uses and development through land use planning and 
policies. 

7. Support existing efforts to evaluate flood potential and pursue funding to protect both 
urban and agricultural areas. 

8. [Tehama County FCWCD] pursue a more coordinated effort with Tehama County 
Planning Department with respect to development and water supply.  

9. Continue to support proposed projects within Tehama County as detailed in Appendix B 
to this IRWMP.  
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FIGURE 6.2-1
TEHAMA COUNTY LEADING 
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SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMP

Source: United States Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2006a
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Source: Tehama County FCWCD Inventory and Analysis
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FIGURE 6.2-3
DISTRIBUTION OF GROUNDWATER 
WELLS IN TEHAMA COUNTY
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMP

Source: Departmemnt of Water Resources
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FIGURE 6.2-4
TEHAMA COUNTY INVENTORY UNITS
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMP
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6.3 Glenn County 

The following summarizes the local setting, current and future land and water use, and 

primary recommendations in the Glenn County area. Glenn County officials were 

interviewed and consulted as a part of the development of this IRWMP and identified the 

following key and/or highest priority water- and land use related issues 

(Messina et al., 2006): 

1. Increasing shift in agricultural water supply source from surface supply to groundwater 

2. Development, use, reuse, and recharge of the Lower Tuscan Formation  

3. Groundwater recharge 

4. Increased residential development in Orland Unit Water User’s Association (OUWUA) 

district area 

5. Agricultural land conversion to smaller, rural residential parcels (1 to 10 acres) 

6. Transfers in/out of the basin  

6.3.1 Local Setting 

Glenn County is located in the west-central portion of the Sacramento River Hydrologic 

Region. Primarily an agricultural area, Glenn County totals approximately 850,000 acres 

with 30 percent in agriculture and only 1 percent in urban uses (Wood Rodgers and 

Associates, 2003). A small portion of western Glenn County lies within the North Coast 

hydrologic region. In 2000, the population of Glenn County was approximately 26,500, with 

50 percent in urban (small community) and 50 percent in rural/farm housing. By the year 

2030, Glenn County is expected to see approximately 27 percent growth to about 

34,300 (California Department of Finance, 2004).  

The majority of irrigated agricultural land is in the eastern third of the county. Major crops 

include rice, deciduous orchard, and field crops. The largest urban areas are the cities of 

Willows and Orland, both of which are located along Interstate 5. Surface water provides the 

majority of supply, with groundwater being the primary source for users outside water 

districts as well as orchards. Conversely, 98 percent of Glenn County residents get their 

drinking water from a groundwater source, and the remaining 2 percent from a surface 

water source. 

Numerous water agencies and districts oversee the provision and development of water 

supplies in Glenn County. These include the following agricultural water purveyors, urban 

water purveyors, agencies with flood management responsibilities, and agencies with land 

use management responsibilities: 

• Agricultural Water Purveyors 

− Stony Creek Water District 
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− 4-E Water District 

− Provident Irrigation District 

− Princeton-Codora-Glenn Irrigation District 

− Orland Unit Water User’s Association 

− Orland-Artois Water District 

− Kanawah Water District 

− Glide Water District 

− Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District 

− Hunter Creek Water District 

• Urban Water Purveyors 

− California Water Service Company (CWSC) 

− City of Orland 

− Black Butte Water Company 

− Elk Creek Community Services District 

− Butte City Community Services District 

− Artois Community Services District 

• Flood Management Agencies 

− U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

− Glenn County 

− California Department of Water Resources 

− Colusa Basin Drainage District 

• Land Use and Resource Agencies 

− Glenn County 

− Glenn County Resource Conservation District 

− Public Trust Agencies  

6.3.2 Land Use Patterns 

Urban and built-up land in Glenn County makes up only a small portion of overall land use. 

In 2002, urban and built-up lands accounted for less than 1 percent of total lands within the 

county (California Department of Conservation, 2002b; see Figure 6.3-1). Glenn County is 

presently experiencing a relative increase in housing development compared to historical 

trends. 

County planners expect more new development and a number of new subdivisions in the 

future, including 1,500 residences in and around the City of Orland over the next 5 to 

10 years, 60 residences in Hamilton City in the next 2 years, 1,100 residences and 40 acres of 

commercial development over 10 years in a new urban area between Orland and Artois, and 

600 units adjacent to the City of Artois over 7 years (Four-County Document). The Glenn 
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County Planning Department has recently initiated an analysis of the number of parcels that 

might be available to develop under the current zoning structure (Walker, 2006). Future 

zoning regulations are always subject to change, but this analysis indicates that approxi-

mately 3,600 potential additional parcels could be created in the future within the present 

zoning restrictions. New Glenn County development will use groundwater as the primary 

drinking water source. The Glenn County General Plan is presently being updated and is 

expected to be completed in 2007.  

Agricultural cropping trends are monitored by the county, and agriculture is by far the largest 

industry in the county. The 2005 gross production of agricultural commodities was valued at 

$393.6 million. This represents an increase of 12 percent from the 2004 gross production 

value of $347.9 million. For the first time since the 1930s, rice is currently not the number 

one leading commodity in Glenn County. Almonds have taken the lead with a production 

value of $134.5 million. This is a 42 percent jump from 2004 because of a significant 

increase in value per ton and a slight increase in production. Walnuts and prunes also showed 

an increase, but olives and pistachios have declined (Black, 2006). Figure 6.3-2 shows the 

10 leading agricultural commodities for the county in 2005.  

Water from the Sacramento River is diverted into two major canals; the Glenn-Colusa Canal 

and the Tehama-Colusa Canal. Stony Creek is also an important source of surface water, 

supporting two reservoirs: Stony Gorge and Black Butte. The eastern portion of the county 

overlies the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. Groundwater is the primary source of 

domestic water for the county and is also used for irrigation in some areas (QUAD 

Consultants, 1993) 

Given virtually all land suitable for irrigated agriculture in Glenn County has already been 

developed, changes in agricultural water use are generally attributed to changes in crop mix 

and/or need for improved supply reliability. Agricultural water supply source (groundwater 

versus surface water) is one of the most significant considerations for water management in 

Glenn County (Messina, 2006). The current source of water for agricultural use is approxi-

mately 70 percent surface water and 30 percent groundwater. This ratio is anticipated to 

continue to move toward a greater proportionate use of groundwater, with county officials 

projecting an increase in groundwater use by agricultural users in the next 25 years. This 

increase is primarily because of the anticipated increase in orchards in the county and their 

typical associated reliance on groundwater, and anticipated in-/out-of-basin transfers by 

substitution. 

Areas historically dependent on groundwater only experienced groundwater level declines 

during extended (multi-year) drought-year conditions, such as 1961 to 1963, 1976 to 1977, 

and 1987 to 1994. Following these extended drought periods, however, regional groundwater 

levels generally recovered. In fact, during and following the most recent drought period, 

GCID implemented conjunctive water management projects to meet local needs in 1992 and 

1994 (up to 74,000 ac-ft of groundwater pumping in 1992, alone). Groundwater levels in 
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these pumping areas typically returned to pre-pumping conditions subsequent to winter 

recharge that replenished the groundwater basin. 

Regional groundwater levels in the Stony Creek Project Area are currently relatively stable, 

and, from a regional perspective, the basin is presumed to be full (e.g., natural recharge is in 

balance or in excess of the basin’s ability to accept it). Regardless of regional trends, 

however, some local areas where groundwater is relied on as a primary supply recover more 

slowly as a result of extended dry periods and increased pumping.  

6.3.3 Water Use and Water Supply Patterns 

Orland along the foothills, west of the Orland Artois Water District (OAWD) service area 

boundary (Department, 2003c). This area has seen large increases in almond acreages in 

recent years, resulting in a gradual increase in demand for groundwater.  

The greatest amount of natural recharge occurs in the Stony Creek area of Glenn County. The 

area has been a focal point of recent groundwater investigations and studied for possible 

groundwater recharge programs. Water balances completed for the Stony Creek Fan 

Conjunctive Water Management Program Feasibility Investigation estimate the project area 

contributes a net recharge to the area of approximately 1.1 ac-ft per acre per year. The Stony 

Creek partners, being primary surface water users, are largely responsible for this positive net 

recharge. 

Water sources were mapped for the Glenn County Groundwater Management Plan. 

Figure 6.3-3, from the Glenn County Groundwater Management Ordinance, represents 2001 

surface water, groundwater, and mixed sources in the county 

(http://www.glenncountywater.org/BMO.HTM).  

6.3.4 Existing and Ongoing Planning 

In the past decade, the Glenn County water resource planners have taken several steps toward 

preparing for future land use changes and their associated water demands. The Glenn County 

Water Resources Coordinator of the Department of Agriculture acts in a support role for the 

Board of Supervisors to identify exceedances in BMO water levels, quality, or land 

subsidence. A Water Advisory Committee and Technical Advisory Committee meet to help 

guide the decisionmaking process for the county. Members of the Water Advisory 

Committee and Technical Advisory Committee are appointed by and serve the Glenn County 

Board of Supervisors. The Glenn County Department of Agriculture is involved in the 

management of numerous water-related policies and programs, including Ordinance 1115, 

groundwater level monitoring, AB303-funded projects, and underground storage tank 

regulation. The Glenn County Department of Agriculture provides implementation support 

for Ordinance 1115, which adopted the Glenn County Groundwater Management Plan. The 

goal of the Glenn County Groundwater Management Plan is “to ensure the continued 

availability of groundwater and that extraction of groundwater does not exceed safe yield 
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based on the established BMOs” (Messina, 2005). The Glenn County Department of 

Agriculture administers the Water Advisory Committee, which developed the Glenn County 

Groundwater Management Plan and oversees implementation. 

The Four-County Document details the results of an effort by Butte, Tehama, Glenn, and 

Colusa Counties to collaborate on a regional scale in areas where they currently share 

common operational practices and physical linkage. County water resource managers are 

currently facilitating activities in areas such as water resource studies, groundwater 

management, data and information management, county regulation and ordinance oversight, 

public education, and stakeholder interaction.  

Table 6.3-1 summarizes existing planning documents for Glenn County.  

TABLE 6.3-1 

Existing and Relevant Glenn County Water Resource Planning Documents 

Planning Document Description Date Published 

Ordinance 1115 BMO Groundwater 

Management Plan 

A six-element BMO program with 

17 subareas to monitor groundwater levels, 

subsidence, and solve disputes with 

groundwater management. 

February 2000 

Northern Sacramento Valley (Four County) 

Drinking Water Quality Strategy Document 

A Butte, Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa 

County Document that provides an 

integrated approach to water quality 

management in the four-county region.  

June 2005 

Glenn County General Plan  General Plan (update in progress). June 15, 1993 

Impact of Urbanization in the Vicinity of 

Orland, California (LEGACI Grant) 

A brief report concerning the Orland Unit 

and conversion in the area.  

August 2005 

Stony Creek Groundwater Recharge Study A study along the Lower Stony Creek 

corridor to determine stream interaction and 

the effects it might have on recharge in 

aquifers underlying the county.  

2003 and 2005 

Lower Stony Creek Fish Monitoring Study A Reclamation study to aid future water 

management and determine if entrainment 

occurs at the North Canal and CHO for the 

Tehama-Colusa Canal.  

2004 

Stony Creek Fan Conjunctive Water 

Management Program Feasibility 

Investigation 

Includes description, supply, demand, and 

projections for the Stony Creek Fan 

Partners of GCID, OAWD, and OUWUA.  

January 2006 

Estimating the Potential for in Lieu 

Conjunctive Use Water Management in the 

Central Valley of California 

A conjunctive use water management study 

by the Natural Heritage Institute involving 

Glenn County. 

February 2002 
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6.3.5 Plan Area 

The January 2006 Stony Creek Conjunctive Water Management Feasibility Investigation 

includes a plan (project) area that encompasses most of the Glenn County portion of this 

IRWMP (see Figure 1-1; Grant David Associates, 2006). The range of the project Area is 

defined by the boundaries of the three partners – GCID, OAWD, and OUWUA – and extends 

from southern Tehama County, across Glenn County, to central Colusa County. The plan 

includes existing conditions and projections to the year 2025 for each of the partners. 

Table 6.3-2 summarizes the land and water use information and projections in the document 

for each area.  

6.3.6 Local Water Management Issues and Strategies 

6.3.6.1 Groundwater Management 

Groundwater management in Glenn County is conducted in accordance with the BMOs in 

the Glenn County Groundwater Management Plan. The county is highly engaged in 

protecting and monitoring groundwater resources. County officials are coordinating with 

surrounding counties in an effort to monitor any potential development of the Lower Tuscan 

Formation, and to ensure protection of recharge areas and groundwater quality.  

6.3.6.2 Conjunctive Management and Groundwater Storage 

The Stony Creek project area is defined by the boundaries of the three partners – GCID, 

OAWD, and OUWUA – and extends from southern Tehama County, across Glenn County, 

to central Colusa County. The Stony Creek Fan Conjunctive Water Management Program 

was initiated to evaluate the potential for conjunctive water management in the Stony Creek 

Fan area of Glenn County. To date, the project sponsors have developed a Phase I agreement 

to support this effort; an FI work plan was developed and is currently being implemented; 

development of an Integrated Groundwater and Surface Water Model was started; 

groundwater monitoring wells for a recharge test were installed; and a recharge test program 

was conducted. These activities are funded by a mixture of local funding and in-kind 

services, Conjunctive Water Management Branch service contracts (technical, modeling, and 

drilling), and by Department contracts with OAWD and GCID. 

GCID is continuing to develop a conjunctive water management and monitoring program to 

supplement current surface supplies and reduce Sacramento River diversions. Water 

produced as part of this project is proposed to be dedicated to meeting water quality 

standards in the Bay-Delta and improve local, regional, and statewide water supply reliability 

depending on year type in accordance with SVWMA. Further detail on the SVWMA and the 

project is provided in Section 1, Introduction, and Section 4, Assessment of Water 

Management Strategies, of this IRWMP.  
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TABLE 6.3-2  

Summary of Plan Areas 

Plan Area Land Use  Water Use 

GCID Largest irrigation district in Sacramento 

Valley 

Approximately 55,000 acres of irrigated land 

Rice is dominant crop (85%) 

By 2025, net irrigated area expected to be 

about 57,500 acres  

Surface water delivered to 141,000 acres 

of land (and 20,000 acres of wildlife 

habitat) 

Primarily Sacramento River diversion, 

also 17,000 ac-ft of groundwater use 

2025 change in groundwater pumping to 

meet SVWMP commitment 

Orland-Artois Water 

District 

29,988 assessed acres (approximately 

24,000 irrigated) 

2025 net irrigated acreage will be 

approximately 25,300 acres; major cropping 

difference expected to be expansion in 

permanent crops (almonds)  

Closed pipeline system with virtually no 

spill 

53,000 af/yr CVP surface supply 

OAWD is generally water-short, each 

year OAWD seeks to augment its CVP 

contract supplies with short-term water 

transfers 

OAWD’s CVP contract would yield an 

average of 27,000 ac-ft annually, 

satisfying less than one-third of the long-

term average applied water demand 

Additional demand met by groundwater 

pumping from 35,000 to 95,000 ac-ft 

annually  

Orland Unit Water 

User’s Association  

1,099 shareholders within the OUWUA 

Average size farm is small; less than 25% of 

farms are greater than 20 acres 

21,000 total acres (15,000 to 17,000 irrigated)  

Pasture is dominant (60 to 70%) 

Primarily surface water from East Park 

and Stony Gorge (see Table 4 in Stony 

Creek Conjunctive Water Management 

Feasibility Investigation for details) 

Average annual diversion of 95,372 af/yr 

Surface water typically sufficient to meet 

demand; small amount of groundwater 

use (approximately 3,000 ac-ft)  

Groundwater-only 

Areas 

Approximately 75,000 acres of groundwater-

only use area (49,000 acres irrigated 

average) 

2025 projections indicate about 55,000 acres 

or irrigated land in this area 

Cropping shift to permanent crops expected 

Only water supply is private pumping of 

groundwater 

Note: 

The Stony Creek Conjunctive Water Management Feasibility Investigation contains significantly more detailed 

descriptions of the supply, demand, cropping trends, and operational considerations for each of these planning 

areas as well as the assumptions used to make the 2025 projections.  

 

6.3.6.3 Impact of Urbanization in the Vicinity of Orland 

The primary source of water for the City of Orland is groundwater. As land is annexed into 

the city, it is removed from the OUWUA. Over time, land within the city increases, and the 

OUWUA service area declines. At the same time, the application of surface water for 
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irrigation will decline, and the extraction of groundwater grows to serve municipal needs 

(Wood Rodgers Consultants, 2005). Compounding the problem is the fact that over 

80 percent of the parcels in the OUWAU are 20 acres or less. Smaller parcels such as this 

that fall outside the area of annexation are susceptible to development as “ranchettes” that 

will no longer be eligible for water from the OUWAU.  

The LEGACI Grant Report found that the long-term impacts to groundwater levels from 

development in the vicinity of Orland are not significant. The full development of the city 

would, however, significantly interrupt OUWUA’s water distribution system and the 

operations and maintenance. The OUWAU has done preliminary planning to install a new 

regional pipeline in lieu of canals passing through the north part of the city and terminating at 

the Tehama-Colusa Canal. This type of system modification would be beneficial for 

servicing the eastern portion of the district service area and minimizing the liability risk of 

having an open channel in an urbanized area.  

6.3.6.4 Flood Management in the Colusa Basin Drainage District 

State Legislature formed the CBDD in 1987, to address flooding, drainage, and subsidence 

problems in the Colusa Basin. The Colusa Basin extends into Colusa, Glenn, and Yolo 

Counties and is primarily used for agricultural production. CBDD commissioned the 

Integrated Watershed Management Plan to reduce flood damage in the City of Willows and 

surrounding agricultural lands and improve the environment in Willow and Wilson Creek 

Subbasins in Glenn County (CH2M HILL, 2004). The first flood control detention basin 

project, located on South Fork Willow Creek, is presently in the design phase. 

6.3.7 Next Steps/Recommendations 

Next steps/recommendations are as follows: 

1. Continue the cooperative effort with Tehama, Colusa, and Butte Counties to ensure 

reliable, high-quality drinking water, and actively participate in ongoing efforts that 

support prudent management of the underlying aquifer systems. Continue to work with 

the Coalition to promote management of agricultural runoff and discharge. 

2. Continue to support proposed projects in Glenn County as detailed in Appendix B to this 

IRWMP.  

3. Continue formulating the Water Needs Analysis that will be completed by 

December 2006. Depending on the findings, further recommendations will be made in 

the future. 

4. Support growth within the county, keeping in mind that agricultural water needs to be 

available to maintain the county’s economic base. 
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FIGURE 6.3-2
GLENN COUNTY’S 10 LEADING 
COMMODITIES IN 2005
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMP

 Source: Glenn County 2005 Crop Report
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FIGURE 6.3-3
EXISTING AND PROPOSED
MONITORING WELLS
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6.4 Colusa County 

The following summarizes the local setting, current and future land and water use, and 

primary recommendations in the Colusa County area. Colusa County officials were 

interviewed and consulted as a part of the development of this IRWMP and identified the 

following key and/or highest priority water- and land use related issues (Hackney, 2006): 

• Agriculture-urban interface conflicts 

• Urban water quality  

• Loss of agricultural quality of life 

• Flood management 

• Water transfers  

6.4.1 Local Setting 

Colusa County is located in the western portion of the Sacramento Valley approximately 

60 miles northwest of Sacramento. The county’s 1,156 square miles encompass a variety of 

topography ranging from the Coastal Mountain Range and foothills to the west and relatively 

flat agricultural land in the east. Elevation ranges from 40 to 7,040 feet above sea level. 

Although sparsely populated, the county contains two incorporated cities: Colusa (5,000) 

and Williams (3,000). The population of Colusa County was 21,000 in 2005 (California 

Department of Finance) with approximately 7,000 homes (California Department of 

Finance, 2004). Fifty-five percent of the population lives in small urban communities, and 

forty-five percent lives in rural homes. The population of Colusa County is projected to be 

29,300 by the year 2030 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).  

The climate in Colusa County is typical of the Sacramento Valley with hot, dry summers and 

cool, wet winters, with most of the annual precipitation falling between November and 

March. The City of Colusa has an annual rainfall of approximately 16 inches per year and an 

average summer (July) daytime high temperature of 96 degrees Fahrenheit.  

Agriculture is the major industry in the county. Within the boundaries of Colusa County are 

some of the richest rice-producing lands in the country and quality waterfowl habitat 

associated with the Pacific Flyway. Colusa was identified as having the highest percentage 

increase in agricultural growth, nearly 115 percent, in California during the period 1985 to 

1995 (University of California Cooperative Extension, 1999). The total onfarm agricultural 

value in the county in 1997 was $333 million. The major crops produced include rice, 

processed tomatoes, almonds, wheat, vegetable seeds, walnuts, and prunes. Rice remains the 

number one crop, with acreage remaining fairly stable. There is currently a transition from 

row crops to perennial crops (almonds, grapes, and walnuts) and from low-value agronomic 

crops to higher value vegetables or other row crops. Environmental issues (air quality, water 

quality, and soil degradation), commodity marketing, and economic sustainability are the 

major challenges facing local producers. 
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Colusa County is home to many large canals and infrastructure necessary to meet the 

agricultural demand for the 358,000 acres of cropland in the county. Most of the irrigation 

water used in the county originates from the GCID Canal, which takes its principal supply 

from the Sacramento River at Hamilton City and a limited supply from Stony Creek in Glenn 

County. Some runoff from the foothills and water from the Sacramento River is channeled 

into the GCID Canal, Tehama-Colusa Canal, and the Colusa Drainage Trough. These canals 

serve as irrigation sources and flood control channels.  

Water agencies and private parties have been effective over the years in obtaining and 

developing water supplies to meet the needs of Colusa County. In the past, most efforts were 

conducted by individual agencies. There are over 25 agencies with land and water 

management responsibilities. These include the following agricultural water purveyors, urban 

water purveyors, agencies with flood management responsibilities, and agencies with land 

use management responsibilities: 

• Agricultural Water Purveyors 

− Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District  

− Willow Creek Mutual Water Company  

− Sartain Mutual Water Company 

− Colusa Irrigation Company 

− Maxwell Irrigation District 

− Colusa Drain Users Association 

− Cortina Water District 

− Glenn Valley Water District 

− Reclamation District 2047 

− Westside Water District 

− Reclamation District 479 

− Myers Marsh Mutual Water Company 

− 4-M Water District 

− Roberts Ditch Irrigation Co. Inc.  

− Reclamation District 108  

− Reclamation District 1004 

− Davis Water District 

− Holthouse Water District 

− Provident Irrigation District 

− Colusa County Water District 

− LaGrande Water District 
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• Urban Water Purveyors 

− City of Williams 

− City of Colusa 

− Arbuckle Public Utility District 

• Flood Management Agencies 

− Colusa Basin Drainage District 

− County of Colusa 

• Land Use and Resource Agencies 

− County of Colusa 

− Colusa County Resource Conservation District 

6.4.2 Land Use Patterns 

Land use in Colusa County is dominated by agriculture (see Figure 6.4-1). Uses consist 

primarily of irrigated and nonirrigated farmland; small, urban community developments; and 

significant wildlife refuge and recreational areas. County land use has been recently mapped 

for as a part of the Four-County Document and by the FMMP (California Department of 

Conservation, 2002a).  

Table 6.4-1 shows the trends in agricultural land use changes for the period of 1986 to 1998. 

The only significant changes include a 33 percent increase in nonirrigated farmland and an 

11 percent increase in urban development. 

TABLE 6.4-1 

Colusa County Land Use Changes 

Acreage by Category 
Land Use 
Category 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 

Percentage 
Change 

Irrigated Farmland 334,354 335,587 330,383 330,046 327,879 329,348 329,049 -2 

Nonirrigated 
Farmland 

8,608 9,266 10,917 10,579 10,924 10,754 11,496 33 

Grazing Land 237,818 238,350 238,255 237,129 238,981 237,759 234,874 -1 

Agricultural 
Lands Total 

582,766 585,191 581,545 579,746 579,778 579,857 577,417 <1 

Urban 3,851 3,864 3,914 4,158 4,159 4,176 4,293 11 

Other 82,055 79,615 83,213 84,771 84,740 84,630 87,002 6 

Water Areas 1,931 1,935 1,935 1,935 1,935 1,951 1,904 <1 

Total Inventoried 668,617        

Source: FMMP (California Department of Conservation, 2000) 
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Like most areas in California, Colusa County is experiencing an increase in housing develop-

ment. From January 2000 to December 2003, Colusa County issued 97 building permits for 

residences. In 2004, a subdivision of 74 residences was permitted. Colusa County planners 

expect additional subdivision growth of more than 4,000 residences in the future 

(Hackney, 2006).  

About 45 percent of the county consists of forested rangeland. The Colusa and Delevan 

NWRs cover about 10,300 acres of low-lying Colusa Basin and provide a haven for 

waterfowl in the Sacramento Valley Flyway. The Colusa County portion of the Mendocino 

National Forest covers over 70,000 acres, or about 10 percent of the county’s total land area 

(Sedway Cook & Associates, 1989). Table 6.4-2 lists the existing land use categories and 

areas as inventoried for the Colusa County General Plan. 

TABLE 6.4-2 

Existing Colusa County Land Use  

Land Use Category Total Acres 

Communities 2,500 

Rural Subdivisions 1,200 

Orchards and Vineyards 38,200 

Cropland 358,000 

Undeveloped Bottomland 9,300 

Undeveloped Rangeland 244,800 

National Wildlife Refuge 12,000 

National Forest 72,000 

Total Area 738,000 

Source: Colusa County General Plan  

 

6.4.3 Water Use and Water Supply Patterns 

Surface water is the primary source of supply for agricultural uses in the county. The 

county uses a total of 968,000 ac-ft of water per year for irrigation purposes, of which 

815,000 ac-ft are provided by irrigation canals (Sedway Cook & Associates, 1989). The 

majority of supply is provided by GCID, Colusa County Water District, RD 108, and TCCA 

and associated water districts, each of which holds a long-term contract with Reclamation. 

Groundwater is a source of supply for agricultural water users outside these districts. Reuse 

of water both within districts and use of drainwater from upstream water districts is also an 

important source of supply for many areas in the county. 

Local governments play a vital role in water and resource management through their land use 

authority. Groundwater is the primary source for drinking water in Colusa County 
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(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2005). Drinking water purveyors that deliver water 

to over 500 connections include the City of Williams and Arbuckle Public Utility District. 

An additional 61 small water systems deliver water to smaller groups of users in Colusa 

County. The Colusa County Department of Planning and Building, the Colusa County 

Resource Conservation District, and the Colusa County Department of Environmental Health 

are the primary agencies that have responsibilities for drinking water quality or are involved 

in activities related to drinking water quality (Glenn County Department of Agriculture, 

2005). 

M&I water use totaled just 3,400 ac-ft in 1980. The Conservation Section of the Colusa 

County General Plan (1989) contains M&I water use projections to the year 2010. However, 

the 2010 population estimate for those projections was 17,000. The county plans to update 

the general plan and complete a comprehensive water inventory in the near future.  

The majority of existing wells in the county pump groundwater from the Tehama or Upper 

Tuscan Formation, with the potential for using the Lower Tuscan Formation currently under 

study. Colusa County is currently initiating a groundwater management and water resources 

planning investigation. 

6.4.4 Existing and Ongoing Planning 

Because of staff and fiscal limitations, limited planning has occurred to date with respect to 

current water resources and future water needs in Colusa County. As discussed above, the 

county recently began working on a groundwater management plan that will include a 

detailed water supply inventory and analysis. Table 6.4-3 summarizes the primary 

investigations and/or processes conducted to date. 

TABLE 6.4-3 

Existing and Relevant Colusa County Water Resource Planning Documents 

Planning Document Description Date Published 

Northern Sacramento Valley (Four County) 

Drinking Water Quality Strategy Document 

A Butte, Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa 

County document that provides an 

integrated approach to water quality 

management in the four-county region.  

June 2005 

Sacramento River Basinwide Water 

Management Plan 

Contains current and future water supply 

and use projections for many Colusa 

County water districts 

2004 

Colusa County General Plan  General Plan providing basis for decisions 

regarding growth and land development.  

Approved January 

1989 

Housing Element 

updated 2004 

 

County water resource managers in Butte, Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama Counties (Four-

County Document) are currently facilitating activities in areas such as water resource studies, 
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groundwater management, data and information management, county regulation and 

ordinance oversight, public education, and stakeholder interaction. The Four-County Team is 

continuing to evaluate drinking water resources and management through continued 

coordination.  

6.4.5 Plan Areas 

Planning subareas have not yet been identified by the county. It is anticipated that the 

upcoming groundwater management plan will likely identify such areas. Existing land use 

was mapped for the IRWMP using Department and FMMP land use data. Interviews with 

local planning officials were conducted to determine areas within the county where future 

development is likely. Lack of sufficient GIS data and water supply inventories for Colusa 

County made projections for the year 2030 water demand impossible at this time given the 

scope and size of the Sacramento Valley IRWMP Region. Current land use and likely areas 

of future development according to interviews with county staff are shown on Figure 6.4-2.  

6.4.6 Local Water Management Issues and Strategies 

The following summarizes key water management issues in Colusa County in terms of the 

Department’s water resource management strategies as applicable. 

Conjunctive Management and Groundwater Storage 

Groundwater management is a high-priority issue for the county, as evidenced by the 

initiation of a groundwater management plan and comprehensive water supply inventory. 

The county’s current groundwater ordinance was passed in 1998. Some water districts and 

companies in the county have proposed conjunctive management projects identified in 

Appendix B to this IRWMP to decrease Sacramento River diversions as part of the 

SVWMA. These projects include a monitoring component that should be coordinated with 

ongoing monitoring efforts throughout the county. 

Agricultural Water Use Efficiency 

Efficient use of water remains a priority for water districts and companies throughout the 

county. Several districts have and continue to identify projects to improve system operations 

and facility improvements. Currently proposed projects are identified in Appendix B to this 

IRWMP. Two of the larger districts in the county (GCID and RD 108) are completing a 

Regional Water Management Plan in cooperation with Reclamation to assist in improved 

water management. 

Water Quality/Drinking Water  

Colusa County has partnered with Glenn, Tehama, and Butte Counties for the Four-County 

Document. The Colusa County Planning Department is committed to protecting water quality 

LETTER 19



S A C R A M E N T O  V A L L E Y  I N T E G R A T E D  R E G I O N A L  W A T E R  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  

RDD\062290003 (CLR3330.doc) 6-59 

throughout the county. Although water quality is generally considered good, local officials 

expressed concern over the number of natural gas wells that are being drilled in the county 

and their possible impacts on groundwater quality. With respect to agricultural discharge and 

associated water quality effects, many of the growers in the county are participating in the 

Coalition. Additional information on the Coalition and the current monitoring program is 

found in Section 8, Performance and Monitoring, of this IRWMP. 

Local planning officials indicate that the communities of Arbuckle and Maxwell are in need 

of system upgrades and waste facility expansion. The City of Williams is also undergoing 

relatively significant housing development and is anticipated to require upgrades in the near 

future to accommodate continued urban growth.  

Surface Storage 

Investigation of the proposed Sites off-stream storage project continues. Located 

approximately 10 miles west of Maxwell in the Antelope Valley, the proposed reservoir 

would have a capacity of approximately 1.9 million ac-ft and would greatly increase water 

supply management throughout the region and state. A number of local districts and federal 

and state agencies signed an MOU in 2000 to mutually explore the potential for the project 

and work toward its timely implementation. 

Floodplain Management 

State Legislature formed the CBDD in 1987, to address flooding, drainage, and subsidence 

problems in the Colusa Basin. The Colusa Basin extends into Colusa, Glenn, and Yolo 

Counties and is primarily used for agricultural production. CBDD developed a programmatic 

EIR/EIS to evaluate the broad impacts of alternatives that reduce potential flood damages 

and improve the environment within the Colusa Basin. CBDD has since commissioned 

several site- and project-specific studies, in various phases of completion, to further address 

flooding and environmental issues. CBDD efforts to restore the environment primarily relate 

to soil erosion, sedimentation, habitat, and water supply. Increased sediment production rates 

associated with the basin’s annual flooding can affect regional water quality. Sediment is 

deposited into the Sacramento River, which degrades the water quality for downstream water 

users. CBDD commissioned the Integrated Watershed Management Plan to reduce flood 

damage in the City of Willows and surrounding agricultural lands and improve the 

environment in Willow and Wilson Creek Subbasins in Glenn County. CBDD identified 

several water quality-related methods to enhance the environment including (1) improve 

water quality through improved erosion control measures and practices, and (2) improve 

water quality through filtering and trapping nutrients/sediments in spreading basins 

(CH2M HILL, 2004). 

LETTER 19



S A C R A M E N T O  V A L L E Y  I N T E G R A T E D  R E G I O N A L  W A T E R  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  

6-60 RDD\062290003 (CLR3330.doc) 

6.4.7 Next Steps/Recommendations 

Next steps/recommendations are as follows: 

1. Complete the groundwater management plan  

− Develop planning subareas or regions according to water sources, land use, 

hydrology, and political and physical boundaries to be used as the basis for water 

resource planning  

− Establish BMOs or similar approach to assist in evaluating groundwater levels and 

avoiding potential impacts 

− Establish a monitoring network and process with stakeholders to initiate groundwater 

protection actions as determined necessary  

2. Require large-scale developers to install monitoring equipment to collect both baseline 

groundwater level data before construction begins and real-time groundwater level data 

after construction is completed to allow for evaluation of drawdown impacts due to 

groundwater production  

3. Implement the Lewis Ranch and RD108 water management projects  

4. Continue the cooperative effort with Glenn, Tehama, and Butte Counties to ensure 

reliable, high-quality drinking water, and work with the Coalition to promote 

management of agricultural runoff and discharge 

5. Continue to support the investigation and eventual implementation of the Sites off-stream 

water storage project 

6. Continue to encourage agricultural uses and development through land use planning and 

policies 

7. Encourage managed urban growth adjacent to existing urban centers 

8. Support existing efforts to evaluate and manage flood potential and pursue funding to 

protect both urban and agricultural areas 
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Source: California Agricultural Statistics Service (2002-03). Chart indicates leading commodities in gross value

FIGURE  6.4-2
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6.5 Butte County 

6.5.1 Introduction and Summary 

The following summarizes the local setting, current and future land and water use, and 

primary recommendations in the Butte County area. Butte County officials were interviewed 

and consulted as part of the development of this IRWMP and identified the following key 

and/or highest priority water- and land use related issues: 

• Development of agricultural lands in the rural areas of the county, and the need for water 

and sewer services to these areas 

• Potential groundwater impacts from urban development and protection of county 

groundwater resources 

• Potential development of the Lower Tuscan Formation and protection of recharge areas 

• Groundwater quality protection in the City of Chico 

• Continued protection of water quality 

• Continued monitoring of the groundwater BMOs 

6.5.1.1 Local Setting 

Butte County is located on the eastern side of the Sacramento Valley and western Sierra 

Nevada. The Sacramento River flows along a portion of the western boundary of the county. 

The Feather River is the largest river within the county. Lake Oroville is located behind 

Oroville Dam on the Feather River in the foothills above the Town of Oroville 

(Figure 6.5-1). Oroville Dam is owned by the Department, which operates it, along with 

Thermalito Forebay and Afterbay, as part of the SWP.  

The valley floor portion of Butte County consists of irrigated agriculture with primary crops 

being rice and orchards. The City of Chico is the largest urban area in this otherwise 

agricultural county. Other smaller urban areas include Biggs and Gridley on the valley floor, 

and Oroville and Paradise in the foothills. The current population of Butte County is 

estimated at 217,200. The population is expected to grow primarily in these urban areas 

between now and 2030 to about 320,000. Additional growth is also occurring in 

unincorporated parts of the county, which are more rural agricultural areas. Providing 

services such as water and sewer is one of the challenges facing the county for these lands 

resulting from the conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses. 

The water needs of Butte County are met with a combination of surface water and ground-

water from the alluvial groundwater subbasins of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. 

The Lower Tuscan Formation is the primary groundwater-producing aquifer in the county. 
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The larger public water supply wells extract water from the Lower Tuscan Formation and 

many smaller private domestic and agricultural wells rely on the overlying alluvial deposits. 

Most of the recharge areas of the Tuscan Formation are located along the base of the Sierra 

Nevada foothills in Butte County. Groundwater quality is generally good, but there are some 

areas of concern. The City of Chico has some groundwater quality issues including high 

nitrates (from septic systems), tetrachloroethylene/trichloroethylene plume (from dry-cleaner 

releases), and petroleum plume. Portions of the south part of Butte County have elevated 

arsenic levels. 

Some local water purveyors contract for SWP water through their settlement agreements with 

the Department. Much of the surface water use in the county is for agriculture. Groundwater 

is also used to supplement surface water supplies for agricultural uses in the areas not 

supplied with district water. Currently, most of the urban and domestic water needs are met 

with groundwater, although some surface water supplies are in the foothill areas. Paradise 

Irrigation District, Thermalito Irrigation District, South Feather Water and Power, Del Oro 

Water Company, and California Water Service in Oroville all use surface water supplies to 

help meet their needs. 

6.5.1.2 Local Water Resources Management 

In July 1999, the Butte County Board of Supervisors approved the formation of the 

DW&RC. The mission of the DW&RC is “…to manage and conserve water and other 

resources for the citizens of Butte County,” thereby defining Butte County as its “Planning 

Region” for the evaluation of water resources management issues. Since its inception, the 

DW&RC has focused on coordinating local water resource management. To gather the infor-

mation necessary to set a course for protection and management of resources, the DW&RC 

initiated an Integrated Water Resources Program. Part of this program is the Integrated 

Water Resources Plan (Butte County IWRP), which presents policy recommendations 

developed through close collaboration with a diverse stakeholder group. The IWRP is 

intended to provide direction for resource management and protection into the future.  

In June 2004, Butte County adopted the IWRP that was prepared for the DW&RC to develop 

water resources policy recommendations for consideration by the Butte County Board of 

Supervisors (CDM, 2004). This plan is part of Butte County’s proactive Integrated Water 

Resources Program. Some of the results of the Butte County IWRP are summarized in this 

analysis. Additional details and supporting information are available from the Butte County 

IWRP and the supporting documents.  

In addition to the DW&RC, over 15 agencies have water resources management 

responsibilities and land use planning responsibilities in Butte County. They are listed below  
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and shown on Figure 6.5-2. The following agencies, along with other stakeholders and 

interested parties, participated in the preparation of the Butte County IWRP: 

• Water and Irrigation Districts 

− Biggs-West Gridley Water District 

− Butte Water District 

− California Water Service Company (Oroville Area) 

− Del Oro Water Company 

− Durham Mutual Water District 

− Oroville-Wyandotte Irrigation District 

− Lake Madrone Water District 

− Magalia County Water District 

− Paradise Irrigation District 

− Ramirez Water District 

− Durham Irrigation District 

− Richvale Irrigation District 

− Thermalito Irrigation District 

− Western Canal Water District 

• Flood Management Agencies (not shown on Figure 6.5-2) 

− Maintenance Area No. 5 

− Maintenance Area No. 7 

− Maintenance Area No. 13 

• Land Use Planning Agencies 

− Butte County 

− City of Chico 

− Biggs 

− Gridley 

− Paradise 

6.5.1.3 Existing and Future Land and Water Use Conditions  

The IWRP relied upon the Butte County Water Inventory and Analysis (Water Inventory) 

(CDM, 2001) to estimate water supply and water demands analysis for agricultural, urban, 

and environmental demands in average and dry water years. As part of the Water Inventory, 

the county developed agricultural and urban water demand forecasts and an initial 

environmental demand assessment. Different methodologies were used for each sector to 

address specialized needs to account for various water factors that affect each sector. The 

findings show that future agricultural water demand will decline slightly, urban demand will 
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increase, and additional monitoring and research is needed to project future environmental 

demand.  

This section presents the results and conclusions of land and water use analysis completed in 

the Water Inventory and summarized in the Butte County IWRP. 

Recent preliminary updates on development and regional growth projections for the 2006 to 

2030 period prepared by the Butte County Association of Governments describe the overall 

growth within Butte County. The population of the City of Chico is expected to increase by 

about 48,000 to about 127,000 by 2030. This represents an annual growth rate of about 

2.5 percent. The Cities of Biggs, Gridley, and Oroville are expected to have an annual growth 

rate of around 5 percent each, representing an increase in population of about 2,200, 7,200, 

and 15,000 respectively. These growth rates do not include annexations. The unincorporated 

parts of the county area are expected to grow at about 1 percent per year, adding about 

24,300 people by 2030. 

Agricultural Demand 

Existing Agricultural Demand 

The Butte County IWRP identified about 230,500 acres of irrigated cropland in a fully 

cropped normal year, with rice accounting for about 110,000 acres or 48 percent of the 

irrigated acreage. Other major crops in the county include orchards, grains, and pasture. The 

2005 Butte County Agricultural Crop Report shows that harvested rice acreage has reduced 

to 96,400 acres. In addition, the Crop Report also showed almonds as the highest valued crop 

in the county due to increased yield and unit value.  

For water planning purposes, the Water Inventory characterized the agricultural demands in 

the county in average and dry years. The report estimates the water demand using the 

Department’s 1997 land use data, Agricultural Commissioner Reports, and discussions with 

landowners and water purveyors regarding irrigated crop acreage and irrigation requirements. 

The total agricultural water demand in the county is estimated at about 1 million ac-ft in a 

normal year and about 1.1 million ac-ft in a drought year (about 70 and 73 percent of the 

county demand, respectively). 

The Butte County IWRP states that the county has an adequate supply of surface water and 

groundwater to meet current agricultural demands. 

Future Agricultural Demand 

Future agricultural water demands will vary from current demands because of changes in 

economic, land use, and hydrologic conditions. In the Butte County IWRP, future agricul-

tural water demands were evaluated using potential reasonable scenarios for future 
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agricultural water use. The scenarios are summarized in Table 6.5-1 and described as 

follows: 

• Agricultural Land Conversion – This scenario reflects the recent trends that show 

agricultural land conversion for urban and environmental uses. 

• Increased Crop Prices – This scenario reflects the changing market demands, 

competition from other production regions, and government programs. 

TABLE 6.5-1 

Summary of Agricultural Demand Forecast Scenarios 

Scenario Implementation Method Analytical Representation 

Land Conversion  Decrease total land in 

production  

Decrease irrigated land – 3% in Vina and West Butte  

Decrease irrigated land – 1% in East Butte  

Crop Idling  Decrease surface water used 

for crop production  

Decrease surface water delivery – 10%  

Crop Prices  Increase relative crop prices  Increase rice and orchards price – 10%  

Water 

Conservation  

Increase crops irrigation 

efficiency  

Set target irrigation efficiencies for each crop  

Combination 

Scenario – 

Average and Dry 

Years  

Combines land conversion, 

crop idling, and conservation 

scenarios  

Decrease irrigated land – 3% in Vina and West Butte  

Decrease irrigated land – 1% in East Butte  

Decrease surface water delivery – 10%  

Set target irrigation efficiencies for each crop  

 

• Increased Crop Idling – This scenario reflects the opportunity to idle land to develop a 

water source to meet new and increased water demand for environmental resource 

protection and water supply reliability. 

• Conservation – This scenario reflects water conservation as an important component of 

managing water demands and supplies in the future. Increased irrigation efficiency would 

provide additional water supplies from savings associated with onfarm irrigation systems 

and management. 

• Combination Scenario – This scenario forecasts likely changes in agricultural water 

demand, taking into account a combination of the most probable land and water use 

changes. 

The agricultural demand forecast analysis indicates that most of the reasonably foreseeable 

changes would not result in significant long-term changes in agricultural water demand in 

Butte County. In the combination scenario, individual regions would see a reduction in 

agricultural water demand ranging from a minimum of 0.6 percent to a maximum of 

8.75 percent. The total water demand in the county decreases by 60,500 ac-ft (6.0 percent) in 

an average year and 71,300 ac-ft (6.3 percent) in a dry year under the combination scenario. 
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Urban Water Demand 

The urban water demand in Butte County was evaluated for the six study areas listed in 

Table 6.5-2 for the years 2000, 2010, 2020, and 2030. Urban water use includes household 

uses, commercial and industrial uses, and landscape irrigation.  

TABLE 6.5-2 

Forecast Model Study Area 

Study Area Water Purveyor(s) 

Biggs City of Biggs 

Chico California Water Service Company, Chico 

Gridley City of Gridley 

Oroville California Water Service Company, Oroville 

Oroville-Wyandotte Irrigation District 

Thermalito Irrigation District 

Paradise Paradise Irrigation District 

Unincorporated Areas Several small water purveyors (not listed) 

Private wells 

 

Existing Urban Demand 

The 2000 annual urban and domestic water demand totaled about 67,400 ac-ft for the county. 

Chico and the unincorporated areas of the county have the largest demands. The existing 

urban demands are summarized in Table 6.5-3. 

TABLE 6.5-3 

Annual Urban Water Demands 

City 

2000 Urban 

Demand 

(ac-ft) 

Percent Increase in 

Urban Demanda 

2030 Estimated 

Urban Demand 

(ac-ft) 

Biggs  600 44 800 

Chico  25,800 96 46,000 

Gridley  1,600 33 2,000 

Oroville 5,500 77 9,000 

Paradise 7,600 11 8,300 

Unincorporated Areas  26,300 Slight decline 25,000 

Total 67,400  91,100 

aPercent increase in single housing family units from 2000 to 2030. 
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Future Urban Demand 

Future urban water demands vary from current demands because of changes in development, 

population, economic, and hydrologic conditions. The complete analysis is available in the 

Butte County Urban Water Demand Forecast Report. The urban water demand forecast 

analysis used IWR-MAIN Water Demand Management Suite© to perform the urban water 

demand forecast with the adjusted rate of water use forecasting method.  

As shown in Table 6.5-3, the urban demand of the entire county is estimated to increase by 

about 50 percent between 2000 and 2030. The county’s urban growth is primarily due to 

increases in residential and commercial uses in Chico. The unincorporated areas would 

decline somewhat because of the urban annexation of existing housing developments that are 

currently in unincorporated areas. 

Environmental Demand 

During the preparation of the Butte County IWRP, the DW&RC performed preliminary 

environmental demand calculations as a frame of reference for water resource planning, 

recognizing that additional data were needed to provide a more detailed estimate of actual 

environmental water demand. 

The Water Inventory calculated environmental water demand for managed wetlands and 

rice decomposition in Butte County. Total environmental water demand is approximately 

139,000 ac-ft in a normal year and 161,000 ac-ft in a dry year. The report also calculates 

conveyance losses, which can be considered an environmental water use. Conveyance losses 

were 230,100 ac-ft during a normal year and 185,100 ac-ft during a dry year. The Water 

Inventory did not calculate environmental demands associated with riparian and terrestrial 

vegetation or instream demand.  

6.5.1.4 Existing and Ongoing Planning 

Butte County has been working for many years to more effectively manage and protect its 

water resources. Some of the existing and ongoing planning efforts are as follows:  

• Groundwater Conservation Ordinance (Chapter 33) 

• Well Spacing Ordinance (Chapter 23B) 

• Update of Butte County Water Inventory and Analysis 

• Groundwater Management Plan (AB3030 Plan)  

• Groundwater Monitoring Program 

• Update of Butte Basin Groundwater Model 

• Urban Stormwater Management Plan 
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In addition, the IWRP has initiated the following efforts:  

• Drought Management Plan 

• Water Resources update of the Conservation Element in the General Plan 

• Preliminary design for an Environmental Monitoring Program  

• Basin Management Objectives 

Some of the relevant Butte County water resources planning documents are identified in 

Table 6.5-4. 

TABLE 6.5-4 

Existing and Relevant Butte County Water Resource Planning Documents 

Planning Document Description 

Lead Agency and Date 

Published 

Butte County Water Inventory and 

Analysis 

Contains water supply and demand 

data. 

Butte County DW&RC 

(2001) 

Butte County Groundwater Inventory Contains groundwater data and 

groundwater setting. 

Butte County DW&RC 

(2001) 

Integrated Water Resources Program Provides outline to establishing water 

management policy for county. 

Butte County DW&RC 

(2004) 

Butte County Groundwater 

Management Plan  

AB3030 Groundwater Management 

Plan. 

Butte County DW&RC 

(2001) 

Drought Management Plan Contains plan to reduce short- and 

long-term impacts of drought to Butte 

County. 

Butte County DW&RC 

(Ongoing) 

Groundwater Management 

Ordinance 3869  

Documents county’s approach to 

managing groundwater resources. 

Butte County Board of 

Supervisors (2004) 

Groundwater Status Report Summarizes groundwater level and 

land subsidence data collected through 

October 2004. 

Butte County Water 

Commission by the Butte 

Basin Water Users 

Association (2005) 

Northern Sacramento Valley (Four 

County) Drinking Water Quality 

Strategy Document 

Contains water quality information from 

the Counties of Butte, Glenn, Colusa 

and Tehama. 

Glenn County Department 

of Agriculture (2005) 

BMOs Groundwater Management In 

Butte County, California 

Describes BMOs within Butte County. Butte County (2006) 

 

6.5.1.5 Plan Areas 

The Water Inventory organized the county into planning subareas to evaluate land and water 

use conditions based on the following considerations: 

• Water use 

• Topography 

• Land use 
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• Geological setting 

• Proximity to water source 

• Water district boundaries 

As a result of these considerations, the county was organized into the following five subareas 

shown on Figure 6.5-3: 

• Vina Subarea (Chico) 

• West Butte Subarea 

• East Butte Subarea (highly agricultural) 

• North Yuba Subarea 

• Mountain/Foothill Subarea 

Much of the analysis included in the Butte County IWRP is based on these subareas and 

includes evaluation of agricultural land use and water demands. Additional information 

regarding the land and water use analysis is available in the Water Inventory. 

6.5.1.6 Local Water Management Issues and Strategies 

Water Management Objectives 

The Butte County IWRP identified planning objectives that describe what the county should 

achieve with regard to water management. These objectives serve as expressions of the 

variety of ideas and concerns held by the stakeholders and provide a reference for the 

evaluation and comparison of the water management strategies. The primary objectives 

identified by the stakeholders and the steering committee during the development of the 

Butte County IWRP follow, along with the relative rankings of each objective: 

• Local Control 

− Barriers to local control (11) 

− Seek consistency and applicability at the regional level (2) 

• Water Supply 

− Protect water rights (8) 

− Improve water management (13) 

− Meet future in-county water demands (23) 

− Meet county urban, agricultural, and environmental needs first (11) 

− Protect public health and safety (7) 

• Economy 

− Maintain and enhance economic health of the county (14) 

− Minimize cost effects (5) 
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− Minimize third-party impacts (8) 

− Protect rural way of life (6) 

• Natural Resources 

− Protect and enhance biological resources (17) 

− Improve water quality (18) 

− Increase understanding of existing environmental conditions (9) 

− Integrate watershed management programs (8) 

The Butte County IWRP weighted and ranked the planning objectives to show their relative 

importance.  

Water Management Options 

The Butte County IWRP identified 30 options that might help to meet Butte County 

objectives (listed above). An “option” is a project, program, or policy that could be 

implemented to help meet the county’s future water management needs. The options were 

grouped into six categories based on their function. These categories are as follows: 

1. Environmental 

2. Water Use Efficiency 

3. Ridge Supplies 

4. Coordinated Management 

5. Policies 

6. SWP Allocation Management 

Environmental 

This category includes options that address environmental concerns in Butte County relating 

to special-status species habitat, water quality, and environmental water demand. Water 

resources-related actions that benefit environmental resources generally fall into three 

categories: (1) increasing flows to improve habitat, (2) restoring more natural flow patterns in 

rivers and creeks, and (3) increasing understanding of water quality and environmental 

resources.  

Other options in this category propose to improve the understanding of the county’s water 

quality and environmental resources. Increased monitoring would help the county understand 

surface water and groundwater quality and how the quality affects both environmental 

resources and water supplies.  

Water Use Efficiency 

Increasing water use efficiency can provide additional available water for future drought 

protection or other in-county beneficial uses. Public education programs would help people 

understand the effects of their actions on water quality and quantity, and understanding these 
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effects could lead to more efficient practices. The county or local water districts could work 

with the California Urban Water Conservation Council, the Agricultural Water Management 

Council, or CALFED to implement efficient water management practices.  

Ridge Supplies  

This option category proposes projects to address potential future water shortages in the 

Ridge communities, including the Town of Paradise and surrounding developments. The 

Ridge area has a growing population, and the water supply must be increased to meet future 

needs, particularly during dry years. The Ridge area water purveyors are investigating 

options to increase supplies, and the options within this plan are derived from those local 

investigations.  

Coordinated Management (Conjunctive Use) 

Coordinated management of groundwater and surface water enables better management of 

both resources. This category would help manage groundwater fluctuations to ensure future 

county water supplies. Coordinated management includes several components: (1) recharge, 

or placing water into the aquifer; (2) monitoring groundwater levels, groundwater quality, 

and subsidence; and (3) recovery of water from the aquifer.  

Policies 

The policy options propose to improve water management within the county, address 

regional water issues, and improve the county’s water quality. These options do not identify 

on-the-ground projects, but rather identify policies that the DW&RC could adopt to help 

meet the planning objectives.  

State Water Plan Allocation Management 

This category includes one general option to develop a mechanism for managing the unused 

portion of its SWP allocation. The county could use the allocation as part of other options, 

many of which rely on a portion of the SWP allocation for implementation.  

Options represent potential means of accomplishing the planning objectives. The options 

were screened for their general feasibility, which included an assessment of the technical, 

legal, political, financial, and environmental feasibility. Only the feasible options were 

carried forward for evaluation. Figure 6.5-4 reflects the results of the screening process. An 

“X” indicates that a criterion was not met and the option was screened out of the process. The 

options were combined into reasonable packages that have an ability to achieve multiple 

complementary objectives. 
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Water Management Packages 

A total of 30 options passed the screening criteria, but no single option was capable of 

addressing all of the county’s water management issues on its own. As a result of this, 

“packages” of options were developed that would meet multiple objectives. The packages 

were created by organizing the options according to their combined ability to address specific 

problems (called Problem Statements), which described potential issues the county could 

face in the future. The six Problem Statements are as follows: 

• The Ridge area is projected to have water supply shortages during dry years.  

• The county faces a potential reduction in its 27,500-ac-ft SWP allocation if it is not put to 

beneficial use, but using the entire allocation in the county could be problematic because 

it is very expensive.  

• Water quality degradation could affect future supplies and biological resources.  

• Outside interests might attempt to use county water resources that are not used 

beneficially within the county.  

• The county must cope with fiscal challenges.  

• The county faces historical and ongoing threats to its terrestrial and aquatic habitats.  

The option packages were formed to focus on a single Problem Statement. Additional options 

were then added to an option package to address multiple Problem Statements, while 

maintaining the primary focus on the original, single Problem Statement. Two of the 

guidelines when grouping options into packages included the following: 

• The package must pay for itself. 

• The SWP allocation quantity must not be exceeded. 

During the development of the option packages, it was found that several options were 

included in each package. These were eventually identified as base options and included as 

part of each package. The following four-option packages were identified through this 

process are described in detail in the Butte County IWRP: 

• Economic Health Package 

• Threat of Outside Interest Package 

• Environmental Package – Focus on Butte Creek 

• Environmental Package – Focus on Feather River 

After reviewing the option packages, it was determined that none of them fully met the plan 

objectives. As a result, a “hybrid” package was developed that could achieve a more 

favorable overall rating than the initial packages. The hybrid package was then used to 

develop the policy recommendations as described in the following section. 
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Policy Recommendations 

The policy recommendations of the Board of Supervisors, presented in the Butte County 

IWRP, were developed using the evaluation results of the hybrid package and other option 

packages. The hybrid package evaluation results were used to develop the First Tier Policies 

characterizing the policy directives necessary to implement the option combinations. Policies 

generated from the remaining options fell into the Second Tier of recommendations. The 

First Tier and Second Tier Policies are briefly described below. A more complete description 

is included in the Butte County IWRP. 

First-tier Policies 

The First Tier Polices identified in the Butte County IWRP are listed and summarized as 

follows: 

• Continue Ongoing Water Resources Efforts – Butte County has been working for 

many years to more effectively manage and protect its water resources. Some of these 

efforts are listed in Section 1.4 of this analysis. 

• Improve Water Management of the SWP Allocation – The county must develop a 

mechanism for managing the unused portion of its SWP allocation and other water that 

might be available. 

• Increase Agricultural and Urban Water Use Efficiency – The county recognizes that 

improved water use efficiency can provide additional supply for future drought protection 

or other in-county beneficial uses. 

• Recommend that BMOs Support Native Vegetation – Sustaining natural vegetation 

above recharge zones is important for managing groundwater levels, because natural 

vegetation enhances riparian areas and wetlands that recharge the aquifer. 

• Protect Recharge Areas through Zoning – Land use practices on recharge areas can 

affect the quality and quantity of recharge into the aquifer. Protecting habitat areas and 

limiting activities that could degrade water quality would reduce the potential for these 

effects. 

• Inform and Educate the Public about Water – Fostering public knowledge and 

understanding regarding water resources can help to create a culture of resource 

stewardship. The county will increase public education to inform residents about local 

water resources and issues. 

• Increase Support for Butte County Resource Conservation District (RCD) – The 

Butte County RCD can play an important role in managing water resources by fulfilling 

its mission to “…conserve the resources of Butte County for the benefit of its citizens, its 

environment, and its economy.” The county will maintain administrative support for the 

RCD and help to coordinate activities with local watershed groups through the RCD. 

LETTER 19



S A C R A M E N T O  V A L L E Y  I N T E G R A T E D  R E G I O N A L  W A T E R  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  

6-78 RDD\062290003 (CLR3330.doc) 

• Support Solutions to Potential Future Water Shortages in the Ridge Community – 

The county will provide institutional support to help the Ridge community implement a 

solution to potential future water shortages. 

• Implement a Coordinated Management Program – A coordinated management 

program could improve the flexibility and reliability of county water resources. A 

coordinated management program would include a recharge component to place water 

into the aquifer, a recovery component to extract water from the aquifer, a monitoring 

program to assess the aquifer behavior, and an institutional framework within which the 

program would function. The county will study the feasibility of a coordinated 

groundwater-surface water management program and will seek to implement programs 

that are feasible and environmentally beneficial. 

• Take Steps to Understand and Improve Butte County Water Quality – 

Understanding threats to water quality and improving water quality in Butte County are 

important aspects of resource stewardship. Known constituents affecting the county’s 

water quality include nitrates, organic chemicals, sediment, and heavy metals. The county 

will support investigations to improve understanding of Butte County’s surface water and 

groundwater quality. 

• Serve as an Advocate to Improve Understanding of and Conditions for Special-
status Species in Creeks and Rivers – Many creeks and rivers in Butte County provide 

valuable habitat for special-status species (i.e., state- and federal-listed species). The 

presence of these species, their requirements, and the threats to their health are not fully 

understood. A need exists for a better understanding of these species’ location-specific 

requirements and for identification and implementation of actions to improve conditions 

for these species. The county will use Service and DFG documents to identify the type 

and location of special-status species and the habitat needs of these species. The county 

will initiate actions and participate in ongoing efforts to protect special-status species in 

creeks and rivers. 

• Coordinate Regional Watershed Management – The county recognizes the efforts and 

progress made by the Butte County RCD and local watershed groups to meet distinct 

organizational and resource challenges. These local efforts could, in some cases, be 

enhanced through coordination and exchange of information and through sharing of staff 

and funding resources. Likewise, at the regional level, coordination of watershed 

management planning among Butte, Plumas, Yuba, and Lassen Counties could achieve 

mutual benefits. The county will support watershed planning and management through 

the RCD.  

• Implement an Environmental Monitoring Program – Although the county has 

developed demand projections for municipal and agricultural water use, the county’s 

environmental water needs are less well quantified. Better quantifying current and 

projected environmental water needs will allow the county to plan for its future water 
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needs and to protect the potential for beneficial, in-county use of its water resources. The 

county will implement an environmental monitoring program to increase knowledge 

regarding environmental resources and water demands.  

• Enhance a Multi-county Cooperative Outreach Effort – Because management of the 

county’s water resources affects – and is affected by – resource management in adjacent 

counties, opportunities might exist for the county to improve local, statewide, and federal 

understanding of regional water management issues and needs through a multi-county, 

coordinated outreach effort. The county will initiate a multi-county effort to cooperate 

with neighboring entities that share water resources.  

Second-tier Policies 

The Second Tier Polices identified in the Butte County IWRP are listed and summarized as 

follows: 

• Investigate the Potential for Water Storage in Former Mines – Mining activities leave 

a pit that might have potential for use as a water storage reservoir. The county will 

investigate the potential for future water storage projects in former mines.  

• Expand Groundwater Level and Extraction Monitoring – Increased monitoring of the 

groundwater aquifer will help the county protect the resource for the future. Butte County 

DW&RC and the Department, Northern District, have focused on characterizing the 

groundwater aquifer under Butte County, but additional information is needed in areas 

where significant volumes of groundwater are extracted each year. Increased ground-

water level and extraction monitoring in these areas would provide information that could 

help the county and Department better understand the aquifer. The county would increase 

monitoring efforts to further this goal.  

• Commit to a Periodic and Coordinated Update of Water Management Plans, 
Ordinances, Resolutions, and Policies – Water use and available supplies change 

regularly, especially with increasing development or changes in land use. Water 

management tools lose effectiveness if they are not updated as these changes take place. 

The county will commit to regularly updating water management plans, ordinances, 

resolutions, and policies, including management objectives.  

• Support Restoration of a More Natural Flow Regime on the Sacramento River – 

The flow patterns and geomorphology of the Sacramento River vary from historical 

patterns of high flows during rainfall and snowmelt. Fish and riparian vegetation use 

flows to cue various behaviors, such as spawning and migration. Channel geomorphology 

also plays an important role in the river’s suitability for riparian species. Butte County 

will provide institutional and political support to restore a more natural flow regime and 

geomorphology on the Sacramento River. 
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FIGURE 6.5-1
BUTTE COUNTY
HYDROLOGY MAP
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMPWB082006010RDD_46 (8/30/06)
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FIGURE 6.5-2
WATER DISTRICTS AND IRRIGATION
DISTRICTS OF BUTTE COUNTY
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMPWB082006010RDD_47 (8/28/06)

LETTER 19



FIGURE 6.5-3
SUBAREAS FOR BUTTE COUNTY
USED IN WATER PLANNING
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMPWB082006010RDD_48 (8/30/06)
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FIGURE 6.5-4
OPTION SCREENING
SACRAMENTO VALLEY IRWMPWB082006010RDD_49 (8/28/06)

Source: Butte County Integrated Water Resources Plan, Table 4-1 (June 2004)
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Sacramento Valley at a Glance
•   The Sacramento River supplies 80 percent of the water fl owing into the Delta. 
•   The Sacramento River and its tributaries are major habitat and spawning grounds for threatened and endangered fi sh species.
•   The Sacramento Valley has more than 20 percent of California’s total irrigated acreage.
•   Sacramento Valley water shortages are predicted to continue for both average and drought years.
•   The Sacramento Valley is a major resting point for millions of migratory waterfowl on the Pacifi c Coast Flyway.
•   The Sacramento Valley is home to 2 million people.

Sacramento Valley Water Resources
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In April 2001, more than 100 organizations reached an unprecedented 
agreement to manage water in a way that meets water supply, water 
quality, and environmental needs in the Sacramento Valley and 
throughout California.

The Sacramento Valley Water Management Agreement

The Agreement signatories deliver 
a significant portion of the water 
used in California

LETTER 19



3

Agreement Benefits

Increased supplies for all uses
Through integrated water management strategies, upstream and export water users will be able 
to optimize existing water supplies, enhance water quality, and develop additional supplies. This 
will enable them to meet existing and future water needs and enhance their water management 
fl exibility. 

Sustainable solution
The Sacramento Valley Water Management Agreement (Agreement) calls for solutions to 
complex problems, rather than stopgap measures. Solutions will be implemented in two tiers, 
based on how quickly the project can be implemented and begin providing benefi ts. 

Timely resolution
The Agreement provides fi rm milestones to complete a joint workplan for short-term projects 
within the fi rst 180 days. These projects will provide benefi ts for the 2002 and 2003 water 
years; a long-term workplan will be completed within 1 year.

Environmental restoration
The programs and projects provided for in the Agreement will avoid unmitigated impacts 
to Delta water quality and the environment and will be developed and implemented to 
provide environmental benefi ts, including benefi ts to fi sh and wildlife, in the Sacramento River 
watershed.

Water quality standards will be met
The California Department of Water Resources and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation will 
continue to voluntarily meet the requirements in the State Water Resources Control Board 
1995 Water Quality Control Plan to protect the Bay-Delta until a long-term solution is 
negotiated as a part of the Agreement.

Consistent with other water management activities
The projects implemented under this Agreement are consistent with the August 2000 CALFED 
Bay-Delta Program Record of Decision and with the CALFED Integrated Storage Investigation.

����
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Competing agricultural, environmental, and urban uses 
create serious water management challenges within the 
Sacramento Valley. Current forecasts predict continuing 
statewide water shortages in both average 
and drought years. Water managers are 
striving to ensure that the water supply is 
of both adequate quantity and quality for 
the many uses. 

For nearly 40 years, the State of California 
has struggled to develop the appropriate 
water quality standards for the Bay-Delta 
and to determine which water sources are 
required to meet those standards. This 
struggle has involved years of contention 
and litigation and has been elevated to the 
United States Supreme Court. 

A major breakthrough occurred in late 1994 with the 
so-called Bay-Delta Accord (Accord). The Accord set water 
quality standards and required the State Water Resources 

Control Board (Board) to determine which 
water users would be responsible to meet 
these standards. In 1995 the Board adopted 
the Water Quality Control Plan (Plan) 
as a tool to implement the Accord. The 
California Department of Water Resources 
(Department) and the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (Bureau) have been volun-
tarily meeting the Plan’s water quality 
standards on an interim basis. Meanwhile, 
the Board held water rights proceedings to 
determine fi nal responsibility for meeting 
the standards. 

A 40-Year Struggle for

Bay-Delta Water Quality
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California’s Sacramento Valley is rich in agricultural and environmental resources and serves as a major resting 

point for millions of migratory waterfowl on the Pacifi c Coast Flyway. The Sacramento River is the lifeblood of 

this Valley. The Sacramento River and its tributaries are major habitat and spawning grounds for threatened 

and endangered fi sh species and supply more than 80 percent of the infl ows to the Sacramento-San Joaquin 

Delta. The Delta is the largest estuary on the west coast and serves as the hub for California’s water system.
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Phases 1 through 7 of the water rights proceedings involved 
the San Joaquin Valley and other Delta issues. After comple-
tion of these phases, the contentious Sacramento Valley 
issues (Phase 8) loomed over the State’s water users. 

In Phase 8, the Department and the Bureau claim that 
certain water rights holders in the Valley must cease diver-
sions or release water from storage to help meet Delta water 
quality standards. Sacramento Valley water users believe 

their use has not contributed to water quality problems in 
the Delta; and as senior water right holders and water users 
within the watershed and counties of origin, they contend 
they are not responsible for meeting these standards. The 
Phase 8 process would ultimately determine which entities 
and individuals (if any) would be responsible for meeting 
water quality standards.

Bay-Delta Water at a Glance

• More than 22 million people depend on the Delta for drinking water.

• More than 750 species of plants and animals call the Bay-Delta home, making it the richest 
ecosystem on the west coast.

• Seven million acres of the nation’s most productive agricultural lands depend on Bay-Delta water 
to irrigate crops and water livestock.

• The Delta is a critical source of freshwater to blend with high salinity waters in other areas of the 
state to provide safe water for agricultural, environmental, and urban uses.
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California Department of Water Resources
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

 State Water Contractors

San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority
Contra Costa Water District

Northern California Water Association

San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water 
Authority includes the following:
Banta-Carbona Irrigation District
Broadview Water District
Central California Irrigation District
Centinella Water District
City of Tracy
Columbia Canal Company
Del Puerto Water District
Eagle Field Water District
Firebaugh Canal Water District
Fresno Slough Water District
Grassland Water District
James Irrigation District
Laguna Water District
Mercey Springs Water District
Oro Loma Water District
Pacheco Water District
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
Panoche Water District
Patterson Irrigation District
Plain View Water District
Pleasant Valley Water District
Reclamation District 1606
San Benito County Water District
San Luis Canal Company
San Luis Water District
Santa Clara Valley Water District
Tranquility Irrigation District
Tummer Island Water District
West Side Irrigation District
West Stanislas Irrigation District
Westlands Water District
Widren Water District

State Water Contractors includes the 
following:
Alameda County Flood Control and Water
  Conservation District Zone 7
Alameda County Water District 
Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency
Casitas Municipal Water District 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 
Central Coast Water Authority 
City of Yuba City  
Coachella Valley Water District  
County of Kings  
Crestline-Lake Arrowhead Water Agency 
Desert Water Agency  
Dudley Ridge Water District  
Empire-West Side Irrigation District 
Kern County Water Agency  
Littlerock Creek Irrigation District  
Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
  California 
Mojave Water Agency 
Napa County Flood Control and Water
  Conservation District  
Oak Flat Water District  
Palmdale Water District  
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District  
San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District  
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency  
San Luis Obispo County Flood Control 
  and Water Conservation District 
Santa Clara Valley Water District
Solano County Water Agency
Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District  

Agreement Partners

Northern California Water Association 
includes the following:
Brophy Water District
Browns Valley Irrigation District
Cordua Irrigation District
Feather Water District
Garden Highway Mutual Water Company
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District
Joint Water Districts Board
 Biggs-West Gridley Water District
 Butte Water District
 Richvale Irrigation District
 Sutter Extension Water District
Maxwell Irrigation District
Natomas Mutual Water Company
Pelger Mutual Water Company
Plumas Mutual Water Company
Princeton-Codora-Glenn Irrigation District
Provident Irrigation District
Ramirez Water District
Reclamation District 108
Reclamation District 1004
South Sutter Water District
South Yuba Water District
Sutter Bypass-Butte Slough Water UA
Sutter Mutual Water Company
Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority
 Colusa County Water District
 Corning Water District
 Cortina Water District
 Davis Water District
 Dunnigan Water District
 4-M Water District
 Glenn Valley Water District
 Glide Water District
 Holthouse Water District
 Kanawha Water District
 Kirkwood Water District
 LaGrande Water District
 Myers-Marsh Mutual Water Co. 
 Orland-Artois Water District
 Proberta Water District
 Thomes Creek Water District
 Westside Water District
Thermalito Irrigation District
Tudor Mutual Water Company
Western Canal Water District
Yuba County Water Agency
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Proceeding with Phase 8 could involve litigation and judi-
cial review for nearly 10 years. This extended process could 
result in adverse impacts to the environment and under-
mine progress on other statewide water management initia-
tives. To avoid the consequences of delay, the Sacramento 
Valley water users, the Department, the Bureau, and export 
water users developed the Sacramento Valley Water Man-
agement Agreement (Agreement). This Agreement estab-
lishes a framework to meet water supply, water quality, and 

environmental needs in the areas of origin and throughout 
California in an unprecedented cooperative spirit. The 
Board on April 26, 2001, issued an order to postpone 
and possibly dismiss Phase 8 of its Bay-Delta water rights 
proceedings and allow implementation of the Agreement, 
thus providing an amicable way to resolve these conten-
tious issues. 

Regional Strategy Based on Collaboration

The cornerstone of the Agreement is that it was achieved 
and will be implemented through a collaborative process 
including Sacramento Valley water users, the Department, 
the Bureau, and export water users. This will include active 
participation by water district managers, technical consul-
tants, and local political leaders. The Agreement provides 
the foundation for a regional strategy to ensure that local 
water needs are fully met while helping improve water 
supplies throughout the state.

Unprecedented Cooperation

Agreement Principles

• The state and federal export projects will continue to meet water quality standards in the Delta until 
a long-term solution is negotiated as a part of the Agreement.

• The parties fully commit to an integrated water management and water supply development 
program for the Sacramento Valley that will meet 100% of the water needs in the Sacramento 
Valley, improve the water supplies and quality for other areas of the state, and provide water for 
environmental purposes.

• The parties will work together to secure public funding for water management and supply projects 
in the Sacramento Valley that will help assure environmental restoration, optimize the use of existing 
water supplies and enable local interests to develop additional water supplies in areas of origin.

• By the end of 2001, the parties will prepare a joint workplan for short-term Sacramento Valley 
water management projects to implement the Agreement. Workplans on longer-term projects will 
follow in 2002.

• The parties will evaluate the projects and workplans against the Agreement’s goals and principles on 
an ongoing basis to ensure that water needs are being met. 

The Sacramento Valley Water 
Management Agreement is a 
grassroots, collaborative effort to 
increase water supplies to farms, 
cities, and the environment.
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To implement the Agreement, the parties are preparing joint 
workplans. The workplans will describe certain Sacramento 
Valley projects and provide an estimate of the quantity 
of water or other water management benefi ts that can be 
realized by implementing these projects. The short-term 
workplan will provide benefi ts for 2002 and 2003 and will 
be completed by the end of 2001. The long-term workplan 
will be completed by May 2002. 

The workplans will identify a palette of voluntary water 
management measures that will lead to an integrated 
water management program. The program will include the

coordinated use of storage facilities, management and recov-
ery of tailwater through major drains, water conservation, 
conjunctive management of surface water and groundwater, 
and transfers and exchanges among Sacramento Valley water 
users and other water users in the state. Furthermore, 
the Agreement contains a commitment to implement Sites 
Reservoir as an integral component of the water 
management and water supply development program for 
the Sacramento Valley. 

The workplans are being developed through the process 
illustrated in Figure 1. It is a locally driven process, with 

Next Steps: Workplans for Implementation
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extensive involvement by all stakeholders. More than 50 
stakeholders completed detailed questionnaires to propose 
projects for the short-term workplan. The proposed projects 
will be screened on the basis of a broad range of potential 
benefi ts and broad geographic coverage in the Valley.

Those projects will then be reviewed and evaluated on the 
basis of more detailed project summaries. From that review, 
projects will be selected for inclusion in the short-term work-
plan and implementation plans will be developed. 

The next steps will be:
• Conduct environmental review and obtain necessary permits
• Secure appropriate funding
• Provide for public participation

Environmental review is a part of all projects, even those that 
will generate positive net effects on the environment. Envi-

ronmental documentation will be prepared for all projects, 
and cumulative impacts will be addressed.

Funding will be pursued from a number of sources. As 
most of the projects will provide multiple benefi ts to various 
participants, cost-sharing arrangements will be negotiated to 
refl ect those benefi ts. Many of the projects will also provide 
public benefi ts, primarily environmental, and efforts will be 
made to obtain state and federal funds to support those 
benefi ts. Potential funding sources include Proposition 13, 
Proposition 204, and state and federal funding through the 
CALFED program.

Public support will be crucial to successful development 
of the projects. Public meetings will be held to provide 
opportunities for full input into the planning process. 

Management Tools

Implementation of voluntary water management measures are key to accomplishing the goals of 
this Agreement. These include:

• Coordinated use of storage facilities

• Conjunctive management of surface water and groundwater

• Management and recovery of tailwater through major drains

• Water conservation

• Transfers and exchanges among Sacramento Valley water users and other water users in the state

• Increased surface storage
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AGREEMENT REGARDING RESOLUTION OF PHASE 8 ISSUES, DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT OF WATER 
SUPPLIES, AND A BINDING COMMITMENT TO PROCEED PURSUANT TO SPECIFIED TERMS 
This Agreement is in furtherance of a resolution of Phase 8 of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (hereinafter “SWRCB”) current Bay-Delta 
Water Rights Hearings. The Parties will work together to settle issues related to obligations or potential obligations to meet existing Bay-Delta water 
quality and fl ow objectives by developing a cooperative water management partnership among (a) those south of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
who possess water rights or are State Water Project (“SWP”) or Central Valley Project (“CVP”) water users; (b) the Contra Costa Water District 
and those who derive SWP water from the North Bay Aqueduct (hereinafter (a) and (b) for the purposes of this Agreement referred to collectively 
as “Export Water Users”); (c) those who possess water rights or are water users within the watershed of the Sacramento River and its tributaries 
(hereinafter “Upstream Water Users”); (d) the California Department of Water Resources (hereinafter “DWR”); and (e) the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation on behalf of the CVP (hereinafter “Reclamation”), all of which are hereafter referred to as the Parties.

Now therefore, it is mutually agreed as follows: 

1. Goals and Principles 

The Parties hereto agree to the following statement of goals and principles that shall guide the implementation of all aspects of this Agreement, 
including development of a cooperative water management partnership. This Agreement, during its term, is intended to:

(a) Provide the mechanism for satisfying the fl ow-related objectives of the SWRCB’s 1995 Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan (hereinafter 
the “1995 WQCP”); 

(b) Be implemented in lieu of proceeding with Phase 8 of the SWRCB’s Bay-Delta process; 
(c) Facilitate the development of integrated water management strategies that will enhance the Upstream and Export Water Users’ abilities 

to optimize use of their existing supplies, enable them to develop additional supplies to meet their existing and future water needs, and 
enhance their water management fl exibility; 

(d) Facilitate the development of protections to ensure that water stored and released by the SWP and the CVP is available for meeting 
downstream fl ow-related objectives and for SWP and CVP purposes, including exports from the Delta; 

(e) Be implemented in a manner compatible with CALFED’s goals; 
(f ) Facilitate the development of new near- and long-term water supplies through agreements among the Parties, and through the Governor’s 

drought contingency plan, in ways that do not detract from the ability to meet the existing and future needs of Upstream Water Users;
(g) Avoid unmitigated impacts to Delta water quality or the environment; 
(h) Provide net water quality benefi ts for Upstream Water Users, Export Water Users, and the Delta; 
(i) Be implemented in a manner that provides that the comprehensive program will, among other factors, be cost effective, fi nancially feasible, 

and affordable; and 
(j) Result in state-wide water resource and environmental benefi ts and, therefore, receive funding from state and federal sources where 

appropriate.

2. Initial Elements of the Cooperative Management Partnership.

It is intended that the Goals and Principles adopted with this Agreement be implemented through the development of specifi c programs and 
projects. The development of these programs and projects will be an ongoing process and may, over time, involve numerous entities not signatories 
to this Agreement. These may include agencies of the state or federal government including, but not limited to, the United States Fish & Wildlife 
Service (“USFWS”), the National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS”), and the California Department of Fish and Game (“CDFG”), and may also 
include in-Delta water users. Moreover, over time, the Parties may decide to employ a facilitator or mediator to assist them in moving forward 
with project development and implementation. In this light, the following specifi c matters are intended only as the initial scope of work under this 
Agreement, with future work to be developed and implemented as appropriate. Future work plans, if appropriate, can become amendments to this 
Agreement or can be the subject of subsequent related agreements.

(a)Quantifying Water Demands and Supplies. The Parties recognize a need to develop reliable estimates of the quantities of water that are currently 
being used, present unmet demands and projected future demands within the watershed of the Sacramento River and its tributaries. The 
Parties also need to develop estimates of the quantities of new water supplies that could be made available to Upstream areas, Export areas, 
and to meet the 1995 WQCP standards based on the measures included in the programs and projects described below. The Parties agree to 
establish a technical committee to begin immediately to develop, collect and analyze this information.

(b) Unmet and Future Demands in the Upstream Areas. The Parties recognize that Upstream Water User demands may vary and that the following 
approximates the categories of upstream demands that will be provided for: 

(i) Urban needs and uses within the watershed of the Sacramento River and its tributaries. 

Appendix A
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(ii) Needs and uses within the Tehama-Colusa and Corning Canal service areas.
(iii) Needs and uses within the Sacramento River Water Rights Settlement Contractors’ collective service area.
(iv) Needs and uses within areas that obtain supply from the drains and bypasses within the Sacramento Valley.
(v) Needs and uses within the areas tributary to the Sacramento, American, and Feather Rivers.

(c) Export Water Supplies. The Parties recognize that Export Water Users have experienced water supply reductions as a result of regulatory and 
other actions. The programs and projects provided for in this Agreement will improve the water supplies on both a short- and long-term 
basis, and improve the water quality.

(d) Environmental Benefi ts. The Parties recognize that programs and projects provided for in this Agreement will be developed and implemented 
not only to meet the needs of Upstream and Export Water Users and the fl ow-related objectives of the 1995 WQCP, but also to provide 
environmental benefi ts, including benefi ts to fi sh and wildlife, in the watershed of the Sacramento River.

(e) Role of Sites Reservoir. The Parties recognize that new off-stream surface storage is an essential part of the long-term water management 
program, and agree that Sites Reservoir is a potentially signifi cant off-stream surface-water storage project that could help meet the goals and 
objectives of this Agreement, including providing capacity to increase the reliability of water supplies for Upstream and Export Water Users, 
fl exibility during critical fi sh migration periods on the Sacramento River, and storage benefi ts for other CALFED programs. Work being 
undertaken pursuant to CALFED’s Sites MOU will be integrated into this Agreement and the Parties will work with CALFED to accelerate 
feasibility studies and completion of appropriate environmental and permitting processes for the reservoir.

(f ) Enlarged Shasta. The Parties agree that other signifi cant surface water storage opportunities may exist, including the enlargement of Shasta 
Reservoir. The Parties shall take all appropriate efforts to advance these other opportunities and shall integrate the benefi ts associated with 
these projects into the programs provided for in this Agreement.

(g) Role of the Basin-Wide Management Plan. Reclamation and certain Upstream Water Users are currently developing a Basin-Wide Management 
Plan for the purpose of improving water management within portions of the Sacramento Valley. The Basin-Wide Management Plan that 
Reclamation and certain Upstream Water Users are developing shall serve as a model for implementation of this Agreement and could be 
expanded to incorporate other areas of the watershed of the Sacramento River and its tributaries, as appropriate.

(h) Management Tools for this Agreement. A key to accomplishing the goals of this Agreement will be the identifi cation and implementation of 
a “palette” of voluntary water management measures (including cost and yield data) that could be implemented to develop increased water 
supply, reliability, and operational fl exibility. Some of the measures that may be included in the palette are:
(i) Basin-Wide Water Management Plan identifi ed above; 
(ii) Conjunctive uses of surface water and groundwater;
(iii) Coordinated use of storage facilities; 
(iv) Management and recovery of tailwater through major drains; 
(v) Transfers and exchanges among Upstream Water Users and with the CVP and SWP water contractors, either for water from specifi c 

reservoirs, or by substituting groundwater for surface water; 
(vi) Substitution of water from potential north of Delta reservoirs, such as Sites Reservoir, for groundwater, or river diversions, or 

maintaining water quality in the Delta; and 
(vii) Water conservation.

3. Resolution of Phase 8 Issues
(a) The Parties agree that while this Agreement remains in effect, DWR and Reclamation shall assume responsibility for meeting the Sacramento 

River and its tributaries’ portions of fl ow-related objectives established in the 1995 WQCP. Upstream Water Users shall have no obligation 
to release stored water, extract groundwater or forego diversions in order to help implement the fl ow-related objectives included in the 
1995 WQCP.

(b) In conjunction with the SWRCB, the Parties shall jointly develop a program to prevent unauthorized diversions, provided that the program 
is consistent with this Agreement.

(c) The Export Water Users, DWR, and Reclamation agree that while this Agreement is in effect they shall take no action before the SWRCB or 
elsewhere, nor shall they support any such action to insert Term 91, or its regulatory equivalent, into existing water rights permits or licenses, 
or modify riparian or pre-1914 water rights through the application of the regulatory equivalent of Term 91. The Parties recognize that the 
SWRCB will continue to implement Term 91 according to its existing terms.

(d) Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing herein shall be interpreted as waiving the Parties’ legal positions or rights in the event that the 
SWRCB proceeds with the Phase 8 hearings or otherwise attempts to determine the legal obligations of water users to meet adopted water 
quality or fl ow standards in the Bay-Delta or in streams tributary to the Bay-Delta. In addition, the Parties acknowledge and agree that 
nothing herein shall limit their ability to initiate a new or additional water right or water supply, transfer an existing water right, or change 
or modify an existing water right or a contract relating to a water supply; nor shall a Party be precluded from arguing that Term 91 should be 
applied or not applied by the SWRCB in any of these proceedings or that a new water right, transfer, or change or modifi cation of an existing 
water right will or will not cause injury to a lawful water user.
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(e) This Agreement shall become effective on the day the SWRCB enters an order that: 
(i) Provides for a Stay of Phase 8 of the current Bay-Delta water rights proceeding pending development and approval of the Workplans 

described in Paragraphs 5(a) and 5(b) of this agreement; 
(ii) Provides that, should either of the Workplans not be completed or approved, and this Agreement is therefore terminated, the Parties 

shall immediately notify the SWRCB and the SWRCB will lift the stay and proceed with Phase 8; 
(iii) Under the circumstances provided for in sub-paragraph 3(e)(ii), extends the expiration of the SWP’s and CVP’s obligations under 

Conditions 1 and 2 of the Order in Revised Decision 1641 to the earlier of the completion of a resumed Phase 8 or one year from the 
date of a notice to the SWRCB of termination of this Agreement; and 

(iv) Provides that, should the Workplans described in Paragraphs 5(a) and (b) both be completed and approved, Notice of the approval 
provided to the SWRCB (a) automatically dismisses the Phase 8 proceedings and (b) further extends the expiration of the SWP’s and 
CVP’s obligations under Conditions 1 and 2 of the Order in Revised Decision 1641 to one year after the Notice of the termination 
of this Agreement to the SWRCB or such sooner time as a water rights proceeding allocating the responsibilities to meet Bay-Delta 
standards is completed; and 

(v) Provides that the dates set forth in sub-paragraphs 3(e)(iii) and (iv) above may be extended for up to one year if after notice and hearing 
the SWRCB determines that the additional time is necessary for it to fully consider and decide the matter.

4. Resolution of Related Issues

The Parties acknowledge that there are a number of administrative, regulatory, legislative and judicial actions currently ongoing or reasonably to be 
anticipated that could have major effects on the Parties’ ability to implement the terms of this Agreement. 

In this regard, the Parties acknowledge and agree that developments in any of these or other matters may have a material effect on any Party’s ability 
to implement this Agreement and meet the Milestones set forth in Paragraph 5 below. The Parties agree that they will work together to attempt 
to deal with the factual/legal situation that then exists in order to allow the Parties to proceed with the programs identifi ed in this Agreement. 
Nonetheless, failure to meet Milestones, for whatever reason, shall remain a cause for the termination of this Agreement.

5. Milestones
(a) Short-Term Projects. Within one hundred eighty days of the Effective Date of this Agreement, the Parties shall, working together, prepare 

a joint work plan listing short-term projects that can be used to implement this Agreement. Such projects are defi ned as those which can 
provide benefi ts for the 2002 and 2003 water years.

(b) Medium and Long-Term Projects. Within one year of the Effective Date of this Agreement, the Parties shall, working together, prepare 
a joint work plan listing medium- and long-term projects that can be used to implement this Agreement. Medium-term projects are 
defi ned as those which will be operational by December 31, 2005. Long-term projects are defi ned as those which are operational by 
December 31, 2010.

(c) Workplan Standards. For each project identifi ed in the respective Workplan, the appropriate Workplan shall: 
(i) Briefl y describe the project, including expected 10 net benefi ts and their proposed allocations; 
(ii) Provide a preliminary estimate of the quantity of water or the nature of other water management benefi ts that can be realized by 

implementing the project; 
(iii) Provide a preliminary estimate of the cost of the project; 
(iv) Identify any major environmental issues associated with the project; and 
(v) Describe how the project could best be implemented (including a plan for fi nancing for the project). 

Each Workplan shall also provide a timetable for implementation of identifi ed projects, which shall then constitute additional Milestones for 
this Agreement.

(d) Funding. The Parties shall immediately jointly seek funding for the development of the two Workplans identifi ed above from general state 
and/or federal sources. In addition, the Parties shall also seek funding, pursuant to Proposition 204 and other possible funding sources, to 
cover the cost of implementing programs identifi ed within the respective Workplans. Milestones identifi ed within this Agreement may need 
to be adjusted in order to provide ample time for the Parties to secure adequate state and federal funding to allow work to proceed. Such 
adjustments must be accomplished pursuant to mutual agreement of all Parties. The Parties shall not seek to acquire funds that are obligated 
to other programs within CALFED, and shall not seek funding that may otherwise confl ict with funding commitments under the Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act Restoration Fund.

(e) Workplan Updates. The Parties shall review and update the medium/long-term Workplan annually to incorporate information learned as 
a result of the cooperative process contemplated by this Agreement or as a result of other efforts.The Parties may also revise the list of 
projects contained in the medium/long-term Workplan, the estimates of the water supply or other benefi ts associated with such projects, 
the cost estimates for such projects, the environmental issues associated with such projects, and the implementation plan for each project. 
The Parties may review and update the medium/long-term Workplan as necessary in the event that circumstances identifi ed in Paragraph 
4 above occur.

(f ) Sites Reservoir Milestones. Because of the potential signifi cance of Sites Reservoir or other north of Delta offstream storage to achieving the 
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goals of this Agreement, the following additional specifi c Milestones shall be adhered to: 
(i) fi nalize a Purpose and Needs Statement for the project satisfactory to the Parties no later than March 9, 2001; 
(ii) initiate initial scoping sessions associated with appropriate environmental review by April 9, 2001; 
(iii) initiate negotiations on all relevant Planning Agreements called for within the Sites MOU, including addressing issues dealt with in 

Paragraphs 7.4, 7.5 and 7.6 of the Sites MOU, by January 31, 2001; 
(iv) complete all environmental and planning documentation for the project not later than August 2004; 
(v) make a fi nal decision with respect to the implementation and construction of the project, including obtaining all relevant permits/

biological opinions, including compliance with Clean Water Act section 404(b)(1) or 404(r) by August 2005; and 
(vi) assuming a decision to proceed, initiate project construction not later than August 2006.

6. Term and Termination
(a) Term. Except as may be otherwise expressly provided, the term of this Agreement shall be until December 31, 2010.
(b) Annual Reviews. The Parties shall agree upon the Workplan identifi ed in Paragraph 5(a) of this Agreement within 60 days of its completion. 

A failure to do so shall cause the immediate termination of this Agreement. The Parties shall agree upon the Workplans identifi ed in 
Paragraph 5(b) of this Agreement within 60 days of their completion. A failure to do so shall cause the immediate termination of this 
Agreement. Assuming approvals of the Workplans identifi ed in Paragraphs 5(a) and 5(b), the Parties shall thereafter, on an annual basis 
as scheduled by the Parties, jointly review the status of development and implementation of all Workplans, as well as the meeting of 
Milestones provided for herein and in the Workplans. Each annual review shall include a detailed examination of the status of Workplan 
and Milestone implementation including, without limitation, project feasibility and design, environmental review, permitting and funding. 
Except as provided for above, this Agreement may only be terminated following an annual review performed in accordance with this 
Paragraph 6.

(c) Termination for Failure to Meet Milestones. Any Party may terminate this Agreement if, following an annual review and after the mediation 
provided for in Paragraph 7 of this Agreement, it determines: 
(i) that either reasonable progress in achieving the Milestones established under this Agreement or in the Workplans cannot be made 

through the exercise of reasonable diligence by the Parties; or the Milestones established under this Agreement or in the Workplans 
have not been substantially achieved; and 

(ii) that the Milestones established under this Agreement or in the Workplans cannot be revised to result in the reasonable achievement 
of the Milestones of this Agreement.

(d) Termination on Modifi cation in 1995 WQCP. In the event the fl ow-related objectives contained in the 1995 WQCP are increased or 
decreased, the Parties shall meet and, if necessary, employ the process outlined in Paragraph 7 of this Agreement, in an attempt to address 
the changed circumstances associated with modifi ed fl ow-related objectives. A failure to reach agreement shall cause the termination of 
this Agreement.

(e) Petition on Termination. In the event the Workplans are not completed or approved or this Agreement is terminated, the Parties shall 
immediately petition the SWRCB to conduct a water rights hearing to consider the issues described in the SWRCB’s Revised Notice of 
Phase 8 Hearing dated May 6, 1998.

7. Resolution of Disputes

Resolution of disputes, and issues which a Party believes may subject this Agreement to termination shall fi rst be submitted to a mediator, mutually 
selected by the Parties, with experience in water-related disputes. The Parties will use their best efforts to resolve the issues within 30 days. The costs 
of any such mediation will be borne equally among the Parties.

8. Effect of this Agreement on Other Matters

Nothing in this Agreement, and nothing incorporated by reference into the terms of this Agreement, is intended or shall be construed as a precedent 
or other basis for any argument that the Parties to this Agreement have waived or compromised their rights which may be available under State 
or Federal law except as to the matters addressed in this Agreement, nor shall it be construed as an admission or determination of any Party’s 
responsibility for meeting the requirements of the 1995 WQCP.

9. Contingent Upon Appropriations

The expenditure or advance of any money or the performance of any obligation of the United States under this Agreement shall be contingent upon 
appropriation or allotment of funds. No liability shall accrue to the United States in case funds are not appropriated or allotted.

10. Technical and Management Committees

The Parties shall form two committees. The fi rst shall be a technical committee which shall have the initial responsibility to develop the Workplans 
and related Milestones. The second shall be a management committee which shall provide policy direction to the technical committee and review 
and approve Workplans and Milestones. The committees shall together, in a manner that they determine, be responsible for the implementation of 
the Workplans. Each Party to this Agreement shall appoint one or more representatives to each of these committees.
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11. Public Participation

The Parties shall hold periodic public meetings to provide an opportunity for nonparticipating individuals and entities to have input into the 
planning process.

12. Other Agreements

The Parties recognize that as program development progresses there will be a need to either amend this Agreement or to enter into additional 
agreements. In this regard, the Parties acknowledge that this Agreement will complement other relevant local partnerships and/or CALFED 
agreements and shall, as a consequence, be fl exible enough to accommodate those other partnerships and agreements.

13. Environmental Compliance

In carrying out actions which may ultimately result from this Agreement, its amendments or subsequent agreements, the Parties hereto are 
committed to completing all required environmental review including all procedures and documents required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act and the California Environmental Quality Act, and to complying with all applicable statutes, including the federal and state Endangered Species 
Act. The costs of funding this environmental work and compliance shall be among the funding issues dealt with herein. Nothing contained herein 
is intended to affect DWR’s and USBR’s compliance with regulatory constraints that are imposed under the Federal Endangered Species Act, the 
Central Valley Project Improvement Act, the Federal Clean Water Act, or any other applicable state or federal law or regulation, including those 
incorporated into Tier 1 in the CALFED Record of Decision dated August 28, 2000.

14. Counterparts

This Agreement may be executed simultaneously or in one or more counterparts, each of which shall be an original but all of which together 
shall constitute one and the same document.

15. Notices

All notices shall be sent to the following: DWR: Thomas R. Hannigan Director Department of Water Resources P.O. Box 942836 Sacramento, CA 
94236-0001 Reclamation; Lester Snow Regional Director United States Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation, MP-100 2800 Cottage 
Way Sacramento, CA 95825; Export Water Users: John Coburn, General Manager, State Water Contractors, 455 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, CA 
95814; Daniel Nelson, General Manager, San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority, 842 – 6th Street, Suite 7, P.O. Box 2135, Los Banos, CA 
93635, Walter J. Bishop, General Manager, Contra Costa Water District, 1331 Concord Avenue, P.O. Box H2O, Concord, CA 94524; Upstream 
Water Users: David J. Guy Executive Director Northern California Water Association, 455 Capitol Mall, Suite 335, Sacramento, CA 95814.

16. Cooperation

The Parties shall cooperate in carrying out the Mutual Goals and Principles contained herein and the provisions and intent of this Agreement.

17. Effective Date

This Agreement shall become effective upon its full execution by all of the Parties hereto and the satisfaction of the conditions set forth in 
Paragraph 3(e) of this Agreement.
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Appendix C
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER WR 2001 - 05

In the Matter of
Implementation of Water Quality Objectives

for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary,
Amending License 1986 (Application 23) and Permits 11315, 11316, 11885, 11886, 11887, 11967, 11968, 11969, 11970, 11971, 11972, 11973, 

12364, 12721, 12722, 12723, 12725, 12726, 12727, 12860, 15735, 16597, 16600, and 20245 (Applications 13370, 13371, 234, 1465, 5638, 
5628, 15374, 15375, 15376, 16767, 16768, 17374, 17376, 5626, 9363, 9364, 9366, 9367, 9368, 15764, 22316, 14858A, 19304, and 14858B, 

respectively) of the United States Bureau of Reclamation and Permits 16478, 16479, 16481, 16482, and 16483 (Applications 5630, 14443, 
14445A, 17512, and 17514A, respectively) of the Department of Water Resources.

Sources: Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary

ORDER STAYING AND DISMISSING PHASE 8 OF THE BAY-DELTA WATER RIGHTS HEARING AND AMENDING REVISED 
DECISION 1641

By The Board:

1.0 Introduction

By this order, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) takes actions to facilitate negotiations that may lead to a settlement of the 
potential responsibilities of numerous water users to implement the objectives in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta Estuary, adopted May 22, 1995 (1995 BayDelta Plan).[1]

In the absence of this order, the SWRCB would promptly convene the remainder of Phase 8 of the Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing to consider the 
water users’ potential responsibilities that have not yet been determined.

This order stays the resumption of Phase 8 for eighteen months from the date of this order. This order automatically dismisses Phase 8 at the end of 
eighteen months, unless the SWRCB receives notice from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) or the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
(USBR), within eighteen months, requesting resumption of Phase 8. This order extends the responsibilities of the DWR and the USBR under 
Conditions 1 and 2 to meet the water quality objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan. Unless the SWRCB issues a further order after notice and an 
opportunity for a hearing, the extension of their responsibilities will expire no later than one year after the DWR or the USBR requests a hearing. 
Upon request of the DWR or USBR, the SWRCB will resume Phase 8, or, after dismissal, will commence a new hearing. The SWRCB will expedite 
any hearing conducted pursuant to this order, to issue a decision within two years after receiving a request from the DWR or the USBR. 

The SWRCB will, at least every six months, commencing not later than October 1, 2001, conduct a public informational workshop. The purpose 
of these workshops will be to provide the public and the SWRCB with information regarding the then-current status of negotiations and plans to 
implement the fl ow-dependent objectives, including information about the opportunities for non-parties to the negotiations to provide input. 

2.0 Background
2.1 Procedural History

This order is part of a series of actions by the SWRCB to protect the benefi cial uses of water in the Bay-Delta Estuary against the adverse effects 
of water diversions. In the BayDelta proceedings, the SWRCB adopts water quality objectives that, when implemented, will protect the benefi cial 
uses. The SWRCB implements the objectives through water right orders and by requesting or directing that other agencies take appropriate actions 
including water quality control measures to be implemented by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. 

The 1995 Bay-Delta Plan contains the current water quality objectives. D-1641 and Order WR 2000-10 contain the current water right 
requirements to implement the BayDelta fl owdependent objectives. D-1641 includes both long-term and temporary implementation requirements. 
Order WR 2000-10 requires partial implementation that will remain in effect up to thirtyfi ve years. In D-1641 and in Order WR 2000-10, the 
SWRCB assigned responsibilities, for specifi ed periods, to water users (including the USBR and the DWR in D-1641, and the DWR in Order 
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WR 2000-10) in the watersheds of the San Joaquin River upstream of Vernalis, the Mokelumne River, Putah Creek, Cache Creek, within the 
boundaries of the North Delta Water Agency, and within the Bear River watershed. These responsibilities need not be revisited in the near future. 
These responsibilities require that the water users in these watersheds will contribute specifi ed amounts of water, and that the DWR and/or the 
USBR will ensure that the objectives are met in the Delta. 

To meet the potential responsibilities that are not yet assigned, but may be assigned to water users in areas not yet addressed, D-1641, in 
Conditions 1 and 2 on page 146 thereof, requires that the DWR and the USBR temporarily implement the objectives. Conditions 1 and 2 also 
require that the DWR and USBR meet certain objectives that the SWRCB does not contemplate assigning to other parties, such as export limits 
and gate closure requirements. D1641 provides that Conditions 1 and 2 will remain in effect only until the SWRCB makes further decisions 
establishing the responsibilities of water right holders in the areas where the potential responsibilities have not yet been determined. D-1641 sets 
these conditions to expire no later than November 30, 2001. 

The SWRCB considered and heard comments on earlier drafts of this order at a Board meeting on March 7, 2001 and at a Board meeting 
on April 4, 2001.

2.2 Physical Setting

The Bay-Delta Estuary includes the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, Suisun Marsh, and the embayments upstream of the Golden Gate. The 
Delta and Suisun Marsh are located at the confl uence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers, which converge to fl ow westward through San 
Francisco Bay. The watershed of the Bay-Delta Estuary produces water that is used in much of the state for municipal, industrial, agricultural, and 
environmental purposes. The watershed is a source of drinking water for two-thirds of the state’s population. The State Water Project, operated 
by the DWR, and the Central Valley Project, operated by the USBR, store water upstream of the Delta, release the stored water into the Delta, 
and export both the stored water and uncontrolled fl ows[2] from the Delta. The two projects export water from the Delta to areas south and west 
of the Delta through a system of water conveyance facilities. 

Fish, wildlife, and other public trust resources also use the waterways of the Bay-Delta Estuary and its tributaries. Some of the fi sh that reside in 
the estuary or migrate through it are protected under the state or federal Endangered Species Act. Additionally, migratory birds and other animals 
use the marshlands of the estuary for food and habitat. 

3.0 Discussion

It is the policy of the SWRCB in the Bay-Delta proceedings to encourage the parties to resolve among themselves the responsibilities for meeting 
the objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan, and to bring their joint proposals for establishing responsibilities to the SWRCB for approval. 

The DWR, the USBR, some of their water supply contractors, and the members of the Northern California Water Association approached the 
SWRCB at a workshop on January 11, 2001, with a draft of an agreement among these parties. The parties proposed that the SWRCB adopt an 
order staying Phase 8 of the Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing and automatically dismissing Phase 8 after the parties to the agreement complete 
and approve work plans for developing water supply projects. The parties presented an executed agreement to the SWRCB on April 4, 2001. The 
agreement includes a commitment by the DWR and the USBR to meet the objectives implemented under Conditions 1 and 2 in D-1641 so long 
as the agreement remains in effect, and for a period thereafter. This order is not based on the commitment in the agreement. 

At the April 4, 2001, meeting, the SWRCB informed the parties to the agreement that, to be able to dismiss Phase 8 as requested, the SWRCB 
would need an independent commitment from the DWR and the USBR to meet the fl ow-dependent objectives for an interim period, and that 
the commitment could not be dependent on the agreement or on progress in implementing water supply projects pursuant to the agreement. The 
SWRCB further informed the parties that if it received the two projects’ independent commitment to meet the objectives for an indefi nite interim 
period and accept an indefi nite extension of Conditions 1 and 2, it would (1) stay Phase 8 of the Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing for up to 
eighteen months, (2) automatically dismiss Phase 8 after eighteen months had passed, (3) upon request of the DWR or the USBR at any time 
during the stay or after dismissal of Phase 8, convene a hearing to consider allocating responsibilities to meet the fl ow-dependent objectives to other 
parties, (4) set Conditions 1 and 2 to expire no later than two years after the request for hearing unless the SWRCB issues a further order after 
notice and opportunity for hearing, and (5) expedite the hearing to issue a decision within two years after the request for hearing.

The SWRCB has received the necessary commitment from the DWR and the USBR, by letter dated April 25, 2001. This order is based on that 
commitment. During the interim period, the SWRCB assumes that the DWR, the USBR, and other parties will conduct further negotiations. The 
SWRCB will take no part in the negotiations, and takes no position with respect to the direction of such negotiations. 

After the DWR or the USBR requests a hearing to determine the responsibilities of the parties to meet the fl ow-dependent objectives, a hearing 
is likely to require two years or more. Therefore, an extension of Conditions 1 and 2 after the request for a hearing will help ensure that any 
necessary additional environmental documentation can be prepared and will ensure that the implementation of the objectives does not lapse. 
During any further hearing, the objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan must be met. A lapse in implementation could have serious consequences 
for the benefi cial uses the objectives are intended to protect.[3] In the absence of a hearing, the SWRCB could not place responsibility for meeting 
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the objectives on a party or parties other than the DWR and the USBR.[4] Accordingly, the most reasonable approach is to retain the existing 
responsibilities to meet the objectives until the SWRCB is able to complete a hearing and make a decision after the hearing.[5]

A stay is appropriate for eighteen months, with the DWR and the USBR meeting the objectives. A dismissal after the stay is appropriate only 
if the objectives will be met for a reasonable, albeit interim, period. The DWR and the USBR will meet the objectives for an adequate period. 
Therefore, this order stays and dismisses Phase 8, effective eighteen months after the date of this order, unless either the DWR or the USBR 
requests, within eighteen months, that the SWRCB resume Phase 8. The stay and subsequent dismissal apply to proceedings to determine the 
responsibilities of the water right holders and water users within the watersheds of the Sacramento, Calaveras and Cosumnes Rivers to meet the 
fl ow-dependent objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan. 

The administrative record of this order includes the entire evidentiary hearing record of the BayDelta Water Rights Hearing, from July 1, 1998, 
through April 12, 2000, and the notices and correspondence sent or received by the SWRCB regarding Phase 8 through the date of this order. 

4.0 Environmental Considerations

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21000, et seq.), the SWRCB is the lead agency for preparation 
of environmental documentation for this order. The SWRCB has prepared and certifi ed a fi nal Environmental Impact Report for the Implementation 
of the 1995 Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan (BayDelta EIR). The BayDelta EIR fully analyzes the effects of several alternatives for assigning 
responsibility to water right holders in the watershed of the Bay-Delta Estuary, including Flow Alternative 2, under which the DWR and the USBR 
are jointly responsible for meeting all of the fl owdependent objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan. D-1641 adopts Flow Alternative 2 as an interim 
measure, by including Conditions 1 and 2 in the water rights of the DWR and the USBR. This order amends Conditions 1 and 2 of D-1641 by 
extending the periods for which the requirements set forth in those conditions are effective. 

CEQA contemplates that agencies may make serial decisions relying on a single EIR. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15165, 15168.) This order is 
one in a series of orders relying on the Bay-Delta EIR.

Except as applied to the Joint Point of Diversion and the San Joaquin River Agreement, the fi ndings set forth in D-1641 in sections 14.3.1, 
14.3.4, 14.3.5, 14.3.6, 14.3.7, 14.3.8, and 14.4 are applicable to the inclusion of Conditions 1 and 2 in the permits of the DWR and the 
USBR for an extended period. Those fi ndings are incorporated herein by reference to the extent that they are applicable to this order. The 
SWRCB will fi le a Notice of Determination under CEQA after it adopts this order, and the Notice of Determination will state that this order 
relies on the BayDelta EIR.

ORDER

A.  IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Phase 8 of the Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing is stayed for a period of eighteen months from the date of 
this order. Phase 8 will be automatically dismissed at the end of eighteen months from the date of this order unless the DWR or the USBR 
notifi es the SWRCB in writing, before the end of the eighteen month period, that it is requesting the SWRCB to resume Phase 8.[6] The 
purpose of the stay and dismissal is to allow water right holders whose rights might be amended after Phase 8 to negotiate toward a 
mutual settlement of their responsibilities to meet the fl ow-dependent objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan. If the DWR or the USBR 
requests in writing a hearing to allocate responsibilities to meet the fl ow-dependent objectives to other parties, the SWRCB expeditiously 
will convene a water right hearing, will determine whether the water right holders in the watersheds of the Sacramento, Cosumnes, and 
Calaveras Rivers have responsibility to meet the fl ow-dependent objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan, and will determine the amount 
of such responsibility in a decision or order. 

B.  IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that License 1986 (Application 23) and Permits 11315, 11316, 11885, 11886, 11887, 11967, 11968, 11969, 
11970, 11971, 11972, 11973, 12364, 12721, 12722, 12723, 12725, 12726, 12727, 12860, 15735, 16597, 16600, and 20245 (Applications 
13370, 13371, 234, 1465, 5638, 5628, 15374, 15375, 15376, 16767, 16768, 17374, 17376, 5626, 9363, 9364, 9366, 9367, 9368, 15764, 
22316, 14858A, 19304, and 14858B, respectively) of the United States Bureau of Reclamation and Permits 16478, 16479, 16481, 16482, 
and 16483 (Applications 5630, 14443, 14445A, 17512, and 17514A, respectively) of the Department of Water Resources shall be amended 
by revising Conditions 1 and 2 in SWRCB Decision 1641 as follows. 

1. Licensee/Permittee shall ensure that the water quality objectives for municipal and industrial benefi cial uses and agricultural benefi cial uses for 
the western Delta, interior Delta, and export area as set forth in Tables 1 and 2, attached, are met on an interim basis until the Board 
adopts a further decision assigning responsibility for meeting these objectives. Unless it is renewed pursuant to a further order after notice 
and an opportunity for hearing, this condition shall expire no later than one year after the DWR or the USBR requests in writing that 
the SWRCB convene a water right proceeding to determine whether to replace this condition with another condition that meets the 
objectives in Tables 1 and 2. Any extension hearing shall be for the limited purpose of determining whether additional time is necessary, 
and shall not include consideration of changes in allocation of responsibility. The SWRCB shall expedite any proceeding it conducts 
to assign long term responsibility to meet the objectives in Tables 1 and 2, in an effort to keep the proceeding under two years. This 
condition does not mandate that the Licensee/Permittee use water under this license/permit if it uses other sources of water or other 
means to meet this condition. 
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2. Licensee/Permittee shall ensure that the water quality objectives for Delta outfl ow and for Sacramento River fl ow at Rio Vista for fi sh and 
wildlife benefi cial uses as set forth in Table 3, attached, are met on an interim basis until the Board adopts a further decision in the 
BayDelta Water Rights Hearing assigning responsibility for meeting these objectives. Any extension hearing shall be for the limited purpose 
of determining whether additional time is necessary, and shall not include consideration of changes in allocation of responsibility. Unless it is 
renewed pursuant to a further order after notice and an opportunity for hearing, this condition shall expire no later than one year after the 
DWR or the USBR requests in writing that the SWRCB convene a water right proceeding to determine whether to replace this condition 
with another condition that meets the objectives in Table 3. The SWRCB shall expedite any proceeding it conducts to assign long term 
responsibility to meet the objectives in Table 3, in an effort to keep the proceeding under two years. This condition does not mandate that 
the Licensee/Permittee use water under this license/permit if it uses other sources of water or other means to meet this condition. 

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Clerk to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at 
a meeting of the State Water Resources Control Board held on April 26, 2001.

AYES: Art G. Baggett
 Pete S. Silva
 Richard Katz

NOS: None

ABSTAIN: None

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY Maureen Marché
 Clerk to the Board

Footnotes: 

[1] From July 1, 1998 through December 21, 1999, the SWRCB conducted Phases 1 through 7 of the BayDelta Water Rights Hearing. 
On December 29, 1999, the SWRCB adopted Decision 1641, determining some of the responsibilities for meeting the objectives in the 
1995 Bay-Delta Plan and resolving other related issues. On April 11 and 12, 2000, the SWRCB conducted a session of Phase 8 of the 
Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing to consider a petition for change fi led by South Sutter Water District in connection with a settlement 
agreement to resolve the responsibilities of water right holders on the Bear River. The SWRCB approved the petition on July 20, 2000, 
in Order WR 2000-10.

[2] Uncontrolled fl ows include both natural fl ow and abandoned fl ow.
[3] Conditions 1 and 2 require full implementation of the objectives for municipal, industrial, and agricultural benefi cial uses, and require 

full implementation of the fl ow-dependent objectives for fi sh and wildlife benefi cial uses for an interim period. The objectives protect 
the public interest.

[4] The hearing record for D-1641 supports continuing the implementation by the DWR and the USBR of the objectives in the 1995 
BayDelta Plan as provided by this order. See, for example, the Bay-Delta EIR, which analyzes the effects of imposing Conditions 1 and 
2 on the DWR and the USBR.

[5] This conclusion addresses the need to extend the responsibilities of the DWR and the USBR for an adequate interim period. This conclusion 
does not predetermine the allocation of responsibility after completion of any further proceedings before the SWRCB, should further 
proceedings become necessary. The DWR and the USBR historically have been responsible for meeting Bay-Delta objectives. SWRCB 
Decision 1641 continues the responsibility of the DWR and the USBR to meet the municipal, industrial, and agricultural objectives, and 
the fl owdependent fi sh and wildlife objectives on an interim basis. To stay or dismiss of Phase 8, it is necessary to continue the interim 
requirements imposed on the DWR and the USBR. If it did not extend the responsibility of the DWR and the USBR for at least two years 
beyond the date when the DWR or the USBR requests resumption or initiation of a hearing, the SWRCB would have to conduct a hearing 
to determine whether to require a party or parties to meet the objectives pending completion of the hearing. Considering their historical 
involvement, the public interest in continuously implementing the objectives, their role as public entities managing vast quantities of the 
state’s water supply, and the lack of any other means for setting interim requirements, it is reasonable to continue the responsibility of the 
DWR and the USBR until the SWRCB establishes other responsibilities to meet the objectives.

[6] The stay and dismissal do not apply to the following proceedings related to the Bay-Delta Proceedings:
(a) Any proceedings necessary to respond to a writ of mandate or other court order, decision or opinion issued in connection with litigation 

to which the SWRCB is a party.

(b) An order necessary to implement new water quality objectives or amendments to the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan.

(c) A proceeding on an issue that is suffi ciently unrelated [e.g. carriage water] to the subject of long term responsibility to meet the 
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fl ow-dependent objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan that the proceeding will not adversely affect any negotiations among the parties 
seeking to settle their responsibilities to meet the BayDelta objectives. The SWRCB shall hold a workshop to obtain input from the 
parties before initiating any such proceedings.

(d) A proceeding relating to the implementation of the narrative salmon doubling objective set forth in Table 3 of the objectives in the 1995 
Bay-Delta Plan. The existing D-1641 terms and conditions for fi sh and wildlife protection provide reasonable protection for a range of 
aquatic species in the Bay-Delta Estuary and help implement all of the objectives, including the narrative salmon doubling objective. 
Compliance with the existing fl ow objectives and other objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan may be suffi cient to implement the 
salmon objective. Moreover, statutorily mandated non-fl ow fi sh restoration programs currently being implemented in other forums 
(e.g., CVPIA implementation and CALFED) will help implement the salmon objective. As other programs are implemented and 
monitored, the SWRCB will review the progress toward meeting the objective and may take additional action if needed. 
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Sacramento Valley Water Management 
Agreement Signatories

California Department of Water Resources
Thomas M. Hannigan, Director
P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA  94236-0001

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Mid-Pacifi c Region
Lester A. Snow, Regional Director
MP-100 2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA  95825

State Water Contractors
John Coburn, General Manager
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 220
Sacramento, CA  95814

San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority
Daniel Nelson, General Manager
842 6th Street., Suite 7
P.O. Box 2135
Los Banos, CA  93635

Contra Costa Water District
Walter J. Bishop, General Manager
1331 Concord Avenue
P.O. Box H2O
Concord, CA  94524

Northern California Water Association
David J. Guy, Executive Director
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 335
Sacramento, CA  95814
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January 14, 2008 
 
Delores Brown, Chief 
Director of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
3251 S. Street, Sacramento, CA 95816 
Via email: delores@water.ca.gov 
 
Re:  Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Monterey Amendments to the State Water Project Contracts, including the Kern 
Water Bank Transfer and associated actions as part of a Settlement Agreement 
(Monterey Plus).   
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
I write on behalf of the California Water Impact Network (C-WIN), a statewide nonprofit 
organization dedicated to ensuring that California’s water resources are allocated in an 
equitable and environmentally sensitive manner.  This letter is also submitted on behalf 
of the California Sportfishing Protection Alliance (CSPA).  The proposed project 
represents a fundamental alteration of the State Water Project (SWP).  It is with this in 
mind that we submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR). 
 
In general, we believe the DEIR has lost sight of the environmental catastrophe that has 
been accelerating in tandem with the interim implementation of this project.  Since 1996, 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta has descended into an ecosystem crash.  A number of 
critical species have exhibited record low abundance numbers.  Recent increases in 
pumping from the Delta by the SWP and the federal Central Valley Project (CVP) has 
been identified as a primary cause of the Delta’s decline.  Of particular note are marked 
increases in winter and spring exports of Article 21 and turnback pool water, brought 
about in part by the project currently under review.   
 
Not only has the proposed project contributed to the decline of the Delta, it has facilitated 
massive urban sprawl in Southern California, where multiple developments are now 
moving through the planning process, all relying to varying degrees on water that the 
SWP cannot reliably deliver.  In this respect, the project’s proposed changes to Article 18 
and Article 21 are of particular concern.  The elimination of Article 18(b) and the Urban 
Preference previously contained within Article 18(a) eliminate critical drought 
protections for urban areas and remove provisions that empower DWR to reduce project 
entitlements to reflect the safe yield of the project without compensating contractors at 
public expense for the water that they “lost.”  At the same time, the proposed deletion of 
Article 21(g)(1)’s prohibition against the use of “surplus” water to support permanent 
development threatens to make permanent the newest embodiment of the “paper water” 
problem.  
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 2 of 35) 

 
By handing the Kern Water Bank (KWB) over to a joint powers authority controlled by 
private interests, DWR is giving up yet another tool that could be used to hedge against 
statewide shortages.  If approved, this transfer would fundamentally change the purpose 
of the bank and would eliminate public accountability over that resource.  This move 
could not come at a worse time in California’s water history.  Just as we need such 
resources to protect established uses and the public trust, the project proposes giving 
away the largest groundwater bank in the world.  
 
Circumstances have changed dramatically since the Monterey Agreement was negotiated.  
What may have seemed like a good bargain for the people of California in 1995 is now 
desperately out of sync with reality.  Planning and Conservation League v. Department 
of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 892 (“PCL v. DWR”) and the subsequent 
Settlement Agreement compel DWR to render a new decision, unclouded by past actions.  
We believe that DWR has the courage and foresight to resist the inertia associated with 
this project, and we urge DWR to take a hard look at the costs and benefits of this project 
for the people of California and the State’s precious public trust resources. 
 
(We also incorporate herein the comments made on behalf of C-WIN by (a) Carolee 
Krieger at the public forum in Ventura, California, held on December 4, 2007, as well as 
the letter and exhibits she submitted at that time; and (b) Michael Jackson at the public 
forum in Quincy, California on November 29, 2007.  We further incorporate all other 
comments submitted by other concerned parties.)  
  

I. The DEIR Does Not Accurately Disclose DWR’s Responsibility to Make a 
New Decision. 

 
The primary purpose of this EIR is to inform DWR’s decision whether to approve, 
modify, or discard the project or components of the project.  However, section 1.2 of the 
DEIR uses language that obscures this clear purpose.  Specifically, at page 1-1, the DEIR 
states that DWR will use the EIR to “decide whether to continue operating under the 
proposed project...or to decide to implement one of the alternatives to the proposed 
project.”  (Emphasis added.)  This language suggests that the interim implementation of 
the project has undergone prior environmental review.  This, as DWR is well aware, is 
not the case.  The interim operation of the project will expire as soon as DWR files its 
return to the Superior Court’s writ of mandate.  This section should instead explicitly 
articulate DWR’s real responsibilities vis-a-vis the project and its alternatives.  
Specifically, DWR must make a new decision whether to approve implement aspects of 
the project, including the Monterey Amendments, the Settlement Agreement, and the 
transfer of the Kern Fan Element; whether to approve and implement an alternative to the 
project and/or more substantial mitigation for the project; or whether to approve no 
project at all.   
 
This semantic choice is no small matter.  Throughout the document, as is demonstrated 
below, it appears as though DWR is not fully committed to its role as a decision-maker.   
 

LETTER 21

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
21-6

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
21-7

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
21-8

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
21-9



C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 3 of 35) 

II. The DEIR Fails to Accurately Describe Fundamental Aspects of the Project 
and Omits Critical Information from the Project Description. 

 
a. Subsequent drafts should more accurately explain the role of Article 

18(b) in the pre-project contracts.  
 
The DEIR suggests in several places that, under most circumstances, there would be no 
effective difference between implementation of Article 18(b) and operations under the 
Monterey Amendments.  For example, at page 2-16, the DEIR suggests that even if 
article 18(b) were implemented, it would have no effect on water deliveries in years 
where the project yield exceeded the minimum safe yield:  
 

The effect of an implementation of Article 18(b) would have been to 
reduce the number of years when agricultural contractors would have to 
take shortages in years when Article 18(a) was applied to SWP deliveries.  
It would not, however, have altered the amount of water that the 
Department delivered to the contractors in the many years when more than 
the minimum SWP yield was available in the SWP system.  Instead, such 
water would have been delivered to the contractors under Article 21.  

 
Similarly, and for similar reasons, the DEIR suggests that article 18(b) is superfluous 
language at page 4-5:  
 

[O]nce the agriculture first shortage provision was eliminated, [article 
18(b)] would no longer be needed to protect agricultural water users from 
excessive shortages.  With the elimination of the agricultural first shortage 
provisions, it no longer mattered whether a shortage was a temporary one 
or a permanent one, since the allocation of the available supply would be 
the same in either situation. 

 
Again, at page 6-51, the DEIR admits that one of the historical operations analyses used 
to examine the effects of the water supply management aspects of the project does not 
account for altered water allocation procedures.  The DEIR offers several reasons for this 
failure.  Most importantly, the DEIR asserts: “the altered allocation procedures provided 
for by Articles 18 and 21 result primarily in a shift in deliveries from one contractor to 
another and do not affect total deliveries...” (DEIR at p. 6-54.)   
 
These assertions are misleading in many respects, most obviously because, as mentioned 
in nearby passages (e.g., at p. 2-17), the Monterey Amendments altered Article 21 to 
remove language precluding delivery of Article 21 water if “such delivery would tend to 
encourage the development of an economy within the area served by such a contractor 
which would be dependent upon the sustained delivery of water in excess of the 
contractor’s maximum annual entitlement.”  
 
The original Article 18(b) served as a safety valve, allowing DWR to lower the project 
yield to reflect the extent to which water can be delivered on a sustainable basis.  If 
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 4 of 35) 

article 18(b) was invoked and the original Article 21 prohibition against the use of 
surplus water to support permanent economies were retained, the entire system would be 
able to operate sustainably and the paper water problem would be completely eliminated.   
 
In contrast, if Article 18(b) and 21(g)(1) are eliminated, Article 21 water, which would be 
no more predictable than it was before the Monterey Amendments, can be used to fuel 
permanent economies at the discretion of local land use decision-makers.  DWR 
acknowledges that Article 21 water is “highly unpredictable and unreliable” in its own 
2005 Reliability Report.1 
 
Article 18(b) is not just a protective device for agricultural contractors, nor does it 
become superfluous upon the elimination of Article 18(a).  Article 18(b) paired with 
Article 21(g)(1) is an important safety valve that could operate to maintain the long-term 
sustainability of the project.  It must be described as such in subsequent drafts of the EIR  
 

b. The role of Article 18(a) in the pre-Monterey contracts should also be 
more accurately explained.  

 
In addition to operating as a shortage allocation mechanism, Article 18(a) served as a 
constraint on transfers that might have had growth inducing impacts.  In the absence of 
the Monterey Amendments, entitlement transferred from an agricultural contractor to an 
M&I contractor would have retained its agricultural priority (or lack thereof).  This 
limited the use of such transferred water to support permanent developments, as it could 
not be relied upon in times of shortage.  This should be clearly disclosed in subsequent 
drafts.   
 

c. The EIR should explain DWR’s right to so-called “surplus water.” 
 
The EIR states that it delivers surplus water when all of the following conditions exist 
“the SWP’s share of San Luis Reservoir is full, or projected to be full in the near term; 
other SWP reservoirs are full or at their storage targets, or the conveyance capacity to fill 
these reservoirs is maximized; the Delta is in ‘excess’ conditions []; Table A deliveries 
are being fully met; and the Banks Pumping Plant has spare capacity.”  (DEIR at p. 2-17.) 
 
Yet, nowhere does the DEIR explain what right the SWP has to extract so-called surplus 
water in the Delta.  These waters, which are being extracted from an ecosystem in crisis, 
are subject to the public trust.  The public is entitled to a description of the basis upon 
which DWR distributes this resource to SWP contractors.  As is demonstrated below, 
delivery of Article 21 water has increased considerably in recent years.  Yet, given the 
continuing decline of the Delta ecosystem, from which Article 21 water is taken, it is 
clear that these deliveries are not truly “surplus” to the needs of the ecosystem.  DWR 
should explain how, if at all, their operational definition of surplus comports with the 
ecological reality in the Delta.  

                                                
1  Attachment 1, DWR, The State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2005 (2006) 
at p. 15.) 
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 5 of 35) 

 
The scoping comments submitted by Robert C. Wilkenson previously pointed out the 
need for such a disclosure, emphasizing that “[i]f ‘surplus’ water is unavailable to DWR 
dues to uses by more senior appropriators and/or upstream users exercising their legal 
claims to water and/or due to water quality environmental, and other legal requirements, 
the SWP’s ability to deliver water will be impacted.”  (DEIR, Appendix, B, Comments of 
Robert C. Wilkenson at p. 5.)   
 

d. The DEIR fails to clearly disclose Article 53’s proposed privatization 
of the SWP.  

 
Section 4.4.2 at page 4-6 generally describes that the addition of Article 53 to the long-
term water supply contracts will allow for the permanent transfer of 130,000 AF of Table 
A entitlement on a willing buyer/willing seller basis to M&I contractors or non 
contractors.  This section, which is one paragraph in length, does not fully explain the 
implications of Article 53.  For instance, Article 53 also allows for the permanent transfer 
of entitlements among contractors above and beyond 130,000 AF with little state 
oversight.  This, in effect, allows for the wholesale privatization of the SWP.2  
 
The text at page 4-6 does explain that Article 53 also provides for the permanent 
retirement of 45,000 AF of Table A entitlements.  However, to avoid giving the false 
impression that this retirement will reduce overall deliveries by 45,000 AF, the section 
should also explain that only a portion of that amount had been historically available to 
the “donor” prior to its retirement.   
 

e. The DEIR does not describe the practical effect of the water 
management practices described in Section 4.4.4. 

 
Together, all of the water management practices described in section 4.4.4 ensure that 
Delta exports remain at their maximum during all times of the year.  This should be 
clearly disclosed.   
 
For example, the Turnback Pool is described generically as a mechanism that “enables 
contractors to be partially compensated for unused allocated Table A water purchased by 
other SWP contractors and increases the likelihood that any excess allocated water would 
be available to other contractors early enough in the year to be managed and used more 
efficiently.”  (DEIR at p. 4-8.)  Although this is an accurate description of one aspect of 
the Turnback Pool, the Pool also serves to motivate contractors to ask for their full 
entitlement even if they do not need it or have nowhere to store it, because they can use 
any excess the next year and/or sell it on the market.   
 

                                                
2  DEIR Appendix C, Kern County Water Agency Contract Amendment No. 23, at p. 42-
43, Art. 53(h). 
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 6 of 35) 

In part as a result of the project-related changes to water management practices, demand 
for Article 21 water, particularly from urban contractors, has increased since the interim 
implementation of the Monterey Agreement.   
 
Through a Public Records Act request, C-WIN obtained monthly delivery data for the 
two largest SWP agricultural contractors (Kern County Water Agency & Tulare Lake 
Basin Water Storage District) and the two largest M&I contractors (Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California and Santa Clara Valley Water District) from 1980 to 
2007.3 
 
Utilizing this data, Figure A, charts the delivery of “surplus” water (pre 1994) and Article 
21 water (post-1994).  Each column represents a year of deliveries, from 1980 to 2006.  
Each column is, in turn, broken down to show the monthly contribution to the total.  Most 
critically, during those years in which so-called surplus or Article 21 water is made 
available, the post-Monterey period shows a clear trend toward delivering that water 
earlier in the year.   
 

 
Figure B charts the deliveries of surplus and/or Article 21 water to the two largest M&I 
contractors only.  This chart clearly demonstrates a huge spike in post-Monterey 

                                                
3  That raw data is attached to this letter as two electronic files, Electronic Attachment A 
& B.  (No hard copy has been attached.) 
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 7 of 35) 

deliveries of “surplus” water to M&I contractors, particularly in January, February, and 
March.   
 

 
Figure C places the information from Figures A and B side-by-side to depict the relative 
contribution of the M&I deliveries to the total.  Noticeably, prior to the interim 
implementation of the Monterey Amendments, M&I demand for surplus water 
constituted a negligible fraction of overall surplus water deliveries, while post-interim 
implementation, M&I deliveries of “surplus” water were considerable.  
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 8 of 35) 

 
 
This analysis should be repeated by DWR for all contractors and disclosed in the DEIR.  
To the extent that DWR asserts this shift in timing can be attributed to other causes, 
DWR should explicitly demonstrate the relative contribution of those other explanations 
for seasonal shifts in Article 21 demand.   
 
 

III. There Are Fundamental Problems with the DEIR’s “Baseline.”  
 

a. The DEIR confuses the concept of a “baseline” with the concept of a 
“no project alternative.”  

 
According to CEQA Guideline § 15125(a), an EIR must “include a description of the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.” 
Critically, “[t]his environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical 
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”  (Id.) 
 
The DEIR utilizes three different points in time as landmarks for its analyses: 1995, 2003, 
and 2020.  As a threshold mater, it no longer makes sense to utilize 2020, which is a scant 
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 9 of 35) 

12 years away, as the outside limit of DWR’s analysis.  Other DWR documents analyze 
scenarios extending to 2035.4   
 
The DEIR indicates that the baseline “condition that existed in 1995 was adjusted...to 
include events that are expected to occur over time unrelated to the Monterey 
Amendment or the Settlement Agreement.”  (DEIR at p. 5-2.)  For example, the baseline 
for 2020 includes “[o]ther changes and transfers unrelated to the Monterey Amendment 
that occurred since 2003 or are anticipated to occur by 2020 (including 100,000 AF of 
Table A transfers from MWDSC to Coachella Valley WD and Desert WA).”  (DEIR p. 
5-3.)  Similarly, Appendix F to the DEIR indicates that “the 2003 and 2020 Baseline 
scenarios include inputs such as increased Table A amounts and water demands to 
capture immutable and non-discretionary changes that occurred from 1995 to 2003 and 
that will occur in the future.”  (DEIR, Appendix F, at p. 4.)   
 
There are several fundamental problems with this approach to designing the baseline.  
First, the DEIR does not provide a detailed explanation of the exact “anticipated” and 
“future” changes that are in fact included in the baseline scenarios. The most detailed 
description we could locate is provided at page 5-2, which states:   
 

Thus, the baseline for the Monterey Plus EIR will be continued operation 
of the SWP in accordance with the long-term water supply agreements but 
adjusted to include events that are expected to occur over time that are not 
related to [the] Monterey Amendment and the Settlement Agreement.  The 
events expected to occur between 1995 and 2020, unrelated to the 
proposed project, include increased population growth and urban 
development in California, increased demand for water in the SWP service 
area and elsewhere and certain Table A transfers.   
 

(Emphasis added.) 
 
Second, as a general matter, it is inappropriate to include anticipated future changes, such 
as anticipated population growth and urban development, in a baseline scenario.  That is 
the role of the “no project” scenario under CEQA.  This is made explicitly clear in CEQA 
Guideline § 15126.6(e), which states in pertinent part: 
 

(1) The specific alternative of "no project" shall also be evaluated along 
with its impact. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project 
alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare the impacts of 
approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 
proposed project. The no project alternative analysis is not the baseline for 

                                                
4  DWR uses this 2020 end date as an excuse for not thoroughly analyzing the impact of 
climate change on project operations, asserting that “the extent to which these effects will 
be felt between now and 2020 has not been studied and remains unknown.”  (DEIR at p. 
12-12.)  Yet, in the subsequent paragraph, DWR acknowledges that between 2035 and 
2064, studies indicate that Table A supplies could decline by up to 10 percent.  
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 10 of 35) 

determining whether the proposed project's environmental impacts may be 
significant, unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting 
analysis which does establish that baseline (see Section 15125).  
   
(2) The "no project" analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the 
time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 
the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services.... 

 
(Emphasis added.)  
 
By describing the baseline as a condition that includes certain changes that “would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,” 
the DEIR has fundamentally corrupted the impact analyses in Chapters 6 and 7.  By 
skewing the baseline to reflect, for example, increased demand caused by these 
anticipated future changes, the project’s relative impact on the environment may be 
masked, thereby resulting in findings of no significant impact where impacts might 
otherwise surface.  Practically, this has impact of narrowing the categories of 
environmental impacts that are subject to comparison during the alternative analysis.     
 
At the very least, the methods/baseline section must be clarified to more clearly explain 
what future anticipated changes are included in the baseline and why those impacts have 
been included in the baseline, rather than only in a no project alternative.  In addition, the 
baseline should be adjusted to more faithfully reflect the role of the “baseline” scenario 
under CEQA.  
 

b. The baseline scenarios fail to account for the manner by which the 
Monterey Agreement changed contractor demand for water.   

 
As described above at Part II(g), deliveries of Surplus/Article 21 water, particularly early 
in the year, have increased since the interim implementation of the project.  This is 
presumably a reflection in changed patterns of demand.  The baseline scenario fails to 
account for these changed patterns of demand. 
 

c. The historical baseline scenarios utilized in the DEIR fail to back out 
certain aspects of the Monterey Agreement. 

 
The DEIR appears to fail to back out all aspects of the project from the various baseline 
scenarios described in Chapter 5.  For example, while historical study #1 does back out of 
the baseline the changed allocation scheme and the Table A retirements, it does not 
attempt to back out of the baseline the project’s changes to contractors’ ability to store 
water outside their service areas, changes to the Turnback Pool, or the deletion of Article 
21(g)(1), which precluded use of surplus water to fuel permanent economies.  Again, this 
skews the analysis so as to minimize the difference between the baseline and the project. 
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 11 of 35) 

 
IV. The DEIR Inappropriately Relies Upon CalSim II as a Tool for 

Environmental Impact Analysis. 
 

a. It is inappropriate to rely upon an optimization model as the primary 
tool for the measurement of environmental impacts under CEQA. 

 
CalSim II is an optimization model that, on its own, cannot satisfy CEQA’s mandate to 
analyze and disclose the environmental impacts of a proposed project.  CalSim II does 
enable programmers to include certain environmental requirements as constraints (e.g., 
Delta water quality standards).  However, even assuming all relevant constraints have 
been added to the code (an assumption which is refuted below), these constraints operate 
as a ceiling on deliveries.  Although CalSim II will not model deliveries above this 
threshold, thereby ensuring compliance with those environmental constraints contained 
within the code, it is the nature of an optimization model to assume that deliveries will 
reach all the way to this ceiling, causing the maximum environmental impact permissible 
under the laws/regulations/requirements that happen to be coded into the program.  Stated 
another way, CalSim II never allows the DEIR to truly measure environmental harm 
beyond simply projecting how to maximize deliveries without violating the incorporated 
environmental constraints.   
 
This approach is at odds with the fundamental purpose of CEQA, which is to disclose to 
the public the spectrum of environmental impacts caused by the project vis-a-vis the no-
project alternative and other alternatives.  A report produced by the Natural Heritage 
Institute entitled “An Environmental Review of CalSim-II” summarizes this flaw 
succinctly by “call[ing] into question the use of CalSim-II as a tool for environmental 
impact assessment, since it is changes in the environment associated with specific 
projects and not the satisfaction of arbitrary constraints which is the critical focus of 
environmental review.”5  
 

b. Subsequent drafts of the EIR should provide a more balanced 
summary of the Strategic Review’s findings. 

 
At p. 5-10, the DEIR attempts to summarize the findings of the CALFED Science 
Program’s peer review of CalSim II.  However, the DEIR does not faithfully disclose the 
severity of the critique presented in the Strategic Review.  For example, the bullet points 
included at the bottom of p. 5-10 suggest that the findings of the Strategic Review were 
all positive.  They undoubtedly were not.  The public is entitled to a more balanced 
summary of the Strategic Review.   
 

                                                
5  Attachment 6, J. Payne & D. Purkey, An Environmental Review of CalSim-II:  
Defining “Full Environmental Compliance” and “Environmentally Preferred” 
Formulations of the CalSim-II Model” (November 2005), at p. 14. 
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
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c. CalSim II does not include critical constraints regarding mandated 
Delta fish species protection or ecosystem restoration actions.   

 
CalSim II contains no code to account for the myriad of flow, habitat, and water quality 
requirements mandated by federal and state species protection statutes.  As a result, there 
is, again, an “aura of unreality,”6 about all aspects of this DEIR that rely upon CalSim II.  
In the face of potentially the most significant set of environmental cutbacks mandated in 
the history of the SWP -- the interim delta smelt protection order -- this DEIR proceeds 
without incorporating any Endangered Species Act requirements into its modeling.  
Given the model’s failure to reflect this significant environmental constraint on 
operations, CalSim II is not suited to the task at hand, namely, the disclosure of the 
project’s impacts on the environment.   
 
Nor does CalSim II possess any capacity to account for or measure the project’s impacts 
upon efforts to restore the Delta watershed and its fisheries.  By focusing so completely 
on a handful of largely outmoded environmental constraints, CalSim II fails to evaluate 
how the pumping changes engendered by the project will impede ongoing or future 
restoration programs.  
 
Performing a more appropriate analysis is feasible.  For example, in separate comments 
submitted to DWR on behalf of the Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara 
County, Dr. Arve Sjovold indicates that, although there are no routines in CalSim II to 
model reverse flows that contribute to delta smelt entrainment, there is sufficient 
information to allow the model to predict when such flows would occur.  This 
information could be used to incorporate a smelt-protection constraint on Delta pumping 
based on anticipated reverse flows.  
 
Alternatively, subsequent drafts of the EIR could turn away from the DEIR’s heavy 
reliance on modeling in favor of more traditional approaches to impact analysis, such as 
hands on environmental monitoring, analysis by fisheries experts, etc.  
 

d. Other problems with the use of CalSim II in this document. 
 

• CalSim II assumes perfect supply and perfect demand.  The notion of perfect 
supply is based on the erroneous assumption that groundwater can always be 
obtained to augment upstream SWP supply.  Among other things, operating under 
this assumption risks causing impacts to ecosystems dependent upon the 
groundwater basins in the areas of origin.  The notion of perfect demand is also 
problematic.7  Prior to the interim implementation of the Monterey Agreement, 

                                                
6  PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4th at 913. 
 
7  The DEIR purports to address previous criticisms regarding the overestimation of 
demand by revising demand estimates as described in Appendix F.  (See page 5-11.)  
However, according to Appendix F, although the categories of demand may have 
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contractors did not demand their full Table A amounts every year.  The project 
has offered contractors opportunities to take and store water when they otherwise 
would have had nowhere to put it.  The assumption by CalSim II that demand is 
always constant under all modeling scenarios makes it impossible for the CalSim 
II runs utilized in this EIR to truly measure the impact of the demand-altering 
aspects of the project.    

 
• Actual operations are not faithful to legal constraints.  In reality, operations do 

not always comply with legal constraints, threatening the ecosystem values 
protected by these constraints.8  CalSim-II has no way of accounting for this 
reality.   

 
• CalSim II has not been calibrated, nor is there any way to account for 

uncertainty in the model’s operation.  These and other flaws in CalSim II have 
been pointed out to DWR on many occasions.  Given CalSim II’s well-
documented shortcomings, DWR should consider imposing upon all CalSim II 
model predictions a margin of safety that would prevent harm to the environment 
until a more accurate model is available.   

 
Subsequent drafts of the EIR should address and/or disclose all of the above issues.  
Attempts should also be made to adjust CalSim II (or another model) to account for all 
Delta environmental constraints.  In addition, DWR could post-process the CalSim II 
results to build in a margin of safety to account for Delta health and restoration and the 
model’s uncertainties.   
 

V. The Project’s Impacts Upon SWP Deliveries.  
 

a. The Final EIR should include a full description and analysis of the 
impact of the delta smelt/OCAP decision on the delivery reliability of 
the SWP.  

 
Conspicuously absent from Section 6.3  (Changes in SWP Operations Since 1995 
Unrelated to the Proposed Project) is any mention of the Delta Smelt/OCAP case, 
arguably the most significant environmental constraint upon the SWP moving forward.  
Although the final interim order imposing conditions upon Delta pumping facilities did 
not come out until December 14, 2007, after the DEIR was issued, the federal court’s 
summary judgment decision was issued on May 25, 2007, many months before the 
DEIR.9   

                                                                                                                                            
changed, overall demand of the SWP remained constant across all modeling scenarios. 
(See Appendix F, at p. 11.)   
 
8  See generally, Payne & Purkey, An Environmental Review of CalSim-II, supra at n. 5. 
 
9  Attachment 7, NRDC v. Kempthorne, 1:05-cv-1207 (EDCA), Doc. 560, Interim 
Remedial Order Following Summary Judgment and Evidentiary Hearing, dated Dec. 14, 
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Regardless of the timing of the decision vis-a-vis the issuance of the DEIR, it is beyond 
dispute that the final order is significant enough to merit discussion in the final EIR 
and/or a supplemental EIR.  For example, a recent article in the Sacramento Bee 
indicated that on December 28, 2007, shortly after the issuance of the final interim order, 
Delta exports were cut in half to protect the smelt from entrainment.10  Such significant 
cutbacks were predicted by DWR’s own scientists well before the issuance of the final 
order by the federal court.  On July 9, 2007, DWR’s Chief of Project Operations Planning 
Branch, John Leahigh, declared that under the interim remedy actions proposed by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, as supported by DWR, SWP 2008 deliveries 
would be reduced anywhere between 8% (91,000 AF) to 27% (305,000 AF) from a 
baseline delivery of 1.15 MAFY in a dry year; and from between 8% (252,000 AF) and 
31% (305,000) from a baseline of 3 MAFY in an average year.11  A recent Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California staff report indicated similarly dramatic cutbacks 
would result from the delta smelt decision and that the project worsened the impact of 
these cutbacks upon MWDSC vis-a-vis the baseline.12 
 
Although it is not exactly clear how the types of cutbacks imposed by way of the interim 
remedy will translate into permanent changes to operations under the not-yet-issued 
Biological Opinion (BiOp), it is safe to say that the OCAP BiOp will impose significant, 
substantially similar, cutbacks.  Although it may not be possible to precisely model the 
nature of these future cutbacks, the likelihood of their imposition should be disclosed and 
thoroughly discussed.  The types of cutbacks ordered during the interim period could be 
evaluated as an example of the types of cutbacks that might be ordered on a permanent 
basis.   
 
Subsequent drafts of the EIR should note, in particular, the timing of cutbacks that will be 
needed to avoid jeopardy of and restore the delta smelt.  Specifically, those cutbacks are 
and will probably continue to focus on winter and spring pumping, exactly the period of 
time during which project-induced pumping has taken place in the past.  
 

                                                                                                                                            
2007; Attachment 8, NRDC v. Kempthorne, Doc. 323, Order Granting In Part and 
Denying In part Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment, dated May 25, 2007. 
 
10  Attachment 9, Matt Weiser, Delta Water Exports Halved, SacBee.com, December 29, 
2007. 
 
11  Attachment 10, NRDC v. Kempthorne, Doc. 398, Declaration of J. Leahigh, dated July 
9, 2007, at ¶¶ 6. 36-37. 
 
12  Attachment 11, MWDSC, Update on Monterey Amendment, PowerPoint Presentation 
to the Water Planning and Stewardship Committee, Agenda Item 6(e), presented Jan. 7, 
2008, dated Jan. 9, 2008, at slide 5. 
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b. The results of the analyses contained within Chapter 6 must be 
reconciled with observed increases in deliveries.   

 
The DEIR fails to clearly explain, in a manner intelligible to a member of the general 
public, how the results of various studies comport with observed increases in pumping.  
For example, how can Study No. 2, which concluded that from 1996 to 2004, the project 
resulted in increased deliveries of only 44,000 AF (total), be reconciled with observed 
increased deliveries from the project as a whole, and, specifically, increases in winter and 
spring deliveries of 49% and 30% respectively?13  
 
Subsequent drafts of the EIR should contain a clear explanation of how these large annual 
and seasonal changes can be explained, if they are not caused by project operations.   
 

c. The DEIR should clearly disclose the seasonality of the increase 
predicted by in Study No. 3  

 
Study No 3 indicates that in the future, the project will increase annual deliveries of SWP 
water by 50,000 AF/year.  (DEIR at 6-64.)   Future drafts of the EIR should clearly 
disclose the months during which these increases are expected to occur.   
 

VI. The Impact of the Project on the Environmental Water Account. 
 

a. The DEIR should more clearly explain what the EWA is and how it 
operates, including an explanation that the EWA causes increased 
pumping at Banks. 

 
Nowhere does the DEIR clearly explain how the EWA operates.  A clear, complete, and 
accurate explanation of the EWA program should be included in any subsequent drafts.  
Some clear language on the issue can be found in the Environmental Defense report: 
“Finding the Water.”14  
 
In particular, subsequent drafts of the EIR should take care to faithfully disclose that the 
EWA causes increased Delta exports by compensating contractors for water that could 
otherwise be withheld under various laws.  For example, at p. 6-14, the DEIR cryptically 
states that “[t]he result of this aspect of EWA operations is to reduce the amount of time 
when all SWP reservoirs south of the Delta are full or at their storage targets, all SWP 
demands are being met, and Banks pumping can be reduced.  Banks pumping would 

                                                
13  Attachment 12, The Bay Institute, et al., Petition to the State of California Fish and 
Game Commission and Supporting Information for Listing the Delta Smelt (Hypomesus 
transpacificus) as an Endangered Species under the California Endangered Species Act 
(Feb. 7, 2007) at p. 25. 
 
14  Attachment 13, Environmental Defense, “Finding the Water: New Water Supply 
Opportunities to Revive the San Francisco Bay Delta Ecosystem” (2005) at p. 5. 
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generally not be reduced until the EWA debt has been repaid and SWP storage in San 
Luis Reservoir is physically full.”  This language is too vague.  
 

b. The DEIR improperly classifies the impact of increasing EWA costs 
as an “economic” not an “environmental” impact.  

 
The DEIR admits that implementation of the project could increase EWA costs by about 
10 percent in years when curtailments occurred, but states that “because this is an 
economic and not a physical environmental impact, no significance conclusions were 
drawn.”  (DEIR at p. 7.1-61.)  This is pure fiction.  Impacts upon EWA funding directly 
translate into environmental impacts.  For example, because the EWA has been 
chronically underfunded, it has failed to function as originally envisioned and has limited 
the willingness of responsible agencies to fully implement recommended fish protection 
actions.15  On this topic, we incorporate the attached December 10, 2007 comment letter 
from the Natural Resources Defense Council to the Bureau of Reclamation Re: the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/EIR for Extending the Environmental Water Account, as well as a 
number of exhibits to that letter.16  
 
The past performance of the EWA and the environmental impacts that have resulted from 
underfunding the program must be considered in subsequent drafts of the EIR.  See 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California, 
(1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 420 (“Because an EIR cannot be meaningfully considered in a 
vacuum devoid of reality, a project proponent’s prior environmental record is properly a 
subject of close consideration in determining the sufficiency of a proponent’s promises in 
an EIR.”).  
 
VII. The Project’s Impacts Upon Groundwater Resources in the Area of Origin 

Are Not Disclosed. 
 
As discussed above, CalSim II is hard-wired to assume perfect supply.  In part, this 
results in an assumption that the SWP can access groundwater from the Sacramento 
River basin.  However, the SWP has no right to this groundwater, which lies in an 
unadjudicated basin.  There is no mention in the DEIR of the potential environmental 
problems that may result from tapping into this aquifer and/or of the fallacy of relying on 
this water as a source of SWP supply.  Both are fundamental flaws that must be 
addressed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
15  See Finding the Water, supra note 14. 
  
16  Attachments 14 & 14-A through 14-N. 

LETTER 21

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
21-26
(con't.)

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
21-27

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
21-28



C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 17 of 35) 

VIII. Fisheries Impacts & Related Mitigation Measures. 
 

a. The DEIR should disclose that project operations are believed to be a 
significant contributor to the Pelagic Organism Decline (POD).   

 
The DEIR does not accurately disclose the status of scientific understanding regarding 
the cause of the Pelagic Organism Decline (POD).  For example, at page 7.3-25, the 
DEIR states:    
 

POD investigations have proceeded under a hypothesis that the recent 
declines are a response to a new stressor (or at least a new version of an 
old stressor).  The investigation centers around impacts of water project 
operations, food web changes, and contaminants. 

 
(Emphasis added.)  
 
The impact of the export pumps upon pelagic organisms has evolved beyond mere 
hypothesis.  Subsequent drafts of the EIR should disclose that there is mounting scientific 
evidence indicating that the export pumps are a major contributing cause to the POD 
through direct entrainment, habitat modification, and other indirect effects.17  
 

b. Subsequent drafts of the EIR should include the most up-to-date 
information regarding the POD.   

 
Given the precarious state of the pelagic organisms in the Delta, it is imperative that this 
EIR attempt to include as much up-to-date information as possible in its analysis of 
project impacts upon fisheries resources.  For example, table 7.3-14, at page 7.3-27, 
presents the annual results of the adult delta smelt recovery index from 1967 through 
2005.  This table should be updated to include the 2006 and 2007 results, both of which 
are now available.18 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
17  Attachment 15, F. Feyrer, M. Nobriga & T. Sommer, Multidecadal trends for three 
declining fish species: habitat patterns and mechanisms in the San Francisco Estuary, 
California, USA, Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 64: 723-734 (2007); Attachment 16, N. 
Monsen, J. Cloern, J. Burau, Effects of Flow Diversions on Water Habitat Quality:  
Examples from California’s Highly Manipulated Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (July 
2007); The Bay Institute, et al., 2007, supra, at p. 21-32. 
 
18  Attachment 31, California Department of Fish and Game, Fall Midwater Trawl Survey 
Results (2005-2007), available at “http://www.delta.dfg.ca.gov/data/mwt/.” 
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c. Subsequent drafts of the EIR should acknowledge that observable 
take of delta smelt at the pumps represents a tiny fraction of actual 
take. 

 
The only quantitative analyses of the project’s impacts upon delta smelt contained within 
the DEIR proceeds by first identifying periods of time during which the project increased 
pumping at Banks and then examining whether delta smelt take was measured at the 
pumps during those periods of time.  This approach is flawed on many levels.   
 
First, observed incidental take of delta smelt at the state and federal water export facilities 
is a gross underestimate of the actual number of delta smelt entrained (i.e., killed) at the 
pumps.  The daily take numbers utilized in the DEIR’s analysis are calculated by 
periodically sampling water that is diverted away from the pump intakes by a set of 
louvers and/or fish screens.  Fish that are above 20 mm in length are then counted as 
having been “taken” during the sampling period.  The total “take” for a period of time is 
then extrapolated from that sampled take.  For several reasons, this calculated “take” is 
not representative of the actual take of delta smelt.  First, the louvers and/or fish screens 
are known to be highly inefficient in their ability to divert smelt away from the pumps (as 
compared to other, larger fish species).  It is estimated that the louvers and/or fish screens 
miss more than half of the delta smelt that are caught up in the pumping process.  Second, 
delta smelt larvae and juveniles are too small to be counted.  Nevertheless, larval and 
juvenile entrainment is estimated to reach several million individuals each year.  Finally, 
it is not known how many smelt that are drawn near to the pumping facilities are lost to 
predation and/or other factors and never reach the counting facility.19   
 

d. Subsequent drafts of the EIR should explain why the document 
considers project-related contributions to certain salvage events to be 
“negligible.”   

 
In project-related smelt take events # 2 and #3, described at page 7.3-51, the DEIR 
concludes that the project resulted in negligible contributions to salvage.  Yet, it is not 
clearly explained why the DEIR reaches these conclusions.  For example, in event #3, the 
project contributed a small amount to a month-and-a-half-long continuous salvage event.  
Although the daily contribution of the project may be relatively small, the project’s 
cumulative contribution to the take event is arguably considerable.  The EIR should 
explain why it concludes otherwise.  
 
 
 

                                                
19  Attachment 17, M. Bowen, et al., Empirical and experimental analyses of secondary 
louver efficiency at the Tracy Fish Collection Facility, March 1996 to November 1997, 
Tracy Fish Facility Studies, Volume 11, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific 
Region, Denver Technical Service Center (2004); Attachment 18, U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service, 5-Year Review, Hypomesus transpacificus (delta smelt), Sacramento Fish and 
Wildlife Office, Sacramento, CA (2004); see also The Bay Institute, et al., 2007, supra. 
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e. Subsequent drafts of the EIR should evaluate the indirect impacts of 

project operations.  
 
As discussed above, the analysis of how the increased pumping caused by the project will 
impact fisheries is confined to an examination of a handful of specific “events” during 
which project-related pumping coincided with measured smelt and splittail salvage at the 
pumps.  No effort was made to estimate, either qualitatively or quantitatively, the other, 
indirect impacts exports have on fish species, such as impacts to habitat, water quality, 
etc.   
 

f. Subsequent drafts of the EIR should more closely evaluate project 
impacts upon salmonids passing through the Delta.   

 
The DEIR, in section 7.3-5, which purports to discuss the effect of the project on special-
status fish species in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta due to Delta export changes, 
makes no effort to either qualitatively or quantitatively estimate the impact of the 
project’s operations on migrating salmonids.  This is a particularly glaring omission, 
given that the section concludes at page 7.3-52, that project-related changes in Delta flow 
patterns could “disrupt movement of species of fish, and increase entrainment losses of 
adult delta smelt and salmonid smolts.”   
 
The DEIR has a responsibility to address the reality that recent salmonid returns, 
representing the first few post-project salmonid populations to return from the ocean, are 
at record low population levels.20  A draft report recently prepared for the CALFED 
Independent Science Board concludes that increased transit time through the Delta is 
connected with increased mortality of out-migrating Chinook salmon.21 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
20  Attachment 19, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 2007.  Excel 
spreadsheet  summary of Chinook salmon escapement for Central Valley Streams, 
"Grandtab",  August 22, 2007 revision.  Prepared by the Native Anadromous Fish and 
Watershed Branch, California Department of the Fish and Game; Attachment 20, John 
Willams Central Valley Salmon:  A Perspective on Chinook and Steelhead in the Central 
Valley of California, San Francisco Estuary & Watershed Science, Vol. 4, Issue 3, Art. 2 
(2006). 
 
21  Attachment 33, J. Burau, et al., Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta Regional Salmon 
Outmigration Study Plan: Developing Understanding For Management And Restoration 
(December 10, 2007), Draft Prepared for January 8, 2007 Meeting of the CALFED 
Independent Science Board.  
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g. The DEIR’s conclusion that environmental programs in place from 
1996 through 2003 were sufficient to render project impacts less-than-
significant is unsupportable.   

 
Despite having concluded that project-related pumping increases from November through 
March “could change Delta flow patterns, disrupt movement of species of fish, and 
increase entrainment losses of adult delta smelt and salmonid smolts” (DEIR at 7.3-52), 
the DEIR concludes that various other programs and agreements are sufficient to have 
prevented species impacts from 1996 through 2003:   
 

The department believes that the environmental agreements developed 
with CDFG prior to and during the 1996-2003 timeframe were sufficient 
to protect Delta species from the impacts of pumping and satisfy any 
statutory requirements (see Mitigation Measures section below).  In 
addition, the Banks pumping curtailments to address federal ESA concerns 
in 1996 (71,000 AF May 16-24), 1997 (10,000 AF June 7-11), 1999 
(292,000 AF May 20-June 30), and 2000 (28,000 AF May 25-31) 
provided some added fish benefits.  Beginning in 2000, the EWA Program 
provided real-time adaptive management response to fish distribution, 
abundance, and salvage in the Delta.  
 

(DEIR at 7.3-52.)   
 
This ignores the well-documented ecological crisis in the delta, which has worsened in 
recent years at least in part because of export pumping.  (See, e.g., the Adult Delta Smelt 
Recovery Index, at Table 7.3-14.)  The specific programs listed in the DEIR at page 7.3-
52 - 7.3-53 are demonstrably not doing enough to sustain Delta species.   
 

h. It is improper for the DEIR to rely so heavily on existing and planned 
programs designed to comply with Endangered Species Act 
requirements.   

 
The DEIR justifies its finding of less-than-significant impact on special status species in 
the Sacramento San-Joaquin Delta in part because of the existence of several biological 
opinions issued under the federal Endangered Species Act to provide incidental take 
coverage for CVP and SWP facilities.  Reliance upon these biological opinions is 
fundamentally misplaced for several reasons.  
 
First, the DEIR should acknowledge that the district court in NRDC v. Kempthorne held 
that the central pillar around which the most recent delta smelt biological opinion is 
constructed, an adaptive management program known as the Delta Smelt Risk 
Assessment Matrix (DSRAM), is unlawful as currently designed.   
 

The existing DSRAM process provides absolutely no certainty that any 
needed smelt protection actions will be taken at any time by DSWG or 
WOMT.  The DSRAM is in substance an organizational flow chart that 
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prescribes that certain administrative processes (meetings) will be held 
whenever a trigger criteria is met or exceeded.  Although mitigation 
measures are identified, no defined mitigation goals are required, nor is 
any time for implementation prescribed. Incorporating some ascertainable 
mitigation standards and enforceable mitigation measures is not 
inconsistent with avoiding unduly restrictive “hard-wiring” of the 
DSRAM. *** 
 
Here, the adaptive management process has no quantified objectives or 
required mitigation measures.  Although the process must be implemented 
by holding meetings and making recommendations, nothing requires that 
any actions ever be taken.   The BiOp asks the court to trust the agency to 
protect the species and its habitat.  Notwithstanding any required  
deference to expertise, the ESA requires more.  All parties agree that 
adaptive management can be beneficial and that flexibility is a necessary 
incident of adaptive management.  The law requires that a balance be 
struck between  the dual needs of flexibility and certainty.  The DSRAM, 
as currently structured, does not provide the required reasonable certainty 
to assure appropriate and necessary mitigation measures will be 
implemented.  The DSRAM does not provide reasonable assurance 
admitted adverse impacts of the 2004 OCAP will be mitigated. 

 
(NRDC v. Kempthorne, Summary Judgment Decision at 57-58.) 
 
More generally, even if the ESA-related programs listed in the DEIR brought the projects 
into full compliance with the ESA, this would not necessarily satisfy DWR’s mandate 
under CEQA to mitigate significant environmental impacts whenever feasible.   
 

i. The proposed mitigation measure of implementing an EWA-type 
program is insufficient.  

 
The DEIR concludes at page 7.3-71 that future implementation of the project has the 
potential to “have an adverse impact on Delta fish species by increasing salvage at the 
Skinner facility as a result of higher pumping at Banks during certain periods when San 
Luis Reservoir would otherwise be full.  This impact is potentially significant.”   
 
However, the DEIR then reasons that implementation of an EWA-type program as 
mitigation will render any such impacts less-than-significant: 
 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure in combination with 
the [enumerated] environmental programs already in place or forthcoming 
that are relevant to the SWP would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 
 

The Department shall implement operational assets that could be 
deployed through a continuation of the EWA, through an 
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equivalent type for program, or through another program that 
would replace the EWA and provide the fish protection required by 
the court and the Biological pinions on delta smelt and Chinook 
salmon that would limit any adverse impact resulting from the 
proposed project on special status Delta fish species as a result of 
higher pumping at Banks during periods when San Luis Reservoir, 
absent of the proposed project, would be full.  

 
(DEIR at 7.3-73 - 7.3-74)  
 
As discussed above, the EWA is a failed program that has not lived up to its initial 
mandate.  To merely promise to “implement” an EWA-like program is no better than the 
status quo.  For this to be a useful mitigation measure, DWR must ensure that there are 
sufficient operational assets to undertake fish protection actions whenever they are 
recommended.  This should become a condition of implementation of the project. 
 

IX. Chapter 7.16 - Energy. 
 

a. The DEIR’s choice of a 10% significance threshold is not justified.  
 
The SWP is the largest single user of energy in California, using 2-3 percent of all 
electricity consumed in the state.22  Why, then, given the enormity of the SWP’s impact 
on California’s energy consumption, is the threshold of significance set at 10%.  No 
rationale is provided for setting the threshold at 10%.  This threshold seems arbitrarily 
high, given the overall load the SWP places on the power grid.  For example, according 
to Table 7.16-2 on page 7.16-8, the net load of the project under 2020 conditions will be 
102 GWh annually.  Assuming, as the CEC does, that California’s per capita energy 
consumption will remain relatively flat for the foreseeable future, at approximately 7,032 
Kwh per person per year, the project will cause the use of enough additional energy each 
year to serve the needs of more than 14,500 individuals.23 
 

b. The analysis used to evaluate the net energy load of the project is not 
clearly explained.   

 
Table 7.16-2 on page 7.16-8 purports to disclose net energy load and generation for the 
“Monterey Plus EIR Alternatives.”  First, despite its title, it does not evaluate Monterey 
Plus EIR Alternatives at all.  Rather, it appears to compare net energy loads under 2020 
conditions with and without Monterey.  Second, no explanation is given as to why there 

                                                
22  Attachment 21, Ronnie Cohen, Barry Nelson, & Gary Wolff, Energy Down the Drain:  
The Hidden Costs of California’s Water Supply (August 2004), at p. 2, available at: 
http://www.nrdc.org/water/conservation/edrain/contents.asp. 
 
23  Attachment 22, California Energy Commission, U.S. Per Capita Electricity Use By 
State in 2005, http://www.energy.ca.gov/electricity/ 
us_per_capita_electricity_2005.html (last visited Jan 10, 2008). 
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are three different time periods analyzed (1922-93, 1929-34, and 1987-92), all of which 
overlap.  This analysis must be more fully explained. 
 

X. Chapter 11 - Growth Inducing Impacts. 
 

a. The DEIR should not bury the results of the population growth 
analysis behind outdated, and misleading figures.  

 
Section 8.2.2, at page 9-8 reveals the shocking truth that the project-related Table A 
transfers along with Article 21 deliveries could support between 405,103 and 561,684 
new residents in the service areas that receive these project-related water deliveries.  Yet, 
this crucially important result is preceded in the document by the recitation, without any 
hint of its invalidity, of the outdated population growth estimates produced in the 
original, 1995 Monterey EIR, which predicted that the additional water could support an 
additional population of 39,000.  That data should be removed or clearly marked as 
erroneous.   
 

b. The DEIR disregards DWR’s responsibility to analyze growth-
inducing environmental impacts.  

 
The entirety of DEIR’s analysis of the growth-inducing environmental impacts of the 
project is confined to three paragraphs on the bottom of page 8-11.  (The remainder is 
dedicated to determining the growth that will be induced by the project and/or explaining 
why these growth estimates are “conservative.”) 
 
In essence, although the DEIR admits that the transfers may induce regional population 
growth on the order of 400,000 -500,000 new residents, the DIER capitulates that “[t]he 
specific environmental effects associated with increased population are too speculative to 
predict or evaluate since the exact location and manner of potential future development 
within the eight M&I contractors’ services areas cannot be determined.”  (DEIR at p. 8-
11.) 
 
The DEIR makes no effort to quantitatively or qualitatively review or aggregate some of 
the known environmental impacts that have and are being caused by these transfers.  This 
is a total derogation of DWR’s responsibility to evaluate the statewide impacts of the 
project.  Instead, the local agencies are left to perform piecemeal the analysis, exactly the 
problem that programmatic environmental analysis is meant to avoid.  
 
The information needed to complete such an analysis is readily available.  (In fact, DWR 
purports to have compiled and reviewed most of this evidence already as part of its 
“survey” of planning documents.)24  The following table lists a number of projects in Los 
Angeles County that depend in large part on Table A transfers made possible by the 
Monterey Amendments (this may not be an exhaustive list).  
 

                                                
24  We request that DWR incorporate these surveys into future versions of the EIR. 
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Project General Description 
West Creek Project  2,545 units 
River Valley Project  1,444 units & 1.5 million square feet 

of mixed non-residential space 
Riverpark Project 1,183 units 
Northlake Project 3,000 units 
Synergy Project 946 units 
Mission Village Project 5,331 units & 1.229 million square 

feet mixed use commercial space 
Soledad Townhouse 
Project 

437 units 

Lyons Canyon Ranch 
Project 

190 units 

Gate-King Annexation, 
Addendum 

4.45 million square feet of industrial/ 
commercial space 

Tick Canyon 492 units 
Newhall Ranch  21,000 units 

 
Attached to this letter are portions of several of the EIRs for these projects (the impact 
summary tables from the executive summaries of these documents, along with the water 
supply sections).25  The water supply impact sections discuss the extent to which each 
project relies upon imported, project-related Table A transfers, while the executive 
summary discloses the wide range of environmental impacts that are anticipated to result 
from implementation of the proposed projects.  The complete EIRs for the projects listed 
above are easily located and could be utilized to construct a more complete evaluation of 
the statewide growth-inducing impacts of the project.  
 

c. DWR cannot allow other agencies to determine whether transfers will 
be growth inducing. 

 
By allowing other agencies to determine whether transferred Table A entitlements will be 
growth-inducing, DWR is relinquishing its responsibility to evaluate the growth-inducing 
impacts of the project.  At the very least, DWR should set a standard for determining 

                                                
25  Attachments 23A through 23F:  Attachment 23-A, City of Santa Clarita Department of 
Planning & Building Services, Riverpark Draft Environmental Impact Report (Mar. 
2004), Excerpts;  Attachment 23-B, City of Santa Clarita, Soledad Village Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Nov. 2005), Excerpts; Attachment 23-C, City of Santa 
Clarita, Gate-King Industrial Park Final Environmental Impact Report (June 2003), 
Excerpts; Attachment 23-D, City of Santa Clarita, Gate-King Industrial Park Additional 
Analysis (May 2006); Attachment 23-E, City of Santa Clarita, The Keystone Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (July 2005), Excerpts; Attachment 23-F, Castaic 
Lake Water Agency, Supplemental Water Project Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet of State 
Water Project Table A Amount, Draft Environmental Impact Report (June 2004), 
Excerpts.  
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whether a use is growth inducing and then independently evaluate the uses to which the 
Table A transfers are being put.  
 

d. DWR erroneously classifies use of supply to meet “planned population 
growth and development objectives” as non-growth inducing.  

 
In one specific instance, DWR has mis-characterized a transfer as non-growth inducing 
because the transferred water will be used to “meet planned population growth and 
development objectives specified in their respective General Plans.”  (See Table 8-1, at p. 
8-5, first column, regarding a 5,756 AF transfer of SWP entitlement to the Solano County 
WA.)  Just because a county has previously planned for population growth and 
development as part of its General Plan does not mean that the county would be able to 
serve those new residences with existing resources.  Moreover, even if water could be 
acquired from other sources, the environmental impacts of doing so must be evaluated at 
some point.  DWR cannot relinquish its responsibility to evaluate the growth-inducing 
impacts of the project on this ground.   
 

e. The DEIR provides inappropriate explanations as to why the 
estimated growth-inducing impacts are “conservative, over-
estimate[s].”  

 
Section 8.3.2 at page 8-13, suggests that M&I contractors would have gotten water from 
elsewhere to support growth.  This may be true, but acquisition of water from alternative 
sources would be subject to CEQA review, just as acquisition via the Monterey 
Agreement transfers is subject to CEQA review here.  The possibility that local agencies 
might have acquired water through other channels does not excuse DWR in any way 
from performing required environmental analyses of the impacts caused by the transfers 
that did indeed occur and that are presently being relied upon to support growth (see 
above).  
 
Nor is it valid for the DEIR to excuse itself from completing a thorough analysis of 
growth-inducing impacts because local governments are “responsible for considering the 
environmental effects of their decisions.”  (DEIR at p. 8-14.)  This undermines the 
purpose of programmatic environmental review, which is to allow for the up-front 
assessment and mitigation of program-wide impacts, rather than permitting the piecemeal 
assessment and mitigation of localized portions of such impacts.  
 

XI. Reliability of Water Supplies and Growth. 
 

a. Subsequent drafts of the EIR should formally incorporate the 
Reliability Report, allowing for public input and judicial review of the 
document relied upon by the DEIR to “resolve” the paper water 
problem. 

 
Section 4.5.1 sets fort the requirement that DWR prepare a report every two years 
describing the reliability of SWP water deliveries under a range of hydrologic conditions.  
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This report, the Reliability Report, is relied upon by DWR throughout the DEIR to 
explain why there is no longer a paper water problem.  It is, therefore, in a sense, a form 
of mitigation. Yet, the report itself is not subject to public oversight, nor is it a legally 
enforceable constraint, as would be the case for a true mitigation measure.  Accordingly, 
it would seem appropriate to incorporate the Reliability Report into the DEIR itself, 
subjecting it to the scrutiny of the CEQA process.  Public (and possibly judicial) scrutiny 
of the Reliability Report is critical, given the extent and nature of the Report’s potential 
shortcomings.26 
 

b. The DEIR erroneously concludes that there is no longer a “paper 
water” problem.  

 
Chapter 9 of the DEIR essentially concludes that there is no longer a “paper water” 
problem because local planners now recognize that it is important to incorporate 
limitations on the reliability of the SWP into their planning efforts.  The analysis in this 
section is flawed for a number of reasons. 
 
First, DEIR makes no effort to truly address the issues at hand.  Historically, land use 
decisions in California have routinely been made in the absence of reasoned assessments 
of water supply availability.  This problem was so widespread that it resulted in the 
passage of SB 610 and SB 221.  The pre-Monterey contracts contained important 
mechanisms designed to counteract this problem (Articles 18(b) and 21(g)(1)).  If the 
project is approved as currently described, an important tool that could be used to combat 
this problem will be lost.  
 
Second, the notion that SB 610 and SB 221 somehow magically eliminate the paper 
water problem because they require local water agencies to evaluate water supply 
reliability is ludicrous.  The agencies that are subject to those laws routinely look to the 
state for guidance in determining the reliability of their water supply.  With the 
elimination of Article 21(g)(1), which allows surplus water to be utilized to support 
permanent developments, DWR has simply created a new type of “paper water” by 
allowing local decisionmakers the freedom to choose when and how to allow Article 21 
water to support permanent developments. 
 
XII. Cumulative Impact Analysis 

 
The cumulative impacts analysis is lacking for the same reasons articulated elsewhere in 
this comment letter: 
 

• At page 10.1-13, the Sacramento Valley Water Management Agreement is 
described but the DEIR does not disclose the connection between the 

                                                
26  See, e.g., Attachment 24, Comments of California State Senator Michael J. Machado 
on the SWP Reliability Report, Oct. 30, 2002; Attachment 25, DWR’s Responses to 
Machado Letter, March 11, 2003. 
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Agreement’s plans to replace surface water supplies with groundwater 
pumping so that those surface water supplies can be utilized by the SWP. 
 
• Also at page 10.1-13, the DEIR discusses the EWA, and concludes that it 
is likely that an EWA-like program will continue to be implemented in the 
future.  However, the DEIR again makes no mention of the problems that 
have arisen as a result of underfunding the EWA.   
 
• At page 10.1-22, the DEIR admits that the cumulative effect of the project 
in conjunction with other water development projects could potentially affect 
special status fish species.  The DEIR then concludes that various 
environmental programs along with the implementation of a planned EWA-
type program would limit the project’s contribution rendering the projects’ 
cumulative impacts less-than significant.  The same arguments articulated 
above at Part VII(g)-(h) apply here.  

 
XIII. Alternatives Analysis. 
 

a. The DEIR misstates DWR’s responsibility to analyze alternatives.   
 

At page 11-2, the DEIR states that “...the approach taken with the Monterey Plus EIR 
was to first analyze the environmental effects of the proposed project and determine 
whether the proposed project had any significant adverse environmental impacts.  If the 
proposed project had no significant adverse environmental effects there would be no need 
to analyze alternatives other than the required no project alternative.”  This is not what 
CEQA requires. Rather, every EIR must analyze a reasonable range of alternatives.  As is 
discussed below, the DEIR fails to comply with this requirement.  Remedying this failure 
should begin with a careful re-statement of DWR’s responsibilities regarding alternative 
analysis. 
  

b. The DEIR unjustifiably rejects numerous alternatives on the ground 
that they do satisfy most of the stated objectives of the project.  

 
As described in Chapter 4, the stated specific objectives of the Monterey Amendments 
are to: 
 

• Resolve conflicts and disputes among SWP contractors regarding water 
allocations and financial responsibilities for SWP operations;  
 
• Restructure and clarify procedures for SWP water allocation and delivery 
during times of shortage and surplus;  
 
• Reduce financial pressures on agricultural contractors in times of drought 
and supply reductions; 
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• Adjust the financial rate structure of the SWP to more closely match 
revenue needs;  
 
• Facilitate water management practices and water transfers that improve 
reliability and flexibility of SWP water supplies in conjunction with local 
supplies;  
 
• Resolve legal and institutional issues related to storage of SWP water in 
Kern County groundwater basins and in other areas.  

 
The DEIR unjustifiably eliminates from analysis a number of alternatives on the ground 
that they do not meet most of the objectives of the project.  Several alternatives are 
eliminated on this basis without any explanation as to why they do not meet the project’s 
objectives.  For example, the “No Urban Preference and Dry Year Reliability” alternative 
is summarily rejected because it would not meet most, if any of the objectives of the 
project.  Yet, it appears that such an alternative would resolve many of the disputes 
between the parties and satisfy other objectives of the project if implemented correctly.  
(The other basis given for rejecting this alternative -- that it would “introduce a new level 
of water management by the state” -- is discussed below.)  
 
Similarly, the rejection of the “Improved Reliability through Environmental 
Enhancement Alternative” because it would “not meet any of the objectives of the 
Monterey Amendment” is baseless.  Such an alternative could, in fact, meet all of the 
objectives of the project by enhancing the ability of the SWP to deliver water reliably by 
restoring the ecosystem services that make water delivery possible and by lessening the 
need to constrain water operations to protect those ecosystem services.    
 

c. The document treats as an underlying purpose of the project 
increased deliveries and exports from the Delta, thereby providing 
improper justification of the elimination of alternatives that would 
provide for reduced exports.  

 
The analysis appears to assume that an objective of the project is to maintain or increase 
current exports from the Delta.  The DEIR eliminates from consideration alternatives that 
seek to reduce exports without providing any legitimate reason why such an alternative 
should not be seriously considered.  If maintaining or reducing exports is an objective of 
the project, it should be so stated; if it is not, then DWR has no basis for refusing to 
analyze a reduced export alternative. 
 

d. It is not appropriate to reject alternatives simply because they exceed 
the current authority of DWR.   

 
Several alternatives were rejected at the screening stage because they would have 
required changes to DWR’s role vis-a-vis local water agencies and land user planners 
and/or would require actions outside the current scope of DWR’s authority.  For example, 
section 11.2.4 discusses the alternative of having DWR “reduce[] stress on fishery 
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resources in the Delta by directly implementing water use efficiency measures, water 
recycling, storm water capture and other local water system enhancements that stabilize 
water demand and improve SWP reliability.”   (DEIR at p. 11-5.)  This alternative was 
rejected in part because “[t]he Monterey Amendment is not an appropriate tool for 
mandating ‘local water enhancements.’ There are other forums where these concerns can 
be discussed as part of a comprehensive process.”  (Id.)  This is an arbitrary distinction.  
Nothing precludes DWR from evaluating an alternative of this nature.  In fact, there some 
authority that suggests analysis of just such an alternative is required.27 
 
Nor should such an alternative be rejected as infeasible.  As the Appellate Court made 
clear in In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated 
Proceedings (Cal. App. 3 Dist., 2005) 34 Cal.Rptr.3d 696, 774:  

 
The feasibility of [] a reduced exports alternative is clear, notwithstanding 
the projected population growth that undergirds the commitment not to 
reduce exports. As stated previously, it is projected that the state's 
population will grow from 30 to 49 million by the year 2020, and that half 
of this growth will be in Southern California. Such population growth 
requires water. However, if there is no water to support the growth, will it 
occur as projected? Population growth is not an immutable fact of life. 
Stable populations have been established in such states as New York, 
Pennsylvania, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. (Carle, supra, at p. 196.) 
Inflow of new residents to California continues to exceed outflow because 
conditions in the State are conducive to population growth. One aspect of 
these conditions is the availability of water. However, as the State reaches 
the limit of available water and must seek other sources such as 
desalination, water will become more expensive to obtain and California's 
appeal will lessen. 

 
Finally, the DEIR asserts that the environmental review of this project is not the 
appropriate forum for mandating local water supply enhancements, efficiency measures, 
or other mechanisms to reduce demand.  Yet, there is no guarantee that any of the 
alternative fora will produce results, let alone results sufficient to mitigate the impacts of 
this project.  
 

                                                
27 See, e.g., In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated 
proceedings (Cal. App. 3d Dist., 2005) 34 Cal.Rptr.3d 696, 773-75; Friends of the Eel 
River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (1st Dist. 2003) 108 Cal App. 4th 859, 864-67, 
872-73l (where it seemed likely that FERC would force reductions in Eel River diversion, 
water agency’s EIR for project to increase diversions from the Russian River should have 
discussed alternatives that would have reduced dependence on diversions from the Eel); 
Methow Valley Citizens Council v. Regional Forester (9th Cir. 1987) 833 F2d 810, 815 
(NEPA case which held that even if an alternative requires legislative action, this fact 
does not necessarily justify excluding that alternative from an EIS).    
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e. The alternatives analysis does not provide enough information to 

allow a meaningful comparison between the alternatives and the 
project.   

 
The actual analysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives vis-a-vis the project 
is confined to slightly more than a single page of text and a single summary table.  Given 
the extraordinary importance of this project and the emphasis placed on alternatives 
analysis in PCL v. DWR, this analysis is insufficiently detailed, precluding a meaningful 
comparison between the project and the various alternatives.  

 
XIV. The DEIR’s Treatment of Climate Change is Insufficient. 
 

a. The Final EIR should include a thorough analysis of the greenhouse 
gas emissions increases that will result from the particular type of 
growth supported by the project.  

 
In light of the passage of AB 32 in September 2006, it is imperative that the final EIR 
more thoroughly analyze the extent to which the proposed project will result in additional 
greenhouse gas emissions caused by the additional urban sprawl fueled by various 
aspects of the project.  The Attorney General has openly called for such analyses to be 
included in CEQA documents.28 
 
The DEIR at page 12-14 reminds the reader that in Chapter 8, the DEIR concludes that 
“the proposed project may result in changes in growth patters at the local level, but would 
have no effect on statewide population growth.”  The DEIR then goes on to conclude that 
“[t]hus, within the SWP service area as a whole, the proposed project would not result in 
any changes in GHG emission due to growth.”  This logical leap is unsupportable.  The 
Table A transfers have supported discrete development projects outside existing urban 
boundaries.  The DEIR essentially asserts that location of growth bears no relationship to 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  This is simply false.  The nature and patterns of 
growth can significantly increase overall GHG emissions of a given population. 29 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
28 Attachment 26, Letter from Attorney General Bill Lockyer to the County of San 
Bernardino, dated Oct. 23, 2006; Attachment 31, Office of the California Attorney 
General, Global Warming Mitigation Measures,  
 
29  Attachment 27, Reid Ewing, et al., Smart Growth America, Growing Cooler:  The 
Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change, available at 
“http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/gcindex.html” (2007).   
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b. The DEIR’s analysis of climate change impacts on SWP deliveries is 

insufficient.   
 
The DEIR, at pages 12-12 - 12-13, provides a general discussion of how DWR has 
evaluated the impacts of Climate Change on SWP operations and then summarizes a 
CalSim II simulation designed to estimate whether there would be a relative difference in 
the impact of climate change with and without the project.  Table 12-2, which presents 
the results of this analysis, indicates that there would be little or no relative difference.  
However, this analysis does not explore whether there would be a relative difference in 
impacts upon M&I contractors versus agricultural contractors.  For example, if climate 
change does indeed reduce SWP supplies by approximately 25% in critical years, this 
would presumably impact urban contractors much more severely in the absence of Article 
18(a) than if that “urban shortage” provision remained in the contracts.  These distinct 
analyses must be included in the final EIR in order to disclose to the public the full 
impact of the project in light of anticipated climate changes. 
 

c. The EIR should disclose that, by eliminating Article 18(b), the project 
is giving up a tool that would enable the SWP to better respond to 
climate change in the future.   

 
By eliminating Article 18(b), the project is eliminating a key safeguard that allows DWR 
to respond to permanent shortages by proportionally and without compensation to the 
contractors adjusting entitlements to reflect reality.  Instead of maintaining or exercising 
this provision, the project relies instead on its Reliability Report to share information with 
water agencies about the project’s reliability.  These two options are not equivalent.  The 
differences between the capacity of Article 18(b) to adjust project operations in light of 
climate change versus the capacity of the Reliability Report to do the same needs to be 
analyzed and disclosed.  
 

d. Climate Change should be incorporated into the analyses contained 
within the rest of the DEIR.  

 
Enough is known about climate change to facilitate the incorporation of climate change 
impacts into the environmental and water supply analyses set forth in the DEIR.  It is, in 
fact, far more likely than not that California’s hydrology will be altered as a result of 
climate change.30  To ignore this mounting evidence in favor of modeling based on the 
status quo endangers both the `environment and water supply reliability.  

                                                
30  Attachment 28, N. Miller, California Climate Change, Hydrologic response, and Flood 
Forecasting, Earth Sciences Division, Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, 
California, USA.  Presented at the International Expert Meeting on Urban Flood 
Management, November 20-21, 2003, April 30, 2004 (available at: 
www.osti.gov/bridge/servlets/purl/820274-R49cYy/native/820274.pdf); Attachment 29, 
Field, C.B., L.D. Mortsch, M. Brklacich, D.L. Forbes, P. Kovacs, J.A. Patz, S.W. 
Running and M.J. Scott, 2007: North America. Climate Change 2007: Impacts, 
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e. Alternatives that provide for greater water use efficiency, 

conservation, reuse, recycling, and reduced exports from the Delta 
have the potential to lessen the GHG impacts of the project.  

 
Energy savings is one of the most significant advantages of utilizing water 
conservation/efficiency measures to achieve greater water supply reliability.31  The 
Attorney General of California has identified the implementation of water conservation 
and efficiency measures as a potential form of mitigation that may be considered under 
CEQA to offset or reduce the global warming impacts of a project.32  This should be 
incorporated into the alternative analysis in subsequent drafts. 
 

XV. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Disclose or Analyze Kern Water Bank 
Issues and Impacts. 

 
In general, although the DEIR does include some brief references to the Kern Water 
Bank within the body of the EIR along with a study of the “Transfer, Development, and 
Operation of the Kern Water Bank” in Appendix E, the disclosures and analyses 
contained in the DEIR and its appendices are inadequate to satisfy DWR’s requirements 
under CEQA.  
 

a. The DEIR does not disclose that transfer of the Kern Fan Element 
from DWR to the Kern Water Bank Authority via the Kern County 
Water Agency would alter the fundamental purpose of the water 
bank. 

 
Section 4.4.3 (at pp. 4-6 - 4-7) describes the transfer of the Kern Fan Element (KFE) 
property simply as a transfer of the KFE property and its fixtures to another entity.  This 
obscures the underlying nature of the shift from public to quasi-private control.  When 
the project was controlled by DWR, the “primary purpose of the Kern Water Bank [was] 
to augment the dependable water supply of the State Water Project.”33  In contrast, the 

                                                                                                                                            
Adaptation and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the Fourth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, M.L. Parry, O.F. 
Canziani, J.P. Palutikof, P.J. van der Linden and C.E. Hanson, Eds., Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, UK, 617-652.  
 
31  See Energy Down the Drain, supra note 22.   
 
32  Attachment 32, Office of the Attorney General of California, Global Warming 
Mitigation Measures, dated Dec. 3, 2007, available at: “http://ag.ca.gov/ 
globalwarming/ceqa.php.” 
 
33  Attachment 2, Memorandum of Understanding Between the Department of Water 
Resources of the State of California and Kern County Water Agency for Developing and 
Operating the Kern Water Bank, March 25, 1987, at p. 2. 
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March 1995 Statement of Principles for the Kern Water Bank declares that the “primary 
purpose” of the bank is to “augment water supplies for KWB participants.” (DEIR 
Appendix E, at p. 14.)34  
 

b. Neither the DEIR nor any document associated with the KWB 
transfer explains how the transfer complies with Water Code § 11464.  

 
DWR’s original purchase of the Kern Fan Element property was only permitted to occur 
if “the Department’s right to use the area for project purposes will be preserved.”  In 
addition, “[c]onsistent with section 11464 of the Water Code, the Department shall not 
sell facilities acquired for the Kern Water Bank.”   
 
Water Code Section 11464 provides: 
 

No water right, reservoir, conduit, or facility for the generation, production, 
transmission, or distribution of electric power, acquired by the department 
shall ever be sold, granted, or conveyed by the department so that the 
department thereby is divested of the title to and ownership of it. 

 
Given that the entire transfer arrangement seems at odds with this legal constraint, the 
public is entitled to an explanation of DWR’s rationale for permitting it to move forward.  
 

c. Subsequent drafts should clearly disclose that previous environmental 
analyses of the Kern Water Bank indicated that its operation might 
have a detrimental impact on the Delta.  

 
In the first paragraph of section 4.4.3, the DEIR briefly recounts the history of the KFE 
property.  However, it does not disclose that DWR’s own environmental analyses prior to 
the transfer indicated that the bank might have an impact on the Delta.35  In fact, the Kern 
Water Bank’s own web page asserts that one of the “legal, institutional, and political 
impediments to implementation of a groundwater storage facility” by DWR was that 
“proposed revisions of Delta water quality standards and measures to protect threatened 
and endangered species, [might] affect the SWP’s ability to pump water from the Delta 
for recharge at KWB.”36  
 

                                                                                                                                            
 
34  We request that DWR attach to any subsequent drafts the March 1995 Statement of 
Principles, the October 1995 Joint Powers Agreement, and any other relevant documents 
 
35  Attachment 3, DWR, First Stage Kern Fan Element Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (1990), at p. 38-42. 
 
36  Attachment 4, Kern Water Bank Authority, “DWR & the KWB,” available at 
“http://www.kwb.org” (last visited Jan 1, 2008). 
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d. Subsequent drafts should address the assertions made in Public 
Citizen’s report “Water Heist.”   

 
There is no question that the transfer of the Kern Fan Element is a subject of considerable 
public controversy.  An often-cited report by Public Citizen37 asserts that the KWBA is 
effectively controlled by a single corporate entity and largely serves the interest of that 
entity.  The report also asserts that the operation of the bank has been and will continue to 
be environmentally detrimental.  DWR should endeavor to address these concerns in 
subsequent drafts of the EIR. 
 

e. The analyses of the environmental impacts of the Kern Water Bank in 
the DEIR and its Appendices are inadequate.  

 
The DEIR fails to analyze the potentially significant environmental consequences of the 
transfer and operation of the Kern Water Bank.  These potential environmental 
consequences include the following: 
 
•  Increased Delta Exports - As described above, DWR’s own pre-transfer 
environmental documents acknowledge that operation of the bank could increase pressure 
on the Delta.  Other documents previously brought to DWR’s attention by the Planning 
and Conservation League (PCL) document the potential for the bank to impact the Delta.   
 
 
• Environmental Impacts Resulting from Loss of Public Control - Under the control 
of a private entity, there can be no assurance that the bank will be utilized to lessen 
pressures on the Delta during times of shortage, a purpose to which the bank’s water 
could have been directed prior to the transfer.  Rather, it can be assumed that the bank 
will be used as an economic resource for the benefit of its participants.  Among the 
possible implications are increased uses of banked water to support permanent 
economies, such as housing and permanent crops, each of which would have resulting 
environmental impacts.  In addition, DEIR reveals that the Kern Water Bank made 
numerous sales to the Environmental Water Account.  (DEIR, Appendix E. at 25.)  Had 
the bank remained under state control, it is possible that the state would not have had to 
purchase EWA water on those occasions from contractors.  All of these possible impacts 
must be evaluated. 
 
The analysis contained within Appendix E barely does not sufficiently explore these 
questions.  Of particular concern is the fact that the “independent” report relies heavily on 
personal communications with KWBA and KCWA staff, none of whom have trust 
responsibilities over state water resources.  
 
 

                                                
37  Attachment 5, Public Citizen, Water Heist: How Corporations Are Cashing In on 
California’s Water (2003), available at “http://www.citizen.org/california/water/heist.”  
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C-WIN Comments Re: Monterey Plus DEIR  
January 14, 2008 (page 35 of 35) 

In sum, we believe that the DEIR contains a number of fundamental flaws that mask the 
environmental impacts of the project.  Moreover, the document fails to place the project 
into the real-world context of a crashing Delta ecosystem and predicted climate changes. 
The final EIR must more faithfully disclose the downsides of this project so that the 
public and relevant decision-makers have an opportunity to steer the SWP in a more 
rational direction. 
 
For your convenience, with a few exceptions noted on the appended list, we have 
provided both a hard copy and an electronic copy (on CD-ROM) of each of our 
attachments.   
 
Thank you for your attention to these comments.  We appreciate your hard work and look 
forward to receiving your responses.  Should you have any questions or require 
clarification, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Lisa Coffman, Executive Director 
California Water Impact Network 
 

 
Bill Jennings, Executive Director 
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance 
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California Home    Site Map Midwater Trawl Monday, January 14, 2008
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CVBDB Home

Real Time 
Monitoring

20mm Delta Smelt 
Survey

North Bay 
Aqueduct Larval 
Survey 

Spring Kodiak 
Trawl Survey

Fall Midwater 
Trawl Survey

Summer Townet 
Survey

Bay-Delta 
Monitoring

Fish Facilities 
Research

Fish Salvage 
Monitoring

IEP Boat Schedules

E mail Us

Bay-Delta Region Resources Agency
Dept of Fish and Game

 search    

 My CA    CVBDB

Midwater Trawl

Reporting Date: January 9, 2008

YOUNG-OF-THE-YEAR STRIPED 
BASS INDICES

Survey 2005 2006 2007

September 40 236 32

October 29 18 34

November 26 39 14

December 26 70 2

Fall Index 121 363 82

DELTA SMELT INDICES

Survey 2005 2006 2007

September 3 33 9

October 10 3 4

November 7 4 5

December 7 1 10

Fall Index 27 41 28

The Fall Midwater Trawl Index is the sum of the four monthly indices.

Table of monthly abundance indices of selected species from Fall Midwater Trawl 
Survey, 1967 - 2007. 

Trends in abundance of selected species from Fall Midwater Trawl Survey, 1967 - 
2007.

Back to Top of Page

2008 State of California. Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor. Conditions of Use Privacy Policy
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The California Environmental Quality Act
 
Mitigation for Global Warming Impacts
 

California Attorney General’s Office 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), local agencies have a very important role to play in 
California’s fight against global warming.  Local agencies must require feasible mitigation for global warming 
impacts caused by the projects they permit, and must include feasible mitigation in their own projects.  By the 
sum of their individual decisions, local agencies are helping to move the State away from “business as usual” 
and toward a low-carbon future. 

This document provides general information that may be helpful to local agencies in carrying out their duty to 
mitigate global warming.  The measures set forth in this package are examples; the list is not intended to be 
exhaustive. Moreover, the measures cited may not be appropriate for every project.  The lead agency must use 
its own informed judgment in deciding which measures it will analyze, and which measures it will require, for a 
given project. 

The first section of this document lists examples of mitigation measures that could be undertaken or funded by a 
diverse range of projects. Such projects may include, for example, a private residential or commercial 
development, a public works or infrastructure project, a local “Climate Action Plan,” or a general plan update 
(where a given measure could be fashioned into a goal, policy, program, or land use designation), as 
appropriate. The lead agency must design mitigation measures to be enforceable, and commit sufficient 
resources to enforcement. 

In general, a given mitigation measure should not be considered in isolation, but as part of a larger set of 
measures that, working together, reduce greenhouse gas emissions and the effects of global warming.  And in 
selecting a mitigation set, the relevant environmental goal must kept in view – emissions reductions not just for 
the project, but for the region and for California. 

The second section of this document lists examples of potential mitigation in the general plan context.  This 
section is included both to suggest how the larger set of measures set forth in the first section could be 
incorporated into a general plan, as well as to identify measures that are general plan specific.  The measures in 
the second section may also be appropriate for inclusion in larger scale plans, including regional plans (e.g., 
blueprint plans) and specific plans. 

The third section provides links to sources of information on global warming impacts and mitigation measures. 
The list is not complete, but may be a helpful start for local agencies seeking more information to carry out their 
CEQA obligations as they relate to global warming. 

The Endnotes set forth just some of the many examples of exemplary mitigation measures already being 
implemented by local government and agencies, utilities, private industry, and others.  As these examples 
evidence, California at every level is taking up the challenge, devising new and innovative solutions, and 
leading the charge in the fight against global warming. 

Office of the California Attorney General 
Global Warming Mitigation Measures 
Updated: 1/7/08 

Page 1 of 19 
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(1)	 Mitigation Measures 

Energy Efficiency1 

•	 Design building to be energy efficient.  Site buildings to take advantage of shade, prevailing 
winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use.2 

•	 Install efficient lighting and lighting control systems.  Use daylight as an integral part of lighting 
systems in commercial buildings. 

•	 Install light colored “cool” roofs, cool pavements, and strategically placed shade trees.3 

•	 Provide information on energy management services for large energy users.4 

•	 Install energy efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, and control 
systems.5 

•	 Install light emitting diodes (LEDs) for traffic, street and other outdoor lighting.6 

•	 Limit the hours of operation of outdoor lighting. 
•	 Use solar heating, automatic covers, and efficient pumps and motors for pools and spas.7 

•	 Provide education on energy efficiency.8 

Renewable Energy 

•	 Install solar and wind power systems, solar and tankless hot water heaters, and energy-
efficient heating ventilation and air conditioning. Educate consumers about existing 
incentives.9 

•	 Install solar panels on carports and over parking areas where appropriate.10 

•	 Use combined heat and power in appropriate applications.11 

Water Conservation and Efficiency12 

•	 Create water-efficient landscapes.13 

•	 Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation 
controls. 

•	 Use reclaimed water for landscape irrigation in new developments and on public property. 
Install the infrastructure to deliver and use reclaimed water. 

•	 Design buildings to be water-efficient.  Install water-efficient fixtures and appliances. 
•	 Use graywater.  (Graywater is untreated household waste water from bathtubs, showers, 

bathroom wash basins, and water from clothes washing machines.)  For example, install dual 
plumbing in all new development allowing graywater to be used for landscape irrigation.14 

•	 Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to non-vegetated surfaces) and 
control runoff. 

•	 Restrict the use of water for cleaning outdoor surfaces and vehicles. 
•	 Implement low-impact development practices that maintain the existing hydrologic character of 

the site to manage storm water and protect the environment.  (Retaining storm water runoff 
onsite can drastically reduce the need for energy-intensive imported water at the site.)15 

•	 Devise a comprehensive water conservation strategy appropriate for the project and location. 
The strategy may include many of the specific items listed above, plus other innovative measures 
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that are appropriate to the specific project. 
•	 Provide education about water conservation and available programs and incentives.16 

Solid Waste Measures 

•	 Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to, soil, 
vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard). 

•	 Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and adequate 
recycling containers in public areas. 

•	 Recover by-product methane to generate electricity.17 

•	 Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and available recycling services.18 

Land Use Measures 

•	 Incorporate mixed-use, infill, and higher density development to reduce vehicle trips, promote 
alternatives to individual vehicle travel, and promote efficient delivery of services and goods. 
(Infill development generates fewer vehicle miles traveled per capita and reduced emissions of 
greenhouse gases, and denser development is associated with increased public transit use.)19 

•	 Avoid development that will increase passenger vehicle miles traveled. 
•	 Incorporate public transit into project design were appropriate.20 

•	 Preserve and create open space and parks.  Preserve existing trees, and plant replacement trees at 
a set ratio. 

•	 Develop “brownfields” and other underused or defunct properties near existing public 
transportation and jobs. 

•	 Include pedestrian and bicycle-only streets and plazas within developments.  Create travel routes 
that ensure that destinations may be reached conveniently by public transportation, bicycling or 
walking.21 

Transportation and Motor Vehicles 

•	 Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including delivery and off-road construction vehicles. 
•	 Use low or zero-emission vehicles, including off-road construction vehicles. 
•	 Promote ride sharing programs e.g., by designating a certain percentage of parking 

spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and unloading 
and waiting areas for ride sharing vehicles, and providing a web site or message board for 
coordinating rides. 

•	 Create car sharing programs.  Accommodations for such programs include providing parking 
spaces for the car share vehicles at convenient locations accessible by public transportation.22 

•	 Create local “light vehicle” networks, such as neighborhood electric vehicle (NEV) systems.23 

•	 Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure to encourage the use of low or zero-emission 
vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling 
stations). 

•	 Increase the cost of driving and parking private vehicles by, e.g., imposing tolls and parking fees. 
•	 Build or fund a transportation center where various public transportation modes intersect. 
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•	 Encourage the use of public transit systems by enhancing safety and cleanliness on vehicles and 
in and around stations, and convenience by, e.g., installing electronic signs that provide real-time 
information on schedules and service. 

•	 Provide shuttle service to public transit. 
•	 Provide public transit incentives such as free or low-cost monthly transit passes. 
•	 Incorporate bicycle lanes and/or routes into street systems, new subdivisions, and large 

developments. 
•	 Incorporate bicycle-friendly intersections into street design. 
•	 For commercial projects, provide adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to promote 

cyclist safety, security, and convenience. For large employers, provide facilities that encourage 
bicycle commuting, including, e.g., locked bicycle storage or covered or indoor bicycle parking. 

•	 Create bicycle lanes and walking paths directed to the location of schools, parks and other 
destination points.24 

•	 Restore and/or expand school bus services. 
•	 Institute a formal telecommute work program.  Provide information, training, and incentives to 

encourage participation. Provide incentives for equipment purchases to allow high-quality 
teleconferences. 

•	 Provide information on all options for individuals and businesses to reduce transportation-related 
emissions.  Provide education and information about public transportation. 

Carbon Offsets 

In some instances, a lead agency may decide to go beyond measures that will directly reduce a project’s 
emissions.  A lead agency may consider whether carbon offsets would be appropriate.  The project 
proponent could, for example, fund off-site projects (e.g., alternative energy projects, or energy or water 
audits for existing projects) that will reduce carbon emissions, conduct an audit of its other existing 
operations and agree to retrofit, or purchase “credits” from another entity that will undertake mitigation 
projects. The lead agency should ensure that any mitigation taking the form of carbon offsets is 
specifically identified and that such mitigation will in fact occur. 

(2)	 General Plans 

Mitigation measures for global warming may be reflected in a general plan as goals, policies, or programs; in 
land use designations; and/or as additional mitigation measures identified during the CEQA review process. 
Many of the mitigation measures listed above may be appropriate for inclusion in a general plan.  In addition, a 
non-exhaustive list of measures specific to the general plan context follows.  The examples are listed under 
required general plan elements.  A given example may, however, be appropriate for inclusion in more than one 
element, or in a different element than listed.  Global warming mitigation measures may, alternatively, be 
included in an optional Climate Change or Energy element. 

Conservation25 

•	 Climate Action Plan or Policy: Include a comprehensive climate change action plan that 
requires a baseline inventory of greenhouse gas emissions from all sources by a date certain; 
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greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets and deadlines; and enforceable greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction measures.26  (Note: If the Climate Action Plan complies with the 
requirements of Section 15064(h)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, it may allow for the streamlining 
of individual projects that comply with the plan’s requirements.) 

•	 Climate Action Plan Implementation Program: Include mechanisms to ensure regular review of 
progress toward the emission reduction targets established by the Climate Action Plan, report 
progress to the public and responsible officials, and revise the plan as appropriate, using 
principles of adaptive management.  Allocate funding to implement the plan.  Fund staff to 
oversee implementation of the plan. 

•	 Strengthen local building codes for new construction and renovation to require a higher level of 
energy efficiency.27 

•	 Require that all new government buildings, and all major renovations and additions, meet 
identified green building standards.28 

•	 Adopt a “Green Building Program” to require or encourage green building practices and 
materials.29  The program could be implemented through, e.g., a set of green building ordinances. 

•	 Require orientation of buildings to maximize passive solar heating during cool seasons, avoid 
solar heat gain during hot periods, enhance natural ventilation, and promote effective use of 
daylight. Orientation should optimize opportunities for on-site solar generation. 

•	 Provide permitting-related and other incentives for energy efficient building projects, e.g., by 
giving green projects priority in plan review, processing and field inspection services.30 

•	 Conduct energy efficiency audits of existing buildings by checking, repairing, and readjusting 
heating, ventilation, air conditioning, lighting, water heating equipment, insulation and 
weatherization.31  Offer financial incentives for adoption of identified efficiency measures.32 

•	 Provide innovative, low-interest financing for energy efficiency and alternative energy projects. 
For example, allow property owners to pay for energy efficiency improvements and solar system 
installation through long-term assessments on individual property tax bills.33 

•	 Fund incentives to encourage the use of energy efficient vehicles, equipment and lighting.34 

Provide financial incentives for adoption of identified efficiency measures. 
•	 Require environmentally responsible government purchasing.35  Require or give preference to 

products that reduce or eliminate indirect greenhouse gas emissions, e.g., by giving preference to 
recycled products over those made from virgin materials.36 

•	 Require that government contractors take action to minimize greenhouse gas emissions by, for 
example, using low or zero-emission vehicles and equipment. 

•	 Adopt a “heat island” mitigation plan that requires cool roofs, cool pavements, and strategically 
placed shade trees.37  (Darker colored roofs, pavement, and lack of trees may cause temperatures 
in urban environments to increase by as much as 6-8 degrees Fahrenheit as compared to 
surrounding areas.38) Adopt a program of building permit enforcement for re-roofing to ensure 
compliance with existing state building requirements for cool roofs on non-residential buildings. 

•	 Adopt a comprehensive water conservation strategy.  The strategy may include, but not be 
limited to, imposing restrictions on the time of watering, requiring water-efficient irrigation 
equipment, and requiring new construction to offset demand so that there is no net increase in 
water use.39 

•	 Adopt water conservation pricing, e.g., tiered rate structures, to encourage efficient water use.40 

•	 Adopt water-efficient landscape ordinances.41 

Office of the California Attorney General 
Global Warming Mitigation Measures 
Updated: 1/7/08 

Page 5 of 19 

LETTER 21



•	 Strengthen local building codes for new construction and implement a program to renovate 
existing buildings to require a higher level of water efficiency. 

•	 Adopt energy and water efficiency retrofit ordinances that require upgrades as a condition of 
issuing permits for renovations or additions, and on the sale of residences and buildings.42 

•	 Provide individualized water audits to identify conservation opportunities.43  Provide financial 
incentives for adopting identified efficiency measures. 

•	 Provide water audits for large landscape accounts.  Provide financial incentives for efficient 
irrigation controls and other efficiency measures. 

•	 Require water efficiency training and certification for irrigation designers and installers, and 
property managers.44 

•	 Implement or expand city or county-wide recycling and composting programs for residents and 
businesses. Require commercial and industrial recycling. 

•	 Extend the types of recycling services offered (e.g., to include food and green waste recycling). 
•	 Establish methane recovery in local landfills and wastewater treatment plants to generate 

electricity.45 

•	 Implement Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) for renewable electricity generation, if 
feasible. (CCA allows cities and counties, or groups of them, to aggregate the electric loads of 
customers within their jurisdictions for purposes of procuring electrical services.  CCA allows 
the community to choose what resources will serve their loads and can significantly increase 
renewable energy).46 

•	 Preserve existing conservation areas (e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and 
corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas) that provide carbon 
sequestration benefits. 

•	 Establish a mitigation program for development of conservation areas.  Impose mitigation fees 
on development of such lands and use funds generated to protect existing, or create replacement, 
conservation areas. 

•	 Provide public education and information about options for reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
through responsible purchasing, conservation, and recycling. 

Land Use47 

•	 Adopt land use designations to carry out policies designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
e.g., policies to reduce vehicle miles traveled, encourage development near existing public 
transportation corridors, encourage alternative modes of transportation, and promote infill, 
mixed use, and higher density development. 

•	 Concentrate commercial, mixed use, and medium to higher density residential development in 
areas near jobs, transit routes, schools, shopping areas and recreation. 

•	 Identify and facilitate the development of land uses not already present in local districts – such as 
supermarkets, parks, and schools in neighborhoods; or residential uses in business districts – to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled and encourage bicycling and walking. 

•	 Increase density in single family residential areas located near transit routes or commercial areas. 
For example, allow duplexes in residential areas, and allow increased height multi-unit buildings 
on main arterial streets, under specified conditions. 

•	 Impose minimum residential densities in areas designated for transit-oriented, mixed use 
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development to ensure higher density in these areas. 
•	 Require bike lanes and bicycle/pedestrian paths. 
•	 Site schools to increase the potential for students to walk and bike to school. 
•	 Enact ordinances and programs to limit or prohibit “sprawl” – development that requires 

additional or longer passenger vehicle commutes between employment, services, and residential 
areas.48 

•	 In areas designated for mixed use, require rather than merely allow mixed use. 
•	 Promote infill, mixed use, and higher density development by, for example, reducing developer 

fees or granting property tax credits for qualifying projects;49  providing fast-track permit 
processing; reducing processing fees; funding infrastructure loans; and giving preference for 
infrastructure improvements in these areas. 

•	 Where appropriate, adopt and enforce growth boundaries to encourage infill.  Provide new 
services and infrastructure only within the growth boundary.50 

•	 Transfer a portion of the county’s housing allocation to existing cities to encourage infill were 
services and employment already exist; preserve open space, agricultural land, and water quality; 
and reduce vehicle miles traveled. 

•	 Require best management practices in agriculture and animal operations to reduce emissions, 
conserve energy and water, and utilize alternative energy sources, including biogas, wind and 
solar. 

Circulation51 

•	 In conjunction with measures that encourage public transit, ride sharing, bicycling and walking, 
implement circulation improvements that reduce vehicle idling.  For example, coordinate 
controlled intersections so that traffic passes more efficiently through congested areas.52 

•	 Create an interconnected transportation system that allows a shift in travel from private 
passenger vehicles to alternative modes, including public transit, ride sharing, bicycling and 
walking. Before funding transportation improvements that increase vehicle miles traveled, 
consider alternatives such as increasing public transit or improving bicycle or pedestrian travel 
routes. 

•	 Give funding preference to investment in public transit over investment in infrastructure for 
private automobile traffic.53 

•	 Include safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian access in all transportation improvement 
projects. Ensure that non-motorized transportation systems are connected and not interrupted by 
impassable barriers, such as freeways54 and include amenities such as secure bicycle parking. 

•	 Provide adequate and affordable public transportation choices including expanded bus routes and 
service and other transit choices such as shuttles, light rail, and rail where feasible. 

•	 Assess transportation impact fees on new development in order to maintain and increase public 
transit service.55 

•	 Provide public transit incentives, including free or reduced fare areas.56 

•	 Adopt a comprehensive parking policy that discourages private vehicle use and encourages the 
use of alternative transportation.57  For example, reduce parking for private vehicles while 
increasing options for alternative transportation; eliminate minimum parking requirements for 
new buildings; “unbundle” parking (require that parking is paid for separately and is not 
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included in rent for residential or commercial space); and set appropriate pricing for on-street 
parking. 

•	 Develop school transit plans to substantially reduce automobile trips to, and congestion 
surrounding, schools. (According to some estimates, parents driving their children to school 
account for 20-25% of the morning commute.)  Plans may address, e.g., necessary infrastructure 
improvements and potential funding sources; replacing older diesel buses with low or zero-
emission vehicles; mitigation fees to expand school bus service; and Safe Routes to School 
programs58 and other formal efforts to increase walking and biking by students. 

•	 Create financing programs for the purchase or lease of vehicles used in employer ride sharing 
programs. 

•	 Enter into partnerships to create and/or expand polluting vehicle buy-back programs to include 
vehicles with high greenhouse gas emissions. 

•	 Provide public education and information about options for reducing motor vehicle-related 
greenhouse gas emissions.  Include information on trip reduction; trip linking; public transit; 
biking and walking; vehicle performance and efficiency (e.g., keeping tires inflated); low or 
zero-emission vehicles; and car and ride sharing. 

Housing59 

•	 Improve the jobs-housing balance and promote a range of affordable housing choices near jobs, 
services and transit to reduce vehicle miles traveled. 

Open Space60 

•	 Preserve forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, 
groundwater recharge areas and other open space that provide carbon sequestration benefits. 

•	 Establish a mitigation program for development of open space.  Impose mitigation fees on 
development of such lands and use funds generated to protect existing, or create replacement, 
open space. 

•	 Allow alternative energy projects in areas zoned for open space where consistent with other uses 
and values. 

•	 Protect existing trees and encourage the planting of new trees.  Adopt a tree protection and 
replacement ordinance, e.g., requiring that trees larger than a specified diameter that are removed 
to accommodate development must be replaced at a set ratio. 

•	 Connect parks and publicly accessible open space through shared pedestrian/bike paths and trails 
to encourage walking and bicycling. 

Safety61 

•	 Address expected effects of climate change that may impact public safety, including increased 
risk of wildfires, flooding and sea level rise, salt water intrusion; and health effects of increased 
heat and ozone, through appropriate policies and programs. 

•	 Adopt land use designations that restrict or prohibit development in areas that may be more 
severely impacted by climate change, e.g., areas that are at high risk of wildfire, sea level rise, or 
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flooding. 
•	 Adopt programs for the purchase, transfer or extinguishment of development rights in high risk 

areas. 
•	 Monitor the impacts of climate change.  Use adaptive management to develop new strategies, 

and modify existing strategies, to respond to the impacts of climate change. 

(3)	 Resources 

The following web sites and organizations provide general information about mitigating global warming 
impacts at the local level.  These sites represent only a small fraction of the available resources.  Local agencies 
are encouraged to conduct their own research in order to obtain the most current and relevant materials. 

•	 The Institute for Local Government (ILG) maintains a list of local agencies that have Climate Action 
Plans. The list is available here: http://www.cacities.org/index.jsp?zone=ilsg&previewStory=27035. 
According to ILG, the list includes Marin County and the cities of Arcata, Berkeley, Los Angeles, Palo 
Alto, San Diego, and San Francisco. Many additional local governments are in the process of 
conducting greenhouse gas inventories. 

•	 The U.S. Conference of Mayors’ Climate Protection Agreement contains valuable information for the 
many local agencies that are joining the fight against global warming.  The Agreement is available here: 
http://www.coolcities.us/resources/bestPracticeGuides/USM_ClimateActionHB.pdf. Over one hundred 
and twenty California cities have joined the “Cool Cities” campaign, which means they have signed the 
U.S. Mayor’s Climate Protection Agreement and are taking concrete steps toward addressing global 
warming.  These steps include preparing a city-wide greenhouse gas emissions inventory and creating 
and implementing a local Climate Action Plan.  Additional resources, including various cities’ Climate 
Action Plans, are located at the Cool Cities website: http://www.coolcities.us/resources.php. 

•	 In July 2007, Alameda County became one of twelve charter members of the “Cool Counties” initiative. 
Participating counties sign a Climate Stabilization Declaration, which is available at the website for 
King County (Washington State):  http://www.metrokc.gov/exec/news/2007/0716dec.aspx. 
Participating counties agree to work with local, state, and federal governments and other leaders to 
reduce county geographical greenhouse gas emissions to 80% below current levels by 2050 by 
developing a greenhouse gas emissions inventory and regional reduction plan.  Current member counties 
are recruiting new members and are committed to sharing information.  Cool Counties contact 
information is available at:  http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/coolcounties/Joinus.aspx. 

•	 Local Governments for Sustainability, a program of International Cities for Local Environmental 
Initiatives (ICLEI), has initiated a campaign called Cities for Climate Protection (CCP).  The 
membership program is designed to empower local governments worldwide to take action on climate 
change. Many California cities have joined ICLEI.  More information is available at the organization’s 
website: http://www.iclei.org/. 

•	 The Institute for Local Government, an affiliate of the California State Association of Counties and the 
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League of California Cities, has instituted a program called the California Climate Action Network 
(CaliforniaCAN!). The program provides information about the latest climate action resources, best 
practices, and case studies. More information is available at the CaliforniaCAN! website: 
http://www.cacities.org/index.jsp?displaytype=&section=climate&zone=ilsg. 

•	 The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research provides valuable resources for lead agencies related 
to CEQA and global warming at http://opr.ca.gov/index.php?a=ceqa/index.html. Among the materials 
available are a list of environmental documents addressing climate change and greenhouse gas 
emissions and a list of local plans and policies addressing climate change. 

•	 The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association has prepared a white paper entitled “CEQA 
and Climate Change” (January 2008).  The document includes a list of mitigation measures and 
information about their relative efficacy and cost.  The document is available at 
http://www.capcoa.org/ceqa/?docID=ceqa. 

•	 The Attorney General’s global warming website includes a section on CEQA.  See 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/ceqa.php. The site includes all of the Attorney General’s public 
comment letters that address CEQA and global warming. 

For information on the general plan process, see Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, General Plan 
Guidelines (1998), available at http://ceres.ca.gov/planning/genplan/gpg.pdf. 
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(4) Endnotes 

1.	 Energy efficiency leads the mitigation list because it promises significant greenhouse gas 
reductions through measures that are cost-effective for the individual residential and 
commercial energy consumer. 

2.	 Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) administers a Green Building 
Ratings program that provides benchmarks for the design, construction, and operation of 
high-performance green buildings.  More information about the LEED ratings system is 
available at http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CategoryID=19. Build it Green is a 
non-profit, membership organization that promotes green building practices in California. 
The organization offers a point-based, green building rating system for various types of 
projects. See http://www.builditgreen.org/guidelines-rating-systems. Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratories’ Building Technologies Department is working to develop 
coherent and innovative building construction and design techniques. Information and 
publications on energy efficient buildings are available at the Department’s website at 
http://btech.lbl.gov. 

3.	 For more information, see Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories, Heat Island Group 
at http://eetd.lbl.gov/HeatIsland/. 

4.	 See California Energy Commission, “How to Hire an Energy Services Company”  (2000) 
at http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/efficiency_handbooks/400-00-001D.PDF. 

5.	 Energy Star is a joint program of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. 
Department of Energy that certifies energy efficient products and provides guidelines for 
energy efficient practices for homes and businesses.  More information about Energy 
Star-certified products is available at http://www.energystar.gov/. The Electronic 
Product Environmental Assessment Tool (EPEAT) is a system that ranks computer 
products based on their conformance to a set of environmental criteria, including energy 
efficiency. More information about EPEAT is available at 
http://www.epeat.net/AboutEPEAT.aspx. 

6.	 LED lighting is substantially more energy efficient than conventional lighting and can 
save money.  See 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/partnership/case_studies/TechAsstCity.pdf (noting 
that installing LED traffic signals saved the City of Westlake about $34,000 per year). 
As of 2005, only about a quarter of California’s cities and counties were using 100% 
LEDs in traffic signals.  See California Energy Commission (CEC), Light Emitting 
Diode Traffic Signal Survey (2005) at p. 15, available at 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-400-2005-003/CEC-400-2005-003.PD 
F. The CEC’s Energy Partnership Program can help local governments take advantage of 
energy saving technology, including, but not limited to, LED traffic signals.  See 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/partnership/. 
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7.	 See Palm Desert Energy Partnership at 
http://www.sce.com/rebatesandsavings/palmdesert.  The City, in partnership with 
Southern California Edison, provides incentives and rebates for efficient equipment.  See 
Southern California Edison, Pool Pump and Motor Replacement Rebate Program at 
http://www.sce.com/RebatesandSavings/Residential/_Pool/PoolPumpandMotor/. 

8.	 Many cities and counties provide energy efficiency education. See, for example, the City 
of Stockton’s Energy Efficiency website at 
http://www.stocktongov.com/energysaving/index.cfm. See also “Green County San 
Bernardino,” http://www.greencountysb.com/ at pp. 4-6. Private projects may also 
provide education. For example, a homeowners’ association could provide information 
and energy audits to its members on a regular basis. 

9.	 See http://www.gosolarcalifornia.ca.gov/documents/CEC-300-2007-008-CMF.PDF. At 
the direction of Governor Schwarzenegger, the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) approved the California Solar Initiative on January 12, 2006. The initiative 
creates a $3.3 billion, ten-year program to install solar panels on one million roofs in the 
State. See http://www.gosolarcalifornia.ca.gov/nshp/index.html. 

10.	 For example, Alameda County has installed two solar tracking carports, each generating 
250 kilowatts. By 2005, the County had installed eight photovoltaic systems totaling 
over 2.3 megawatts.  The County is able to meet 6 percent of its electricity needs through 
solar power. See 
http://www.acgov.org/gsa/Alameda%20County%20-%20Solar%20Case%20Study.pdf. 

11.	 Many commercial, industrial, and campus-type facilities (such as hospitals, universities 
and prisons) use fuel to produce steam and heat for their own operations and processes. 
Unless captured, much of this heat is wasted.  Combined heat and power (CHP) captures 
waste heat and re-uses it, e.g., for residential or commercial space heating or to generate 
electricity. See U.S. EPA, Catalog of CHP Technologies at 
http://www.epa.gov/chp/documents/catalog_of_%20chp_tech_entire.pdf. The average 
efficiency of fossil-fueled power plants in the United States is 33 percent. By using 
waste heat recovery technology, CHP systems typically achieve total system efficiencies 
of 60 to 80 percent. CHP can also substantially reduce emissions of carbon dioxide. 
http://www.epa.gov/chp/basic/efficiency.html. Currently, CHP in California has a 
capacity of over 9 million kilowatts.  See list of California CHP facilities at 
http://www.eea-inc.com/chpdata/States/CA.html. 

12.	 The California Energy Commission has found that the State’s water-related energy use – 
which includes the conveyance, storage, treatment, distribution, wastewater collection, 
treatment, and discharge – consumes about 19 percent of the State’s electricity, 30 
percent of its natural gas, and 88 billion gallons of diesel fuel every year, and this 
demand is growing.  See 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC-999-2007-008/CEC-999-2007-008.PD 
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F. Accordingly, reducing water use and improving water efficiency can help reduce 
energy use and associated greenhouse gas emissions. 

13.	 The Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB 1881) requires the Department 
of Water Resources (DWR), not later than January 1, 2009, to update the Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance. The draft of the entire updated Model Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance will be made available to the public.  See 
http://www.owue.water.ca.gov/landscape/ord/updatedOrd.cfm. 

14.	 See Graywater Guide, Department of Water Resources, Office of Water Use Efficiency 
and Transfers at http://www.owue.water.ca.gov/docs/graywater_guide_book.pdf. See 
also The Ahwahnee Water Principles, Principle 6, at 
http://www.lgc.org/ahwahnee/h2o_principles.html. The Ahwahnee Water Principles 
have been adopted by City of Willits, Town of Windsor, Menlo Park, Morgan Hill, Palo 
Alto, Petaluma, Port Hueneme, Richmond, Rohnert Park, Rolling Hills Estates, San Luis 
Obispo, Santa Paula, Santa Rosa, City of Sunnyvale, City of Ukiah, Ventura, Marin 
County, Marin Municipal Water District, and Ventura County. 

15.	 See Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the California Water and 
Land Use Partnership, Low Impact Development, at 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/lid-factsheet.pdf. 

16.	 See, for example, the City of Santa Cruz, Water Conservation Office at 
http://www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us/wt/wtcon/index.html; Santa Clara Valley Water District, 
Water Conservation at http://www.valleywater.org/conservation/index.shtm; and 
Metropolitan Water District and the Family of Southern California Water Agencies, Be 
Water Wise at http://www.bewaterwise.com. Private projects may provide or fund 
similar education. 

17.	 See CEC Public Interest Energy Research Program, Dairy Power Production Program, 
Dairy Methane Digester System, 90-Day Evaluation Report, Eden Vale Dairy (Dec. 
2006) at 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-500-2006-083/CEC-500-2006-083.PD 
F. See also discussion in the general plan section, below, relating to wastewater 
treatment plants and landfills. 

18.	 Many cities and counties provide information on waste reduction and recycling.  See, for 
example, the Butte County Guide to Recycling at http://www.recyclebutte.net. The 
California Integrated Waste Management Board’s website contains numerous 
publications on recycling and waste reduction that may be helpful in devising an 
education project. See http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/default.asp?cat=13. 
Private projects may also provide education directly, or fund education. 

19.	 See U.S. EPA, Our Built and Natural Environments, A Technical Review of the 
Interactions between Land Use, Transportation, and Environmental Quality (Jan. 2001) at 
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pp. 46-48 http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/built.pdf. 

20.	 The U.S. Conference of Mayors cites Sacramento’s Transit Village Redevelopment as a 
model of transit-oriented development.  More information about this project is available 
at http://www.cityofsacramento.org/planning/projects/65th-street-village/. The 
California Department of Transportation maintains a searchable database of 21 transit-
oriented developments at 
http://transitorienteddevelopment.dot.ca.gov/miscellaneous/NewHome.jsp. 

21.	 Palo Alto’s Green Ribbon Task Force Report on Climate Protection recommends 
pedestrian and bicycle-only streets sections under its proposed actions. See 
http://www.city.palo-alto.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=7478. 

22.	 There are a number of car sharing programs operating in California, including City 
CarShare http://www.citycarshare.org/, Zip Car http://www.zipcar.com/ and Flexcar 
http://www.flexcar.com/. 

23.	 The City of Lincoln has a NEV program.  See http://www.lincolnev.com/index.html. 

24.	 See, for example, Marin County’s Safe Routes to Schools program at 
http://www.saferoutestoschools.org/. 

25.	 The Conservation Element addresses the conservation, development, and use of natural 
resources including water, forests, soils, rivers, and mineral deposits.  Measures proposed 
for the Conservation Element may alternatively be appropriate for other elements.  In 
practice, there may be substantial overlap in the global warming mitigation measures 
appropriate for the Conservation and Open Space Elements. 

26.	 See the Attorney General’s settlement agreement with the County of San Bernardino, 
available at 
http://ag.ca.gov/cms_pdfs/press/2007-08-21_San_Bernardino_settlement_agreement.pdf. 
See also Marin County Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (Oct. 2006) at 
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/final_ghg_red_plan.pdf; Marin 
Countywide Plan (Nov. 6, 2007) at 
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/fm/cwpdocs/CWP_CD2.pdf; Draft 
Conservation Element, General Plan, City of San Diego at 
http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/genplan/pdf/generalplan/ce070918.pdf. 

27.	 Public Resources Code Section 25402.1(h)2 and Section 10-106 of the Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards establish a process that allows local adoption of energy standards 
that are more stringent than the statewide Standards.  More information is available at the 
California Energy Commission’s website.  See 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2005standards/ordinances_exceeding_2005_building_s 
tandards.html. 
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28.	 See, e.g., LEED at http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CategoryID=19; see also 
Build it Green at http://www.builditgreen.org/guidelines-rating-systems. 

29.	 The City of Santa Monica, for example, has instituted a Green Building Program.  See 
http://www.greenbuildings.santa-monica.org/. The City of Pasadena also has a green 
building ordinance that applies to public and private buildings. See 
http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/permitcenter/greencity/building/gbprogram.asp and 
http://ordlink.com/codes/pasadena/index.htm?Search_Code=Begin+Searching+Municipa 
l+Code at Title 14. The City of San Francisco is considering adopting green building 
performance requirements that would apply to public and private buildings.  See 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/gbtfrrreleasev1.3.pdf. 

30.	 See, e.g., “Green County San Bernardino,” http://www.greencountysb.com/. As part of 
its program, the County is waiving permit fees for alternative energy systems and 
efficient heating and air conditioning systems.  See http://www.greencountysb.com/ at p. 
3. For a representative list of incentives for green building offered in California and 
throughout the nation, see U.S. Green Building Council, Summary of Government LEED 
Incentives (updated quarterly) at 
https://www.usgbc.org/ShowFile.aspx?DocumentID=2021. 

31.	 For example, Riverside Public Utilities offers free comprehensive energy audits to its 
business customers.  See 
http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/busi-technicalassistance.asp. 

32.	 Under Southern California Gas Company’s Energy Efficiency Program for 
Commercial/Industrial Large Business Customers, participants are eligible to receive an 
incentive based on 50% of the equipment cost, or $0.50 per therm saved, whichever is 
lower, up to a maximum amount of $1,000,000 per customer, per year.  Eligible projects 
require an energy savings of at least 200,000 therms per year.  See 
http://www.socalgas.com/business/efficiency/grants/. 

33.	 The City of Berkeley is in the process of instituting a “Sustainable Energy Financing 
District.” According to the City, “The financing mechanism is loosely based on existing 
‘underground utility districts’ where the City serves as the financing agent for a 
neighborhood when they move utility poles and wires underground.  In this case, 
individual property owners would contract directly with qualified private solar installers 
and contractors for energy efficiency and solar projects on their building. The City 
provides the funding for the project from a bond or loan fund that it repays through 
assessments on participating property owners’ tax bills for 20 years.”  See 
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/Mayor/PR/pressrelease2007-1023.htm. 

34.	 As described in its Climate Action Plan, the City of San Francisco uses a combination of 
incentives and technical assistance to reduce lighting energy use in small businesses such 
as grocery stores, small retail outlets, and restaurants.  The program offers free energy 
audits and coordinated lighting retrofit installation. In addition, the City offers residents 
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the opportunity to turn in their incandescent lamps for coupons to buy fluorescent units. 
See San Francisco’s Climate Action Plan, available at 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/climateactionplan.pdf. 

35.	 Among other strategies for reducing its greenhouse gas emissions, Yolo County has 
adopted purchasing policies for computers and electrical equipment. 
http://www.yolocounty.org/docs/press/GreenhouseGas.htm. 

36.	 See, for example, Los Angeles County Green Purchasing Policy, June 2007 at 
http://www.responsiblepurchasing.org/UserFiles/File/General/Los%20Angeles%20Count 
y,%20Green%20Purchasing%20Policy,%20June%202007.pdf. The policy requires 
County agencies to purchase products that minimize environmental impacts, including 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

37.	 Some local agencies have implemented a cool surfaces programs in conjunction with 
measures to address storm water run off and water quality.  See, for example, The City of 
Irvine’s Sustainable Travelways/Green Streets program at 
http://www.cityofirvine.org/depts/redevelopment/sustainable_travelways.asp; The City of 
Los Angeles’s Green Streets LA program at 
http://water.lgc.org/water-workshops/la-workshop/Green_Streets_Daniels.pdf/view; see 
also The Chicago Green Alley Handbook at 
http://egov.cityofchicago.org/webportal/COCWebPortal/COC_EDITORIAL/GreenAlley 
Handbook_Jan.pdf. 

38.	 See the website for Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory’s Urban Heat Island Group 
at http://eetd.lbl.gov/HeatIsland/LEARN/ and U.S. EPA’s Heat Island website at 
www.epa.gov/heatisland/. To learn about the effectiveness of various heat island 
mitigation strategies, see the Mitigation Impact Screening Tool, available at 
http://www.epa.gov/heatisld/resources/tools.html. 

39.	 For example, the City of Lompoc has a policy to “require new development to offset new 
water demand with savings from existing water users, as long as savings are available.” 
See http://www.ci.lompoc.ca.us/departments/comdev/pdf07/RESRCMGMT.pdf. 

40.	 The Irvine Ranch Water District in Southern California, for example, uses a five-tiered 
rate structure that rewards conservation. The water district has a baseline charge for 
necessary water use. Water use that exceeds the baseline amount costs incrementally 
more money.  While “low volume” water use costs $.082 per hundred cubic feet (ccf), 
“wasteful” water use costs $7.84 per ccf. See 
http://www.irwd.com/AboutIRWD/rates_residential.php. Marin County has included 
tiered billing rates as part of its general plan program to conserve water.  See Marin 
County Countywide Plan, page 3-204, PFS-2.q, available at 
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/fm/cwpdocs/CWP_CD2.pdf. 
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41.	 See the City of Fresno’s Watering Regulations and Ordinances at 
http://www.fresno.gov/Government/DepartmentDirectory/PublicUtilities/Watermanagem 
ent/Conservation/WaterRegulation/WateringRegulationsandRestrictions.htm. 

42.	 See, e.g., the City of San Diego’s plumbing retrofit ordinance at 
http://www.sandiego.gov/water/conservation/selling.shtml. 

43.	 The City of Roseville offers free water conservation audits through house calls and on-
line surveys. See 
http://www.roseville.ca.us/eu/water_utility/water_conservation/for_home/programs_n_re 
bates.asp. 

44.	 See Landscape Performance Certification Program, Municipal Water District of Orange 
County at http://waterprograms.com/wb/30_Landscapers/LC_01.htm. 

45.	 For example, San Diego’s Metropolitan Wastewater Department (SDMWD) installed 
eight digesters at one of its wastewater treatment plants.  Digesters use heat and bacteria 
to break down the organic solids removed from the wastewater to create methane, which 
can be captured and used for energy. The methane generated by SDMWD’s digesters 
runs two engines that supply enough energy for all of the plant’s needs, and the plant 
sells the extra energy to the local grid. See 
http://www.sandiego.gov/mwwd/facilities/ptloma.shtml. In addition, the California Air 
Resources Board approved the Landfill Methane Capture Strategy as an early action 
measure.  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccea/landfills/landfills.htm. Numerous landfills in 
California, such as the Puenta Hills Landfill in Los Angeles County 
(http://www.lacsd.org/about/solid_waste_facilities/puente_hills/clean_fuels_program.asp 
) the Scholl Canyon Landfill in the City of Glendale 
(http://www.glendalewaterandpower.com/Renewable%20Energy%20Development.asp), 
and theYolo Landfill in Yolo County, are using captured methane to generate power and 
reduce the need for other more carbon-intensive energy sources. 

46.	 On April 30, 2007, the Public Utilities Commission authorized a CCA application by the 
Kings River Conservation District on behalf of San Joaquin Valley Power Authority 
(SJVPA). SJVPA's Implementation Plan and general CCA program information is 
available at www.communitychoice.info. See also 
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/comdev/advance/Sustainability/Energy/cca/C 
CA.cfm. (County of Marin); and 
http://sfwater.org/mto_main.cfm/MC_ID/12/MSC_ID/138/MTO_ID/237 (San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission). 

47.	 The Land Use Element designates the type, intensity, and general distribution of uses of 
land for housing, business, industry, open-space, education, public buildings and 
grounds, waste disposal facilities, and other categories of public and private uses. 
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48.	 Samples of local legislation to reduce sprawl are set forth in the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors’ Climate Action Handbook.  See 
http://www.iclei.org/documents/USA/documents/CCP/Climate_Action_Handbook-0906. 
pdf. 

49. 	 The City of Berkeley has endorsed the strategy of reducing developer fees or granting 
property tax credits for mixed-use developments in its Resource Conservation and Global 
Warming Abatement Plan.  City of Berkeley’s Resource Conservation and Global 
Warming Abatement Plan p. 25 at 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/GlobalWarming/BerkeleyClimateActionPlan.pdf. 

50.	 For a lists and maps related to urban growth boundaries in California, see Urban Growth 
Boundaries and Urban Line Limits, Association of Bay Area Governments (2006) at 
http://www.abag.ca.gov/jointpolicy/Urban%20Growth%20Boundaries%20and%20Urban 
%20Limit%20Lines.pdf. 

51.	 The Circulation Element works with the Land Use element and identifies the general 
location and extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares, transportation routes, 
terminals, and other local public utilities and facilities. 

52.	 See Orange County Transportation Authority, Signal Synchronization at 
http://www.octa.net/signals.aspx. Measures such as signal synchronization that improve 
traffic flow must be paired with other measures that encourage public transit, bicycling 
and walking so that improved flow does not merely encourage additional use of private 
vehicles. 

53.	 San Francisco’s “Transit First” Policy is listed in its Climate Action Plan, available at 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/climateactionplan.pdf. The City’s 
policy gives priority to public transit investments and provides public transit street 
capacity and discourages increases in automobile traffic. This policy has resulted in 
increased transit service to meet the needs generated by new development. 

54.	 The City of La Mesa has a Sidewalk Master Plan and an associated map that the City 
uses to prioritize funding. As the City states, “The most important concept for sidewalks 
is connectivity. For people to want to use a sidewalk, it must conveniently connect them 
to their intended destination.” See http://www.ci.la-mesa.ca.us/index.asp?NID=699. 

55.	 San Francisco assesses a Downtown Transportation Impact Fee on new office 
construction and commercial office space renovation within a designated district.  The 
fee is discussed in the City’s Climate Action plan, available at 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/climateactionplan.pdf. 

56.	 For example, Seattle, Washington maintains a public transportation “ride free” zone in its 
downtown from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. daily.  See 
http://transit.metrokc.gov/tops/accessible/paccessible_map.html#fare. 
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57.	 Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth, Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (June 2007) at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking_seminar/Toolbox-Handbook.pdf. 

58.	 See Safe Routes to School Toolkit, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
(2002) at www.nhtsa.dot.gov/people/injury/pedbimot/bike/Safe-Routes-2002; see also 
www.saferoutestoschools.org (Marin County). 

59.	 The Housing Element assesses current and projected housing needs.  In addition, it sets 
policies for providing adequate housing and includes action programs for that purpose. 

60.	 The Open Space Element details plans and measures for preserving open space for 
natural resources, the managed production of resources, outdoor recreation, public health 
and safety, and the identification of agricultural land. As discussed previously in these 
Endnotes, there may be substantial overlap in the measures appropriate for the 
Conservation and Open Space Elements.  

61.	 The Safety Element establishes policies and programs to protect the community from 
risks associated with seismic, geologic, flood, and wildfire hazards. 
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CITIZENS PLANNING ASSOCIATION OF SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, INC. 
916 Anacapa Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
phone (805) 966-3979 • toll free (877) 966-3979 • fax (805) 966-3970 
www.citizensplanning.org • info@citizensplanning.org 
 

 
10 January 2008 
 
Delores Brown 
Chief, Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
901 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Monterey Amendment, SCH#: 200301118 
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
 Please accept the attached comments in behalf of the Citizens Planning Association of Santa 
Barbara County (CPA), one of the original plaintiffs in the matter of PCL et al v. DWR. The 
comments have been prepared by Mr. Arve R. Sjovold, our representative to the plaintiffs’ 
committee and a participant in the EIR process. Although Mr. Sjovold participated in many of the 
EIR committee meetings, he is distressed that virtually none of the comments and suggestions made 
in the long tenure of this committee were recognized or adopted in the preparation of the document. 
Accordingly, he regrets that his name is listed as one of the committee responsible for preparing this 
document. Nonetheless, he will honor his pledge to be of service to the committee and to DWR in 
this matter. 
 The comments are divided up into several distinct sections. The first deals with what Mr. 
Sjovold shows are critical flaws in the CALSIM II model, which was used as the primary analytic 
tool for the impact analyses. Based on Mr. Sjovold’s review of the model, CPA finds this Draft EIR 
is seriously deficient. The CALSIM II review presents several analytic findings that are seminal with 
regard to this model’s flaws; they should be addressed by DWR before this process continues. The 
CALSIM II review also points to critical failures in the application of the CALSIM II results in the 
analysis. 
 The second section addresses other areas of the impact analyses while the third section is an 
attachment of comments and criticisms of the DWR paper on incorporating climate change in to 
CALSIM II. Since DWR made this report central to their analyses of climate change impacts in the 
EIR, it is entirely appropriate to include such comments.  
 Finally, there are two appendices which support the CALSIM II analysis presented by Mr. 
Sjovold. They point to constructive changes that should be included in CALSIM II before it is used 
again.  
 These comments do not reach all the analyses presented in the Draft; there was not sufficient 
time to do so. However, because of the central importance of CALSIM II to the Draft’s analyses, the 
flaws that have been shown by Mr. Sjovold are sufficient to render the entire Draft as inadequate. 
 We appreciate your serious consideration of these significant concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steve Dunn, CPAPresident   Arve Sjovold, CPA Board Member & Plaintiff Representative 
 
CC: Attorney General Edmund G. Brown, Department of Justice 

Secretary Mike Chrisman, California Department of Resources 
Assemblymember Pedro Nava, California State Assembly 
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AN ANALYSIS OF CALSIM II 
AS USED IN THE DRAFT EIR 

By: Arve R. Sjovold 
Introduction 
 
 The draft EIR uses CALSIM II as its primary methodology in analyzing the 
impacts of the Monterey Amendments (with Settlement additions) and therefore deserves 
detailed scrutiny as to its accuracy and appropriateness as a tool for environmental impact 
analysis. The accuracy problem is paramount given that the Appellate Court found that 
the original Monterey EIR had not considered the ramifications of the SWP’s inability to 
deliver anywhere near the full entitlement values prescribed in the SWP contracts. A 
consequence of this finding is the acknowledgement that any entity relying on full 
entitlements as actual deliveries that cannot be fulfilled is dealing with “paper water”. To 
quantify how much water the project can deliver reliably requires a model with a high 
degree of absolute accuracy. And the degree to which the project falls short of delivering 
reliably against expected full entitlements is the measure of “paper water”. DWR’s 
analyses of reliability of delivery rely totally on the use of its CALSIM II model; thus the 
accuracy of CALSIM II is essential. 
 DWR has not properly calibrated CALSIM II so its accuracy is still in question. 
The EIR does not reference any calibration exercise of CALSIM II and assumes that it 
delivers accurate estimates of delivery given the assumptions that are made in its 
development and use. 
 CALSIM II is referred to as a “simulation model” though in fact it is an 
optimization model, which is designed to determine the maximum amount of water that 
can be exported given the constraints of hydrology and SWRCB rules that govern the 
project’s operations. There are troubling features of CALSIM II, which in all likelihood 
render the model as unsuitable as an estimator of project deliveries. The troubling 
features include:  
 

• Its water year indices 
 

• The lack of statistical rigor in characterizing the hydrology 
 

• The inability to use environmental parameters as inputs to study impacts 
 

• The lack of calibrations 
 
Model Suitability for Environmental Impact Analyses 
 
 The fact that the model is an optimization model and not a simulation as 
purported, misleads the analysis of environmental impact. This is particularly true 
considering that the optimization objective is maximizing export of water from the 
Delta and not the maximizing of environmental qualities. Admittedly, quantifying 
environmental qualities for a mathematical model is an extremely difficult task. 
However, the model should at least allow ready testing of various proposals to improve 
the environmental health of the Delta. Instead, the model treats the existing set of water 
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rights rules and regulations as hard-coded constraints within the model code such that it is 
very cumbersome to change them for use in environmental studies. Furthermore, the 
constraints coded in the model are only those that the SWRCB has promulgated as 
regulations on the project that reflect the past history of the project and its observed 
impacts on the Delta. It is a tenuous proposition to pretend that those constraints 
are adequate to protect the environment as we move forward with this project. For 
example, DWR admits that the model does not include within its code any sense of 
Endangered Species Act requirements, which given the current state of the Delta should 
be its primary focus. Furthermore, the last 12 months have seen several court rulings that 
acknowledge the inadequacy of the current operations and regulations to protect 
endangered species. As a result of these rulings, Delta exports have been dramatically 
reduced. As currently configured, CALSIM II is not well suited to help solve these 
problems. 
 The SWRCB constraints that are most limiting on exports are the salinity 
constraints in the Delta and these operate to control salinity mostly in the western Delta. 
In fact, it is fair to say that the model assumes that as long as it meets the salinity 
constraints in the Delta it has met its requirement for environmental protection in 
the Delta.  
 For example, there are no routines in the model to deal with reverse flows in the 
San Joaquin River and the consequent mortality of Delta Smelt in the project pumps. Yet 
there is sufficient data to provide a competent predictor based on flow and pumping 
conditions to predict when reverse flows are likely to occur. It could be used as a 
constraint on Delta pumping in order to protect the fish. (See Appendix A) 
 Even in the case of modeling the salinity, the model uses a predictive equation 
that relies on one position in the western Delta, is dependent only on Delta outflow, and 
is independent of project pumping. Yet the historical sense on this issue is the knowledge 
that heavy pumping in the South Delta can affect the position and variability of the 
salinity gradient in the Delta. With the relationship that presently exists in the model, the 
prediction of the salinity appears to be unaffected by export operations.  

Furthermore, it is a tenuous scientific proposition that a single point for measuring 
the affects of the project on salinity in the Delta is sufficient given the magnitude and 
complexity of the Delta. For example, the Delta Smelt is a species that lives entirely 
within the brackish water of the Delta and its movements to and fro in the Delta are 
largely dependent on the salinity variations. DWR should use its modeling talents to 
predict salinity gradients throughout the Delta and how they vary under different 
hydrologic and pumping scenarios. The EIR is largely silent on this matter and yet it 
would seem, given the present dire state of the Delta, that analyses of this sort would be a 
primary focus of the EIR. 
 The presently used systems of modeling the Delta by DWR rely on CALSIM II in 
concert with DSM2, a more detailed model that is intended to calculate the flows 
throughout the myriad Delta channels. It depends on CALSIM II to provide the input and 
export flows to and from Delta using the CALSIM II calculations for the Sacramento and 
San Joaquin valleys; in effect CALSIM II provides the boundary conditions for the 
operation of DSM2. Thus, DSM2 is limited in the scope of its calculations by the 
CALSIM II constrained inputs. The limitations of CALSIM II as an export optimization 
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model are visited upon the DSM2 calculations independent of the capability of DSM2 to 
investigate salinity variations more broadly.  

It would be extremely useful to the analysis of the environmental impacts of 
the project if first model calculations could be obtained for a scenario without 
regulation of input flows and no exports to establish the conditions in the Delta for 
which the Delta Smelt are adapted. From this baseline it may be possible to determine 
the degree to which project operations affect Delta habitat and hence the species that rely 
on it. 
 
The Problem With Water Year Indices in CALSIM II 
 
 CALSIM II uses as a primary input to its calculations a designation called “Water 
Year Type”, which can take on one of five discreet values corresponding to whether the 
year in question is “wet”, “above normal”, “below normal”, “dry”, or “critical”. These 
designations are used as input data to govern project operations in the model (and in 
practice), particularly in setting environmental constraints and are developed from the 
historical record spanning 73 years, 1922-1994, the basic hydrologic record used to drive 
CALSIM II. 
 Water year type is derived from a “Water Year Index” which is in turn developed 
from a runoff index. There are two sets of runoff indices, one for the Sacramento Basin 
runoff and one for the San Joaquin basin runoff. The basin runoff indices are calculated 
from the measured runoffs from the four major rivers in the Sacramento Basin and the 
four major rivers in the San Joaquin. These major rivers capture about 80% of the total 
runoff in the respective basins and are believed to be reliable surrogates for runoff. This 
runoff data is available on a monthly basis. 
 For each water year (October through September) a water year index is calculated 
as the weighted sum of 40% of the current forecast for the upcoming April to July runoff, 
plus 30% of the current October through March runoff, plus 30% of the previous year’s 
water index. Thus the weighted formulation necessarily spans parts of two water years 
although it purports to represent the current water year. Depending on the value of the 
index for a given water year an assignment into one of the water year types is made. For 
project operations, the index is set by the first of the month forecast beginning in 
February and continues until the final determination based on the May forecast of runoff.  
 For use in CALSIM II a water-year type and a water year index are provided as 
fixed assignments for a given year in a “look-up table” for use in the calculations. 
Because of the way in which these two attributes are derived they in effect provide 
the simulation with “perfect” information as to the upcoming runoff season 
(December through May) for a given water year, a circumstance that is not possible 
for making decisions for real time operations. Also there is the fundamental question 
posed by the derivation of the water year index in that it combines the runoff from two 
successive water years. There is no scientific merit to the notion that the previous 
year’s runoff should affect the subsequent year’s runoff, which is precisely what the 
40-30-30 weighting does. A simple serial correlation of the annual runoff record shows 
that there is no significant correlation, meaning that the current water year’s runoff is 
independent of the previous water year. The water index is without any scientific merit 
and it should not be used, as is the case for the dependent parameter, water year type. 
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How the use of these indices biases the CALSIM II calculations and the actual project 
operations is difficult to deduce, but it is sufficiently clear to state that none of the 
calculations can be considered useful in the analyses of the EIR. 
 The additional fact that the indices as they are used are provided to the 
calculations in a fashion that gives the calculations “perfect information” ahead of 
the unfolding water year run-off is also sufficient to discredit any claim that this 
model is a simulation of system hydrology. In a simulation, one tries to replicate the 
decision structure that faces the system in real time. Knowing how the water year is 
going to end well before it is experienced allows CALSIM II to begin pumping early 
in the water year when at times little runoff has materialized. In effect, the early 
pumping borrows water from the Delta in the knowledge that it will be made up 
during the spring runoff. However, in real time the system operators do not know 
that spring runoff will be ample and therefore must restrict early pumping until 
events on the ground dictate that it is safe to pump. 
 
Environmental Inputs 
 
 The object of environmental impact analyses is to evaluate the degree to which 
project operations and requirements affect what is broadly referred to as the environment. 
Because environmental attributes are difficult to quantify a good approach is to develop 
quantitative methods that at least allow ready evaluation of various alternatives intended 
to both achieve environmental protection and project operations. The present form of 
CALSIM II focuses only on project operations. It limits its treatment of the environment 
to what can be hard coded into the model as purported environmental constraints. Even in 
this regard no attempt has been made to have the model address important environmental 
questions such as that posed by the dangerous declines in Delta fish species.  
 A peer review panel of nationally recognized experts was convened to review the 
CALSIM II model as a tool to support water planning (See Appendix G of the EIR). 
However, that panel “did not specifically address the manner in which CALSIM II 
represents the environmental regulations and objectives established for the Central Valley 
water system”, as stated in a study(1) by the National Heritage Foundation. That study 
builds on the peer review study to examine just how CALSIM II treats environmental 
constraints and objectives in the model.  

The NHI study found that CALSIM II and actual operations are not faithful 
to the constraints and requirements that have been levied on the projects to protect 
the environment and the Delta. The study also attempts to examine what would be 
required in terms of additional changes and requirements that might be necessary to 
restore Delta health. The EIR does not address the current lack of compliance nor what 
additional measures might be necessary to begin to restore the Delta. Given the current 
state of the Delta this deficiency is deplorable and the EIR is again deficient. 
 

(1) Jeffrey T. Payne et al, “An Environmental Review of CalSim-II : 
Defining “Full Environmental Compliance” and “Environmentally 

       Preferred” Formulations of the CalSim-II Model, Natural Heritage  
       Institute, November 2005
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Lack of Statistical Rigor in Characterizing the Hydrology 
 
 CALSIM II uses a 73-year historical record of runoff as the primary input to the 
model. The variation evident in this record is assumed to be an accurate representation of 
the variation to be expected in the future and this assumption is relied on in 
characterizing the likelihood of the various output results. For the estimate of reliability 
of delivery, the model arranges the outputs in ascending order and ranks them in terms of 
the percentage of outputs exceeding a particular level of delivery. This percentage is used 
as an indicator of how well the project can meet its delivery requirements. Used in this 
way the frequency of occurrence takes on the quality of probability. But before any 
notion of probability can be assigned, the underlying stochastic character of the input 
variable, runoff, must be ascertained. In fact this information must be available to 
adequately design the model in the first place. This seems not to have taken place in the 
development of CALSIM II. 
 A careful examination of the statistical character of Central Valley runoff (using 
the 8-river runoff index--the combination of Sacramento and San Joaquin runoff) shows 
that runoff comprises two distinct groupings, a group that can be described as dry years 
and the other as wet years. Figure 1 presents a crude histogram of the 98-year runoff 
record for the 8-river index and it is quite clear that there are two distinct modes (central 
tendencies). These two tendencies 
 

Figure 1 
 

Runoff Distribution in the Central Valley 
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comprise two independent probability distributions and must be treated as such. The 
overall average runoff for the record (the 8-river index) is 18.04 million acre-feet, which 
is located in the minimum between the two central tendencies. Accordingly, the average 
is a relatively unlikely event, certainly not representative of what is normally referred to 
as “normal.” Thus to characterize individual water years as “normal”, “above normal”, or 
“below normal” conveys no real meaning. Another characteristic of the dry side 
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distribution is that the only sense of a threshold that could be described as “critical” are 
the lowest four years in the distribution, which are all 7 MAF or less. 

There are 55 years (56% of the record) that comprise the dry year distribution and 
43 years (44%) that are in the wet year distribution. These characterizations are based on 
total annual runoff. Since project operations cannot know at the beginning of the water 
year in September what the eventual runoff for the year will be, and the previous year is 
no indicator for what may happen in the current water year, it is of interest to examine the 
monthly runoff variations to establish when, in a given water year, a reliable conclusion 
can be drawn as to the likely amount of total runoff. This is where the look-up table of 
water year index and water year type bias the calculations by in effect telling CALSIM II 
what the water year will be before it is fully experienced. (Typically, runoff in the first 
few months of the water year is not very high and appreciable runoff does not occur until 
significant rain occurs.)  This is very important to the environmental management of 
the Delta because it could be extremely detrimental to the fisheries if massive 
pumping was initiated before a reasonable forecast could be made of the amount of 
water to be made available. Since in general significant runoff seldom occurs before 
December, prudence would dictate reduced pumping rates in the fall until runoff is 
sufficient to provide exports and assure a healthy Delta habitat. Of necessity the project 
has to be operated this way because it cannot pump water that is not really available. 
However, that level of early year pumping that can both protect the Delta 
environment and provide for exports has not been ascertained, either for operations 
or for CALSIM II calculations and the EIR fails to show as much. 

Significant runoff can occur in December and generally runoff increases going 
into winter and peaks in the spring when snowmelt becomes the major source of runoff. 
However, the record shows that December and even January and February have 
widespread variations in runoff. Figures 2, 3, and 4 present the histograms of runoff for 
those months respectively based on the 98-year runoff record. What is remarkable about 
these histograms is that they are highly skewed to dry months, so much so that the most 
likely (mode) runoff is approximately 1/3 of the average runoff for either December or 
January. More than half the data points in December are in the first three bars of the 
histogram, which means that for most of the years it is very unlikely that even modest 
export levels should be entertained. The same is true for January and even February. 
Again it must be observed that the average values of monthly runoff are not very 
representative of anything and can be very misleading. The likelihood of an average 
runoff is about 1/3 that of the most likely runoff. If pumping operational decisions were 
to be dictated by the average level of runoff, in most years there would be insufficient 
water for Delta health. This may in fact be the central reason in explaining the current 
declines in several of the threatened and endangered species in the Delta. 

Given the above characteristics for monthly runoff, it is of great interest to 
establish when at the earliest the overall character of the year can be discerned. To this 
end some illuminating regression analyses have been performed to see how well earlier 
monthly runoff can predict total annual runoff (See Appendix B). A fairly good predictor 
is obtained by taking the sum of December and January runoff as an independent variable 
and regressing total runoff against that variable. Figure 5 is a scatter-plot of this data and 
shows distinctly that the Dec-Jan variable divides the data set into wet and dry domains. 
(There is a gap in the scatter-plot that demarks the two domains.) All the dry year totals 
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except one are delimited when the Dec-Jan sum is 3.9 MAF or less. That threshold also 
captures approximately 5 years that belong to the wet year group. The mean of the sum of 
December and January is 4.46 MAF so a sum of 3.9 or less signifies a dry winter as well. 
The average annual runoff (8-river index) is 18.04 MAF and the scatter-plot shows few 
data points surrounding this total, further confirmation that the average does not confer 
any sense of “normal.” 

 CALSIM II needs to be revised to correctly account for the bi-modal 
statistical distribution of runoff. The analysis presented in Appendix B shows one 
possible direction. That direction would lead to a decision framework that would restrict 
pumping significantly in the fall and early winter until the amount of runoff that has 
materialized in combination with whatever snow-pack measurements indicate that more 
pumping can resume. And if that decision framework were put in place it would most 
likely eliminate the notion that there is any surplus water in January, February, and 
possibly March, to be used to implement Article 21, Carryover, or Turnback pool 
provisions in the Monterey Amendments.  

 
Figure 2 
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Figure 3 

Histogram of Jan Flow 
Frequency vs. MAF 
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Figure 4 

Histogram of Feb Flow 
Frequency vs. MAF 
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Figure 5 
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Total 8-River Flow vs. Dec+Jan, (MAF) 
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The Lack of Calibration of CALSIM II 
 
 It was stated above that it is necessary that CALSIM II be calibrated if it is to 
serve any useful function in environmental assessment or in assessing delivery reliability. 
DWR claims that its model gives reasonable answers and that it can be relied on for 
relative accuracy. A peer review of the model strongly recommended that the model be 
calibrated, especially if it is to be used where absolute accuracy is required and even if it 
is used for relative accuracy, as in comparisons of cases, given that it is an optimization 
model. Calibrating an optimization model is essential in order to establish that 
whatever optima are calculated are real or possible solutions. This has not been 
done for CALSIM II and there can be no assurance of how well its calculated values 
represent reality. 
 On the other hand, from the data at hand and with an understanding of how 
CALSIM II works it is possible to develop some estimates of its accuracy. What is 
required are CALSIM II estimates for a sequence of years for which there is also actual 
delivery data and which can be reasonably asserted are for the same conditions assumed 
for the CALSIM II estimates.  

The EIR and the Reliability Report (Final 2005 Report) use CALSIM II estimates 
for a record that spans 1922-1994 and studies cases for levels of development 
corresponding to the years 2001, 2003, and 2021. The EIR reports in Table 6-7 the 
requests and subsequent actual Table A deliveries for the years 1996-2005, a period that 
spans the assumed level of development for year 2001 but there are no CALSIM II 
results for those years. The EIR also identifies the water year types associated with the 
actual deliveries.  

Because the CALSIM II runs noted above do not include in its record the years 
1996-2005 it is not possible to perform a direct comparison of estimates with deliveries. 
However, an examination of the CALSIM II results reported in the Reliability Report for 
the 73-year record shows two sequences of 10 years that are very similar to the 1996-
2005 period, as judged by water year type. Those sequences are 1940-1949 and 1978-
1987.  
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Table 1 presents the actual deliveries for the 1996-2005 period, along with the 
water year type and the contractor requests as reported in the EIR. Also shown are the 
reported actual deliveries as reported in the DWR reliability report, which show some 
disagreement from the EIR. Table 2 presents the water year type, assumed level of 
demand, and the CALSIM II deliveries for the selected 10-year sequences judged 
equivalent to the 1996-2005 period. The estimated deliveries are from Table B-3 of the 
reliability report as is the level of assumed demand, year 2001, or roughly the midpoint of 
the 10-year span. Water year types for these two sequences were taken from the input 
data file assembled for CALSIM II. 

Table 1 
SWP Actual Deliveries  

Table A as reported (TAF) 
   

  
(From 
EIR)   

(2005 Rel 
Rep)  

       

YEAR 
YR 
TYPE REQ DEL  DEL  

       
1996 W 2676 2515  2206  
1997 W 2976 2326  2308  
1998 W 3335 1726  1595  
1999 W 3147 2738  2521  
2000 AN 3617 3201  2703  
2001 D 4124 1547  1374  
2002 D 3914 2573  2511  
2003 AN 4126 2901  2964  
2004 BN 4128 2600  2312  
2005 AN 4127 2828    

       
 AVG 3617 2495.5  2277.1  

 
       

 
 

It is assumed that “Requests” as reported in Table 6-7 of the EIR is a reasonable 
representation of the “demand” as used in the CALSIM II runs. Table 1 shows quite 
clearly that deliveries fall far short of requests. There is also the troubling observation 
that the EIR and Reliability Report do not agree; there is a little more than a 200 TAF 
difference in the averages. The EIR and the Reliability Report both profess to provide a 
detailed tabulation of actual deliveries. Since actual deliveries should be a matter of 
record there should be no discrepancy. 
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Table 2 

 
Estimated CALSIM II Deliveries  

Table A (TAF) 
(From 2005 Reliability Report) 

 
         
         
YEAR TYPE DEMAND DEL  YEAR TYPE DEMAND DEL 
         
1940 AN 3713 3544  1978 AN 3126 3036 
1941 W 3013 3036  1979 BN 3527 3509 
1942 W 3583 3599  1980 AN 3197 3208 
1943 W 3632 3545  1981 D 3834 3532 
1944 D 3563 3449  1982 W 3451 3471 
1945 BN 3612 3479  1983 W 3007 3036 
1946 BN 3710 3724  1984 W 3692 3706 
1947 D 3954 2652  1985 D 3753 3540 
1948 BN 3959 2681  1986 W 3345 3023 
1949 BN 3864 2568  1987 D 3905 2894 

         
AVG  3660 3227    3483.7 3295 
         

 
 

  
 For both of the sequences presented in Table 2, looking at just the averages, 
CALSIM II estimates deliveries that are nearly equal to the assumed level of demand. For 
either sequence the level of demand is very nearly the same as the level of requests 
shown in Table 1 above. However, the level of estimated deliveries for each of these 
sequences is substantially higher than was shown as actual deliveries for the period 1996-
2005. The estimated averages are roughly 700 TAF or 950 TAF above the actual average 
deliveries as reported by the EIR and the Reliability Report respectively for the period 
1996-2005. 
 The two sequences are not perfect reproductions of the hydrologic sequence 
shown in Table 1 for the period 1996-2005. However, the balance of wetter than normal 
and drier than normal years is comparable. In fact, there are fewer drier years in the 
actual delivery sequence than in the two CALSIM II sequences. If there were to be any 
bias due to this difference it should reduce the estimated delivery level, which is already 
too high in comparison to the actual. 

Based on these comparisons, one must conclude that either the level of demand 
assumed for the CALSIM II estimates is without foundation or that the model is seriously 
biased. In fact, until the source of this difference can be discovered and corrected the 
model is too inaccurate to be used for either absolute or relative accuracy in any study. It 
should be noted here that the list of contractor requests, which are used to drive CALSIM 
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II, does include some unrealistic requests. For example, a full Table A request of 25,000 
acre-feet is shown for San Luis Obispo County which would be impossible to fulfill since 
the pipeline to San Luis Obispo County is sized to pass only 4800 acre-feet. What the 
model does with this excess water is a mystery. 

One may conjecture that the bias is due to the difference between the 
operations implicit in an optimization model and the operations in actual practice. 
The model is given perfect information concerning the hydrology and only considers 
constraints that are promulgated by the SWRCB while actual operations must 
always be governed by the uncertainties of the hydrology ahead and environmental 
conditions as they materialize, of which the ESA actions are the most important. 
The optimization model is not really a good simulator of actual operations. 
 
Other Comments on the Utility of CALSIM II in the EIR 
 
Use of Averages in Reporting 
 
 Because the EIR relies so strongly on CALSIM II wherever it makes quantitative 
findings, it is questionable if such findings are of any merit given the deficiencies in the 
model. Even the methodology for reporting the model’s calculations is misleading. First, 
because the model construction has ignored the underlying stochastic character of the 
input hydrology, the use of averages everywhere in the report give little insight as to the 
effects of project operations. For example, many lengthy tables are presented showing 
average flows throughout the system as calculated by CALSIM II. Table 7.1-2 of chapter 
7 of the EIR presents tables that show average monthly flows for a number of stations 
over a fairly lengthy record. It is not certain what this table is intended to demonstrate 
since the record spans the period with CVP-only operations up to and including the 
period when both the SWP and the CVP are operating. What would be more interesting is 
to show the typical changes in these flows as the projects mature to maximum 
entitlements. Furthermore, given the highly skewed character of the monthly flow 
distributions as shown above, it is more important to show what the flows are for 
the dry as well as wet domains. We have already shown that the average monthly 
flow is an uninteresting statistic and lends no meaning to the analysis. 
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OTHER COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT MONTEREY + EIR 
 

 
Use of  Partial Hydrologic Records in Some Impact Analyses 
 
 In several instances the analysis relies on restricted hydrologic records in 
quantifying a particular point. The analysis of the effects of “borrowing” from lakes 
Castaic and Perris is a particular egregious example of distorting the impact by use of a 
restricted record. The analysis tries to show that the borrowing has little or no impact by 
comparing operations at these lakes before and after the Monterey amendments. Central 
to this analysis are the recorded data of operations from 1974 through 1994 for the before 
and the recorded data of operations from 1995 through 2003. The problem with this 
comparison is that the before record has an embedded 6-year drought and the after is an 
acknowledged wet period. Thus borrowing under Monterey occurred during a wet period 
while the basis for comparison has a mixed hydrologic record. Given the variations in 
lake parameters over ordinary operations those records are also too short to give 
confidence to the conclusions drawn. 
 If CALSIM II did not have so many flaws, this would have been a good example 
for its use to establish over the variation of a 98-year record the relative changes in lake 
levels due to borrowing. This would be standard practice for a study of this kind for 
which a large simulation had been developed. Unfortunately, CALSIM II is not a 
simulation and is not an appropriate tool. This leaves the analysis of the impact of 
borrowing resting on comparisons of a very restricted record. 
 In section 7.1, which characterizes the environmental setting in the major rivers 
and the Delta, data is presented which comprises significant variations in record lengths. 
Some data records span the period of SWP start-up but stop before full maturation of 
project contract entitlements. Only averages over these periods are reported so it is 
puzzling to discern just what the EIR is attempting to portray. Clearly, what would be 
much more informative would be to show the trends in stream flows as the project 
matures. Also, because the data represent several different sources, there are 
inconsistencies in the data. Inflows do not necessarily add up to Delta outflow (Table 7.1-
2), as one would expect from the ensemble of rivers represented. The same can be said of 
the presentation of pre-project water quality data. If the environmental setting is to serve 
as a basis for comparison in impact analysis, the presentations leave much to be desired, 
especially when more informative presentations could have been prepared. 
 
Use of frequency charts 
 
 Another reporting method is the use of the “frequency of return” charts that 
appear throughout the EIR. They purport to give the sense of probability of occurrence. 
However, because there are really two underlying probability distributions for the 
hydrology (“dry period” and “wet period” as we show above) the frequency charts are 
misleading and give an optimistic picture of the project’s capabilities. They should not be 
used in the EIR 
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Article 21, Carryover, and Turn-back Pool Deliveries 
 
 These three categories of contractual water deliveries raise serious questions 
regarding pumping and Delta health. All are deliveries to be made in January, February, 
or March when certain conditions prevail. Article 21-water is termed surplus water but 
the only definition for it comes from the SWP contracts. There is certainly no test of 
whether it is surplus to the Delta. DWR must develop a definition of surplus water 
that is properly constrained by considerations of Delta ecological health. This 
constraint must supersede the definition of surplus water in the master contract.  
The EIR must be considered deficient until such a requirement has been met.  

The Monterey Amendments eliminates all the conditions and constraints on 
delivery of surplus water that were in the original contract and substituted a new Article 
21. One of the original provisions was the responsibility to determine that surplus water 
not be used in any manner that would constitute the development of a permanent-like 
economy due to its use. The new definition would seem to allow much more latitude to 
the use of surplus water for M&I uses that might not be allowed under the original 
contract. The EIR should analyze the impact of this provision in creating still more paper 
water.  

Carryover and Turn-back Pool water are also contractual definitions and, together 
with Article 21 water, all three definitions have been modified by the Monterey 
Amendments. Carryover water is strictly a consequence of the difference between the 
definitions of contract year and water year. “Carryover” as used in the contract does not 
deal at all with reserving water in one water year to make it available in a subsequent 
water year, which is the normally intended meaning of the word. Instead, at the end of 
December when a new contract year starts, whatever Table A amounts that were 
scheduled but not delivered in the old year may be delivered in the new contract year 
even though it is in the same water year. The demand for this delivery occurs in the same 
months as for Article 21 water when, as we have shown, there is great uncertainty as to 
how the water year will turnout. The same is basically true for Turn-back Pool water. It 
too is a creation of the difference between contract and water years. Both “Carryover” 
and “Turn-back Pool” create opportunities for the contractors to “game” the system to get 
more Table A deliveries, all under the guise of strict adherence to the contracts. Because 
these categories are basically contractual creations of Monterey, invocation of them to 
cause deliveries in the first three months of the contract year should be carefully 
scrutinized in the EIR for impacts on Delta health. In fact, it would be extremely useful to 
examine project operations without these provisions. Furthermore, an alternative scenario 
for full EIR examination should be generated which requires the contract year to be 
coincident with the water year. 
 
EWA operations 
 
 The EIR’s discussions of the Environmental Water Account (EWA) do not help 
the reader understand how the EWA is supposed to work. On one hand it sounds like it is 
intended to reserve water to be made available for fish in the Delta when circumstances 
indicate that more flow into the Delta is necessary. On the other hand the EIR talks about 
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storing EWA water in the San Luis Reservoir. If it is in the San Luis Reservoir how is it 
made available to the fish when needed? The obvious question is could the water be kept 
above the Delta so that its release for fish is direct and to the point? Why must the water 
be delivered to San Luis Reservoir if it is anticipated that it will be needed for the EWA? 
Are those who are selling their water south of the Delta making a profit on it? And if it is 
a project obligation to adhere to the ESA why doesn’t DWR act cautiously to make sure 
that it keeps enough water above the Delta to assure their ESA obligations? All of these 
questions should be addressed in the EIR. 
 
Energy Impacts 
 
 Since the SWP is a very large net consumer of power, and given the present 
urgency about energy use and global warming, the analysis of the project’s energy 
impacts is very important. Probably the most important direct energy effect of the 
Monterey Amendments per se is the transfer of 130 TAF of water from agriculture in the 
San Joaquin to urban users, most of which are outside the San Joaquin Valley. For those 
transfers to Southern California the transferred water must be pumped over the Tehachapi 
Mountains, which constitutes a net increase of pumping energy over and above that 
which would have been required if the water was used in the Southern San Joaquin as 
originally called for in the contracts. However, there are many more facets to the impacts 
of energy requirements associated with this project. 
 First and foremost, because the project has rarely delivered close to full Table A 
allotments, there is the question of how the energy required for pumping will be supplied 
when the project deliveries approach the full allotments. Since the SWP is at present a net 
energy consumer, any additional deliveries must be presumed to require more pumping 
energy, which must necessarily come from commercial power from the grid. Given the 
difficulties that California has in meeting peak demands in the most recent years, it is not 
at all certain that additional pumping energy can be had without significant impacts on 
the competing demands of California residents. It may be argued that this particular 
problem would attend the SWP without Monterey, but we should point out that all of 
DWR’s calculations with CALSIM II predict increased deliveries, so much so that they 
have made those calculations the basis of their reliability analyses. The same CALSIM II 
calculations also are used to claim that the amended SWP now has much less “paper 
water”. In any event, to make their calculations consistent they should assess the net 
increase in pumping energy demands associated with their claim that they can deliver 
more water than in the past.  
 A correct reckoning and portrayal of the energy impacts should use the actual 
record of deliveries as a basis for comparison instead of the CALSIM II generated 
numbers for year 2020. (There is particular concern in the period 2000 to 2005 when 
increased Delta pumping during December, January, and February occurred and a 
tabulation and comparison to prior years would be very informative.) The energy 
problem is how the additional energy to get to 2020 conditions is to be generated. 
 Another aspect of the Monterey Amendments that impacts energy demands is the 
transfer of the Kern Water Bank to the Kern Water Bank Authority (KWBA) combined 
with the Monterey created delivery categories of Article 21, Carryover, and Turn-back 
Pool. The combined effect allows the KWBA to request water from these various 
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accounts to put in the Kern Water Bank for the benefit of the KWBA, which incidentally 
comprises water entities that are not direct contract recipients of SWP. Thus a demand is 
placed on the SWP to pump water that would not have necessarily been pumped if 
KWBA had not been given the Kern Water Bank. The analysis must show how 
operations of the Kern Water Bank would have been expected to occur if it had remained 
as an SWP project facility. Also there is the question as to whether non-project 
participants, such as those comprising the KWBA, should benefit from project 
contractual provisions regarding the prices they pay for pumping energy. Given that 
additional energy increments above the previous baseline must come from commercial 
power, it seems that non-project participants should pay that marginal cost for pumping 
to fill the Kern water Bank. In other words all other legitimate SWP contractors must pay 
slightly more for their pumping energy needs because of costs imposed by operations of 
the KWBA. 
 In summary, the impact analyses must trace all the different flows that follow 
from the Monterey Amendments and accurately calculate the pumping energy differences 
and compare those differences to the previous actual baseline, and not to the year 2020 
level of demand. 
 
Land Use and Planning 
 
 
 In California one of the most important elements in land use planning is the 
availability of a reliable water supply. Because the first Monterey Agreement EIR failed 
to deal with the well-recognized inability of the SWP to deliver even close to full 
entitlements the EIR was held to be deficient. The Appellate Court made note that this 
lack of candid treatment in that EIR placed local planners in a difficult decision as to how 
much firm water they could count on in approving or rejecting development projects. 
Because the pre-Monterey contracts had provisions in them to allow DWR to bring 
entitlements into consonance with real capabilities to deliver and the Monterey 
Agreement made it a specific objective to eliminate those provisions, the Court stated that 
a new EIR must be drafted that analyses the consequences of utilizing the eliminated 
provisions to bring promises of delivery in accord with the project’s capability to deliver. 
The current EIR has attempted to do this, relying on calculations with CALSIM II, but 
because of the total inadequacy of CALSIM II as presently configured those analyses are 
flawed. This brings us to the point in the EIR impact analysis where a fundamental 
requirement promulgated by the Court of Appeals has not been fulfilled. The present 
section of Land Use and Planning is therefore of little use. Nonetheless, there are some 
observations that can be made that may be useful in correcting the analysis in a future 
document. 
 The analysis of impacts on Land Use and Planning avoids the most obvious 
consequences of the project. Table 7.10-1 attempts to guide the reader to the most 
important impacts but ignores what must be considered the first order impacts. The table 
indicates that the only concern with the permanent transfers of water from agriculture to 
others is with the changes in land uses and agricultural practices of the land from which 
the water is transferred. However, it should be clear that any transfers to urban uses raises 
profound issues with changes in developed land use whenever additional water supplies 
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are make available. A prime example of this is the development now being pursued in the 
Castaic region solely because the Castaic Lake Water Agency claims to have reliable 
additional water supplies made available from transfers from Kern County Water 
Agency, all under the auspices of the Monterey Amendments. How the EIR can be silent 
on this matter is beyond comprehension. 
 Furthermore, the amounts of additional, reliable water claimed in the transfers are 
solely based on DWR’s CALSIM II calculations as they are presented in the settlement-
mandated provision requiring a reliability report. Because CALSIM II has already been 
shown to be a grossly inaccurate calculator of reliable water, its use in assessing how 
much water can be relied upon just continues the problem of “paper water”, which the 
Appellate Court and the Settlement Agreement state must be eliminated from land use 
planning. 
 The table also misses the point on the Kern Water Bank transfer. By changing the 
water bank from a SWP facility to one owned and operated for the benefit of a limited set 
of water users, the SWP plans for delivery have been necessarily impacted and as a direct 
consequence the plans regarding the use of whatever water the water bank could have 
made available for all the SWP contractors are impacted. 
 Also the Reliability Report fails to account for the presence or absence of local 
water sources and its guidance to SWP contractors is too simple to be of any practical 
planning use. For example, many SWP contractors, taking their cue from the Reliability 
Report, assume a number around 75% reliability, which they apply to their Table A 
amount in reckoning their reliable supply. In truth, the way that the 75% is calculated 
depends on the project being able to deliver substantial amounts of Table A to Kern 
County Water Agency and the Metropolitan Water District because they have large 
reservoirs and can accept these large amounts in off-demand periods. By contrast, most 
other SWP contractors do not have such storage means and must take their Table A 
amounts during seasonal demands and the average amounts that can be relied on under 
those conditions is much less than 75%. Accordingly, a planner depending on water from 
one of these other SWP contractors would be misled. It is also an interesting observation 
that any development which is permitted solely on the basis of a SWP supply can really 
only depend on approximately 15% of whatever Table A allotment it may have because 
that is the lowest delivery level in the record. This has proven to be a realistic possibility 
in Santa Barbara County where transfers of SWP allotments among SWP subcontractors 
are being made to support developments outside existing water district boundaries. DWR 
needs to instruct its SWP contractors on how to use the information developed by them 
respecting each individual contractor’s ability to receive SWP water in concert with 
whatever other water sources it has available. 
 In summary, the analysis in the EIR of impacts on Land Use and Planning is too 
superficial and limited to be of any use in prospective project decisions. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

An Analysis of Reverse Flows at the South Delta Pumps 
 

Recently, additional information on several factors was obtained that could explain 
the observed Pelagic Organism Decline (POD) in the Delta. It had been posited earlier 
that unusually high pumping by the SWP in the months of December, January, 
February, and March could be the cause. The additional information now focuses on 
the fact that high reverse flows in the Old San Joaquin River brought on by SWP/CVP 
pumping may explain the loss of the Delta Smelt. The investigations that brought this 
information to light also were concerned with the same four months (D,J,F,M). This 
information has been analyzed to relate the Old River flows to export pumping, river 
flows at Vernalis on the San Joaquin, and the Sacramento at Freeport. To date one 
quantitative relationship has been developed that explains the reverse flows quite well. 
The method used was multiple regression analysis and the best relationship so far is 
given below: 

 
 OLDSJ  = 243-0.942*EXP+.533*SJVER 

 

 Where   SJVER = San Joaquin flow at Vernalis, cfs 
   EXP = export pumping,  cfs 

  
Since export pumping is generally much greater than flows at Vernalis, this 
relationship yields negative flows for Old River in most instances. 

    
 

The data set covered the years 1981 to 2006. Two data points appear as clear outliers, 
1983 and 1997, which were very high run-off years. The standard error for this 
equation is 430 cfs while the corresponding percentage error of the fit is 18.5%. All 
coefficients are very significant (“t” values are respectively, 15.11 and 20.23). 
 What seems clear is that export pumping is a very strong variable; reverse (i.e. 
negative) Old River flows could be reduced by directly reducing exports. It seems also 
clear from perusing the input data that San Joaquin flows at Vernalis are not substantial 
enough to overcome the export reverse draw. This is probably due to the fact that in 
most years almost all of the San Joaquin is diverted for irrigation. 
 Another factor not yet analyzed is the magnitude of the exports compared to the 
volumes of water in the sloughs and Clifton Court forebay. When exports typically 
average 10,000 cfs for days at a time, the transit time through the sloughs may be quite 
short. (For example, 10,000 cfs equates to 20,000 acre-feet per day, which could be on 
the order of the volumetric capacity of Clifton Court forebay.) It seems that the 
biologists should look at what happens at all the levels of the aquatic food chain when 
that happens. Perhaps the reduction in smelt numbers and the observation of smaller 
smelt later in the spring are related to the reduction in biologically available food. 
 It might also be profitable to take a restricted look at the months of just December 
and January. Using all four months tends to obscure the fact that quite often river flows 
in the first two months of the four month period can be quite low, so much so that 
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exports would be even more devastating. The biologists should be asked to investigate 
the relationship of POD to just the pumping and flows in the first two months. 
 The sheer magnitude of the export flows is also interesting. There was a levy failure 
in one of the Jones tracts during a period when most observers would not have expected 
any stress on the levies. However, the maps show that the tracts in question are along 
the channels that lead directly to the pumps. Is it possible that the magnitude of the 
flows to the pumps was an important factor in the levy failure? 
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COMMENTS ON DWR’S TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 

“Progress on Incorporating Climate Change 
into Management of California’s Water Resources”, July 2006 

 
By Arve R. Sjovold 
September 2, 2006 

 
  

 In DWR’S year 2002 report on the “The State Water Project Delivery Reliability 
Report” it was explicitly acknowledged that climate change would affect the timing and 
amounts of snowfall and possibly precipitation and that sea level rise was likely. At that 
time the timing of these impacts was speculative. That report promised that more 
definitive studies of the impact on climate change would be provided, possibly as soon as 
the update of the California Water Plan Update 2003. Thus, it was with some anticipation 
that I looked forward to a comprehensive study of the affects of climate change on the 
SWP. The subject report fails to provide that comprehensive study. Although DWR did 
engage in some rather elaborate computerized calculations, the subject of those 
calculations studiously avoided the impacts, now more widely recognized, but clearly 
acknowledged in the 2002 Reliability Report. Any keenly interested observer of the 
debate on climate change would have expected a cogent and objective analysis of the 
effects of sea level rise and changed Sierra run-off patterns as first order effects. 
 The report devotes considerable of its quantitative analyses to the calculations of 
the effects of a very modest sea level rise of 15 inches on the ability of the Delta to 
deliver water to the pumps without severe violations of salinity thresholds. It does so 
based on assumptions that upstream reservoir operations are not changed and that sea 
level rise does not change the hydraulic network in the Delta. Another assumption for this 
analysis is that the salinity gradient in the western Delta does not change with this sea 
level rise. No supporting evidence or analysis is given as to why these assumptions are 
reasonable. In other words, a primary assumption is that the current system of Delta 
levies remains in tact with a 15 inch sea level rise. I won’t argue that that level of sea 
level rise may indeed leave the levies operationally in tact, but it misses the first order 
question of what level of sea level rise will compromise the system of levies. There are 
good maps (produced by DWR, if I am not mistaken) of what the Delta may look like 
with 1, 2, 4, and 10-foot sea level rises. From these maps it is clear that somewhere 
between 2 and 4 feet of rise there is little assurance that the Delta can perform as a 
delivery network of fresh water to the South Delta pumps. Since the subject report 
acknowledges that 2.9 feet of sea level rise is likely under one of the scenarios studied by 
the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the end of the century, clearly the 
most important question to be addressed by DWR is to calculate at what level the Delta’s 
levies cannot be relied upon. The subject report does not do this and does not offer a 
qualitative discussion. 
 The other major assumption underlying their quantitative calculations is that 
reservoir operations (that is, Oroville and Shasta) are not changed by climate change 
impacts. That this is an untenable assumption is apparent from the report’s side study that 
shows, under 3 different scenarios, that peak discharge from the Feather River may be 
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substantially altered. In fact, the most severe scenario carefully quantifies that peak 
discharge for a “15 year event” may be 2 ½ times the current estimate of a 15-year peak 
discharge. Clearly, any inquiring mind would wonder how reservoir operations might be 
affected by such a finding. Curiously, the report does not inquire further. But that may be 
the most intriguing finding of the report. If as a matter of hydrology peak discharges at 
any return level are 2 ½ times higher, such a finding would call into question the ability 
of the dams to function as designed. First, 2 1/2 times peak discharge would probably tax 
the design limits of dam spillways. Second, flood pools in reservoirs would have to be 
enlarged compromising water conservation objectives. Third, passage of discharges 2 1/2 
times as large would undoubtedly cause havoc below the dams. None of this is addressed 
in the report even though that is where it should logically lead. 
 In conclusion, the report shows no scientific curiosity concerning the very likely 
first order impacts of climate change. The detailed quantitative analyses that are 
performed are totally irrelevant to what are the major questions that are posed by climate 
change. The report should candidly state that the most reasonable forecasts of what 
climate change might produce would seriously compromise the project, to the extent that 
the SWP may be obsolete in its current configuration within the current century. This is 
certainly a different tone than that conveyed by this report. 
 
Specific Criticisms 
 

1) The report still relies on CALSIM II as a reliable model to study the impacts 
of climate change. First, as we have so many times stated in the past CALSIM 
II is a fatally flawed model. It has not been calibrated and is not a true 
simulation model, as it is commonly referred to. Second, the indices that are 
use to drive the model in certain of its calculations are without scientific or 
practical merit. They provide the so-called simulation with perfect information 
of stream flows in advance of simulated operational decisions and the indices 
are highly distorted representations of the true stochastic nature of the 
operational problem, simulating operations in the face of uncertain future 
stream flows. It is particularly noteworthy that the CALSIM II run labeled 
“Base” in the report does not resemble the CALSIM II 2021-runs performed 
for the Reliability Report for ostensibly the very same assumptions. In fact, 
the variance between these two case studies, the “2021” study in the reliability 
report and the “Base” in the climate change study, is roughly the same as the 
differences reported between the “Base” case in the climate change study and 
the alternative scenarios. (See Table 1 below.) In stark terms, we are using a 
measuring instrument that is too imprecise to reliably distinguish differences 
among the scenarios. Scientifically, the model is inappropriate just on that 
finding and DWR staff should be required to establish why there are such 
differences between these two reports. 

 
2) Throughout a significant portion of the report detailing previous hydrologic 

history of the Central Valley, there are many regression analyses results that 
are portrayed to establish certain trends that may have some significance. The 
report does not state why they may be relevant. I find it difficult to see any 
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such relevance except if it is to acknowledge that some climate change may 
have already occurred. Even then, I fail to see the relevance absent any 
analysis that shows why it should be. Beyond that observation of relevance, 
there is the more important issue of deciding when a calculated trend is 
significant. It appears from the data presented in the report that many of the 
trends are statistically insignificant at normally accepted thresholds. Why such 
trends are reported as maybe “real” is puzzling. 

 
3) The preoccupation with the affects of climate change on stream flow 

temperatures is probably misplaced. Given that current project operations are 
decimating species in the Delta, the concern seems an attempt to show that the 
species are doomed anyway and we shouldn’t worry about what the projects 
are doing now. That is a very shortsighted view and seems to be extremely 
self-serving with respect to current operations. My view would show more 
emphasis on characterizing future overall stream flow amounts and timing 
rather than on speculations on stream-flow temperatures as if the basic stream 
flows are relatively unperturbed. 

 
4) The report does provide a fairly decent summary of the extant scientific 

theories supporting global warming and the effects on climate. The report 
depends most strongly on the work reported by the IPCC and the scenarios 
they cast. However, other more recent work out of the Goddard Space Science 
Institute (GSSI) strongly suggests that ice sheet breakup of the Greenland 
and/or Antarctic ice sheets may accelerate sea level rise significantly, an event 
that is not a major factor in the IPCC scenarios. If the GSSI theory is more 
correct the integrity of the Delta in the nearer future may be in doubt. Neither 
the IPCC nor the GSSI can offer precise timelines as to when significant sea 
level rise may occur. Nonetheless, it is vitally important that DWR include a 
candid appraisal of the likelihood of sea level impacts on the Delta beyond the 
mere 15-inch rise assumed in their studies. Calculations can easily show that 
the generally accepted existing level of climate forcing, .85 watts/m2, is 
sufficient to melt sufficient ice to raise sea level by 0.4 feet per year. What is 
not certain is how future climate forcing will divide between melting ice and 
warming the biosphere. It is very clear right now that the rate of sea level rise 
cannot be estimated precisely but the potential for rapid sea level rise is the 
most important feature of global warming. The report should candidly state 
so. 

  
5) The report summarizes the past history that has been developed for global 

warming over the past 650,000 years which shows that within our recorded 
history the Earth is near a peak warm temperature for this interval. (See; 
James Hansen, “A Slippery Slope”, Climatic Change, 68, 269-279, 2005). If 
the report had included the corresponding data on the coincidence of 
greenhouse gas concentrations and sea levels with temperature it would be 
quite clear that greenhouse gases are the most significant driver of 
temperature change and consequent sea level rise. The DWR report does 
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include a table of the existing concentrations of CO2 and methane, 
corroborated in the attachment, which are higher than ever measured by the 
ice cores within the past 650,000 years. This remarkable finding should 
require the widest possible range of possible changes rather than the restricted 
ranges chosen by the report. In short, the authors of the report did not delve 
deeply enough into the current research being performed on climate change 
and the report cannot claim to have met its objective of “incorporating climate 
change into the SWP.” 

 
6) The analysis to incorporate climate change into CALSIM II involves an 

intricate attempt to translate IPCC climate change scenarios into specific 
quantitative changes in major Northern California river run-off as the basis of 
the computer calculations that form the major effort of the report. It is noted in 
the analysis that the climate change scenarios are based on global models that 
incorporate only six grid points to characterize expected rainfall for all of 
California. The analysis then proceeds to use the information developed for 
these six grid points to generate estimated changes for 10 of the major rivers. 
Another model, the Variable Infiltration Capacity (VIC) model, is used to   
calculate these estimated changes of rainfall into run-off. An important 
assumption in this exercise is the use of the VIC model to develop 
perturbation ratios due to climate change that can then be used to modify the 
characteristic run-off measurements for these rivers. The clear flaw in this 
methodology is the measured run-off used to characterize the rivers. The 
analysts chose the year 1976, a readily acknowledged drought year to 
characterize the average or “normal” run-off. Since 1976 was well below 
average for any river system in California, this choice necessarily biases the 
estimated changes low. 1976 run-off was probably less than half the average. 
Therefore, on translating changed rainfall into estimated run-off for the major 
rivers feeding the CVP and SWP, the use of 1976 as a basis to scale from as 
described in the report necessarily underestimates the run-offs under climate 
change by a significant amount. Accordingly, the entire exercise with the 
Delta model, DSM, is not even a reasonable estimate. Since this computer 
exercise seems to comprise the most substantive portion of the report, it calls 
into question any and all of its findings. DWR should be required to justify the 
choice of 1976 (although on its face it seems that this can’t be done). A 
standard analysis of this type would have done so as a matter of course.  
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Table 1 
Comparison of “Base” and 2021 CALSIM II Runs 

 
(Million acre-feet per year) 

 
Water Climate Change Report 2002 Reliability Report Deviation 
Year  SWP Exports  SWP Exports 
    Fixed Demand 
 
76   2.97    2.78      .19 
77   1.00    0.83      .17 
78   3.61    3.91      .30 
79   3.70      3.49      .21 
80   4.10    3.46      .64 
81   3.33    3.40      .07 
82   4.71    4.13      .58 
83   3.68    4.13      .45 
84   3.42    4.10      .68 
85   3.52    3.32      .20 
86   4.20    3.01    1.19 
87   2.57    2.84      .27 
88   1.54    0.99      .55 
89   2.72    2.90      .18 
90   1.60    1.15      .45 
91   1.10    1.00      .10 
 
Average Deviation         0.39 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Development of a Preliminary Algorithm 
To Guide Pumping from the Delta 

In the Months of December and January 
 
 A look at monthly flows for the runoff record reveals that significant runoff begins 
in December and increases on through May. The highest runoff measurements generally 
occur in the spring. However, from time-to-time there are some early winter runoffs that 
are quite high. When looking at just the dry year portion of the record it is quite clear that 
the drier years are almost always characterized by runoff in both December and January 
that are much below average. Thus if the water year is going to produce reasonable runoff 
it must come from above average spring runoff. But the operators of the projects cannot 
safely assume that spring will be above average and must then adopt prudent operations 
when beginning export in the fall and winter. Therefore, an operational procedure must be 
developed that begins with the assumption that the water year will be dry until conditions 
show that it is likely to be wet. (We dismiss the notion that the previous water year has any 
useful information contained in its runoff record as is intimated by the “40-30-30” index.) 
The question is then, how can we establish with some certainty how much runoff is likely 
for the year? 
 To answer this question, we analyzed the relationship between total runoff recorded 
by the end of the water year to the measurements of monthly runoff as they occur. A 
perusal of the record shows that trying to rely on December runoff alone does not provide a 
reliable indicator. Next we examined the potential of the combined runoff of December and 
January to indicate the character of the impending water year. 
 We started by defining simple indicator variables. Since we desire to provide 
indicators that are most useful in the early part of the water year we concentrated on the 
months of December and January to see how much they could tell us. The indicators that 
seem to work reasonable well are as follows: 
 
 DRYWINTER, which takes on the value of either one or zero. If it is one, then it 
signifies a combined December-January runoff that is quite dry for that period. We first 
tried a combined runoff of less than 2.5 million acre-feet (MAF), which is just over half the 
average for this period. Later we tried a value of less than 2.25 MAF which is just about 
half.  
  
 WETWIN, which takes on the value of either one or zero. If it is one then it 
signifies a combined December-January runoff of greater than 4.24 MAF, which is the 
average for this period. 
 
 WETSPR, which takes on the value of either one or zero. If it is one then it signifies 
a combined April-May runoff of greater than 7.4 MAF, which is the average for these two 
months. Later we tried a threshold value of 6.5 MAF, or slightly less than the average. We 
felt that more precision in the spring runoff is not necessary since one must wait until 
spring to measure the runoff. So the role of this indicator variable is to establish 
explanatory power for the desired relationship for predicted total runoff. Besides operations 
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can be modified once we have passed beyond the months of December and January and the 
water year record unfolds. 
 
The best relationship that we could find is given below: 
 

TOTAL= 12.81- 2.99 (DRWWINTER) + 7.22(WETWIN) + 5.17(WETSPR) 
Where: 

TOTAL = total water year runoff in MAF 
DRYWINTER = 1,0 where 1 is sum of Dec-Jan when less than 2.25 MAF 
WETWIN = 1,0 where 1 is sum of Dec-Jan when more than 4.24 MAF 
WETSPR = 1,0 where 1 is sum of April-May runoff when greater than 6.5 MAF 

 
 These variables were then tried in a linear multiple regression relationship to 
examine their explanatory power. All of the indicator variables were highly significant and 
the standard deviation of the fit was 3.27 MAF. Nine of the 98 data points in the sample 
were deleted from the regression calculation as probably too extreme on a probability basis. 
7 of those 9 were for extremely high runoff years. Since the problem of export pumping is 
much less dependent on very high runoff years these deletions are not of prime importance 
and their inclusion only tends to skew the results. It is also noteworthy that the deletion of 
these data points appears not to affect the coefficients materially but does improve the 
precision of the relationship. 
 
Conclusions 
 
 With three independent, stratifying variables that take on either of two possible 
values there are 6 independent outcomes. They are: 
 
 DRYWINTER and a dry spring (1,0,0), which produces an estimate of TOTAL of  
9.82 MAF. 
 
 A winter (December-January runoff) that is greater than 2.25 but less than 4.24 
MAF and a dry spring (0,0,0), which produces an estimated total runoff of 12.8 MAF. 
 
 DRYWINTER and a WETSPR (1,0,1), which produces an estimated total runoff of 
15.0 MAF 
 
 A winter that is greater than 2.25 but less than 4.24 MAF and a WETSPR (0,0,1), 
which produces an estimated total runoff of 18.0 MAF. 
 
 WETWIN and a dry spring (0,1,0), which produces an estimated total runoff of 20.5 
MAF. 
 
 WETWIN and WETSPR (0,1,1), which produces an estimated total runoff of 25.7 MAF. 
 
 Of the 98 years of the runoff record, nearly half the points (47) are included in the 
three categories that have estimated runoff less than the average for the total record. 
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CPA re: Analysis of CALSIM II, 1/10/08 
Page 28 of 28 

Twenty four (24) of the 47 points are associated with the estimate of 9.82 MAF. 15 are 
associated with the estimate of 12.8 MAF and 8 are associated with the estimate of 15.0 
MAF. All three of these categories are determined by the combined monthly runoff of 
December and January and make no assumption that the spring will be wet. Accordingly, 
one may conclude that all December and January operations should assume that the water 
year is part of the dry period until spring runoff dictates otherwise. It is particularly 
important to note that for fully one quarter of the record (24 years), only 9.82 MAF can be 
relied upon. This should be the starting point for developing operations criteria for export 
pumping that take due care to preserve the Delta environment. 
 At present it appears that December and January pumping are little modified by the 
hydrologic indications to that time. Since project demands are low at this time of the year, 
these months are used to fill south of the Delta reservoirs. Only the constraints on Delta 
outflow and salinity may limit the pumping; and the restrictions here are highly skewed 
because of the influence of the erroneous “water year index” discussed in the body of the 
text. Questions that should be asked include: Should there be much of any export pumping 
if December and January runoff is below 2.25 MAF? Can the health of the Delta fisheries 
and its broader ecology be assured under such low flow conditions? Of those 24 years that 
comprise this condition three are for years that are extremely dry, averaging just under 6 
MAF. What would be prudent operations under those conditions? The same questions must 
be answered for the other two dry year categories. The biologists should be asked to weigh 
in on what would be desirable under these drier conditions to assure Delta health. 
 It is possible that integration of snow-pack measurements might improve the ability 
to forecast more accurately or at least earlier with the same accuracy. However, reliable 
snow-pack measurements are usually not available until the end of March. Accordingly, 
early runoff is the most readily available and reliable indicator that can be useful. 
 
 

### 
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Environmental Justice Coalition for Water

 
January 14, 2008 
 
Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street  
Sacramento, CA 95816  
Via email: delores@water.ca.gov 
 

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Monterey Amendments to the State Water Project 
 
Dear Ms. Brown, 
 
On behalf of the above-listed organizations, I am submitting comments on the Environmental Impact Report for 
the Monterey Amendments to the State Water Project.  Our concerns are focused on the adequacy of Chapter 
10.4, Environmental Justice. Specifically, this document fails to acknowledge the impact of the proposed 
project on farmworkers and on small rural communities.   
 
According to this document, “because existing water supplies would not be reduced for any specific community 
based upon race, origin or economic status as part of this project…potential impacts that could constrain water 
supply availability, preclude use, or cause other environmental justice effects would not be expected to 
occur….”  This statement inappropriately narrows the definition of environmental justice.  An action need not 
be intentionally directed at a specific community in order to be considered an environmental justice effect.  It is 
the impact itself, not the intent behind the action that determines whether a low-income or minority community 
has been disproportionately impacted.  This document must analyze the impacts of this project on low-income 
and minority communities, and must note any impacts that would affect low-income and minority communities 
disproportionately. The document should recognize that an equivalent impact can be felt disproportionately; for 
instance, an increase in the cost of water disproportionately impacts low-income ratepayers.  
 
Our review of the document indicates several areas where low-income and minority communities are likely to 
be disproportionately affected.  
  
The proposal to reduce agricultural deliveries by 5% has the potential to impact farmworker communities 
and local economies. The EIR must evaluate how and where such reductions might occur, and how those 
changes might disproportionately affect low-income and minority communities.  At a minimum, this document 
should investigate how: 

o Offsetting the reduction in SWP deliveries through increased groundwater pumping could impact 
the groundwater tables in local communities.  This document should analyze that impact, 
particularly for local communities that rely on groundwater for their drinking water supplies;  
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o Permanent crop fallowing may be used to meet the 5% reduction, and the impact on farmworkers 
and local economies; 

o A 5% reduction in supply concentrated in a small geographic area might disproportionately 
impact farmworkers and the local economy. 

Unless the project places specific prohibitions on these activities, this document must assume that they will 
occur in response to a reduction in supply, and measure their impact. 
 
Potential mitigation actions for these impacts could include the establishment of; 

 A Local Economy Drought Relief Fund to provide job assistance and tax relief to rural communities 
impacted by crop fallowing. The Fund would be generated through surcharges on SWP deliveries. 

 A Conservation account, generated through surcharges on SWP deliveries, to provide low-interest loans and 
grants for implementation of water conservation projects for SWP contractors and for communities 
impacted by SWP operations. 

 A Groundwater Protection Program, in concert with the State Water Resource Control Board, to ensure that 
groundwater resources are not depleted by increased pumping to make up for the 5% reduction.  

 
The proposal to reduce urban drought reliability has the potential to foster a drought water transfer market.  
The document should analyze the environmental justice impacts of such a market, including; 

o Potential reduction of jobs and housing in farmworker communities, as well as the reduction in 
the tax base of rural communities due to large-scale agricultural fallowing; 

o Rate impacts due to cost of water transfers. (Note that disadvantaged communities are seldom 
able to take advantage of the most common conservation incentive offered by urban water 
agencies – rebates.  Additionally, multigenerational immigrant families tend to be penalized by 
tiered rate structures that assess water usage by connection, rather than by household size. This, 
in addition to the impact of rate increases on low-income households will result in impacts that 
fall disproportionately upon disadvantaged and immigrant communities). 

 
Potential mitigation actions for these impacts could include the establishment of; 

 A Local Economy Drought Relief Fund to provide job assistance and tax relief to rural communities 
impacted by crop fallowing. The Fund would be generated through surcharges on SWP deliveries and water 
transfers. 

 A requirement that urban agencies participating in the agreement provide either a lifeline rate for low-
income rate payers or implement a conservation program targeted at low-income communities 

 A conservation account, generated through surcharges on SWP deliveries, to provide low-interest loans and 
grants for implementation of water conservation projects for SWP contractors and for communities 
impacted by SWP operations. 

 
The proposal to privatize the Kern Groundwater Bank will reduce the state’s ability to regulate its operation 
and to meet its obligation to provide safe ensure the best and highest use of its groundwater supplies.  One 
effect of this is project is the reduction in the state’s ability to ensure the provision of safe drinking water to its 
residents.  Specifically, in 2008, several water systems in Kern County will be found in violation of the 2006 
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federal drinking water standard for arsenic [See attached spreadsheet].  A water bank under state administration 
could help these communities remediate their water quality problems through transfers or a conjunctive use 
program.  A water bank under private control is under no such obligation. 
 
Suggested mitigation; remove this provision from the program.  
 
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this document. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

Jennifer Clary 
On behalf of  
Environmental Justice Coalition for Water 
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January 10, 2008 
 
Ms. Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA  95816 
 
Via email:  delores@water.ca.gov  (sent 1-12-08) 
 
Re:  Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Monterey 
Amendments to the State Water Project (including Kern Water Bank Transfer) 
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Northern California Council, Federation of Fly Fishers, 
representing 31 member fly fishing clubs in Northern California, and approximately 
4,000 member fly fishers.  We provide the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Monterey Plus (DEIR). 
 
The proposed project in the DEIR represents the most substantial amendments to the 
State Water Project in the history of the system.  We strongly feel the implications to 
California’s environment; citizens and economy are detrimental to all concerned.  We 
have witnessed results from the interim implementation of the Monterey Amendments 
over the past 10 plus years, and they have contributed to significant environmental 
degradation in the Bay Delta estuary, its fish and ecosystem.  It has also contributed to 
reduced water reliability for residents in Southern California. 
 
Since the implementation of these amendments in 1996, the Bay Delta estuary and its 
fishery has fallen into significant decline, including both pelagic fish species, like the 
Delta Smelt, as well as anadromous species relative to San Joaquin River tributaries.  
Central Valley Steelhead continues to be in serious decline in nearly all tributaries to the 
Delta.  Increases in SWP pumping has been identified as a primary contributor to this 
decline.  These impacts were in part the result of the increased winter and spring exports 
of Article 21 and turnback pool water.  The Monterey Amendments made these increases 
in water diversion of Article 21 water possible. 
 
Of another concern to us is the elimination of Article 18 (b), the permanent shortage 
provision.  This has resulted in reduced water reliability for urban users in Southern 

 

 
Northern California/Nevada Council 

Federation of Fly Fishers 
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California, and forgoes a critical safety aspect that allows SWP entitlements to be cut 
back if we have changes in climate conditions (anticipated) or regulatory constraints 
needed to restore the Bay Delta ecosystem.  It also reduces the availability of water to 
support fisheries in times of drought, or other challenges. 
 
DWR has many alternatives to the proposed Monterey Amendments.  It could assist SWP 
contractors in aggressively implementing the 3.1 million acre feet of urban water 
conservation and the 1.4 million acre feet of recycled water potential identified in the 
California Water Plan.  Simply implementing the recommendation in the State Water 
Plan would increase water reliability for SWP contractors and avoid the environmental 
damage associated with the Amendments.  With the current crisis in the Bay Delta, 
partially caused by the actions resulting from the interim implementation of the 
Amendments, it is totally inappropriate to make them permanent. 
 
We strongly urge DWR to reject the Monterey Amendments as proposed in the 
DEIR, and to adopt alternatives that better serve our natural environment, 
fisheries, and all Californians. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dr. C. Mark Rockwell, D.C. 
V.P. Conservation, Northern California Council, 
Federation of Fly Fishers 
19737 Wildwood West Dr. 
Penn Valley, CA  95946 
Summerhhillfarmpv@aol.com 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF CALIFORNIA 

 
801 12th Street, Suite 220, Sacramento, California 95814 
(916) 442-7215 � Fax (916) 442-7362 � (888) 870-8683 

Web site: www.lwvc.org � E-mail: lwvc@lwvc.org 
 

January 14, 2008 
 
Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
Sent by e-mail: delores@water.ca.gov 
 
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Monterey 
Amendments to the State Water Project Contracts 
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
The League of Women Voters of California supports measures that promote the 
management and development of water resources in ways that are beneficial to the 
environment with emphasis on conservation. We are opposed to making the Monterey 
Amendments to State Water Project (SWP) contracts permanent. We believe that the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) should operate the State Water Project as it did 
prior to the development of these amendments.  
 
We oppose the Monterey Amendments for several reasons. 
 
These amendments were developed in secret meetings between the DWR and selected 
SWP contractors. The League of Women Voters believes that governmental bodies must 
protect the citizen’s right to know and has long worked to insure that citizens have an 
opportunity to provide input into policy making. 
 
Now that the contents of the amendments have seen the light of day, we find many of 
their provisions to be objectionable.  
 
The amendments eliminate provisions of the original SWP contracts that provide 
safeguards for urban areas in drought conditions. DWR itself estimates that in dry years, 
water supplies for urban homes and businesses could be reduced by over 400,000 acre-
feet. 
 
The Monterey Agreement, implemented by the Monterey Amendments, also proposes to 
give the state-owned Kern Water Bank to a joint powers authority including the Kern 
County Water Agency. As we anticipate the effects of climate change, we feel it 
imperative that the state should maintain control of this important state water resource. 
 
We are very concerned about the use of intermittently available or unreliable “paper 
water” sources, as allowed under the Monterey Amendments, to support uses such as 
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housing development or permanent crops. DWR should continue to attempt to determine 
the realistic yield of the SWP and should not promise to provide water that cannot be 
reliably delivered. 
 
We fear that the Monterey Agreement may be an important contributor to the current 
problems in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta in that it has resulted in over-pumping 
and has added to the crisis in the Delta. 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report does not adequately address these concerns. We 
must register our opposition to making the Monterey Amendments permanent.  
 
We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Janis R. Hirohama 
President 
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1107 9P

th
P Street, Suite 360, Sacramento, CA 95814 

Telephone: 916-313-4520 + Email: gapatton@pcl.org 
 
January 14, 2008 
 
Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources  
Email: HTUdelores@water.ca.govUTH 
(916) 651-9560 
 

RE: Planning and Conservation League comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, Monterey Amendment to the State Water Project Contracts (Including the Kern 
Water Bank Transfer) and Associated Actions as Part of a Settlement Agreement 
(Monterey Plus), SCH# 2003011118 (“Draft Monterey Plus EIR”) 

 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 

This letter is to provide comments on the Department of Water Resources’ Draft 
Monterey Plus EIR (DEIR), a document whose preparation PCL has actively sought and 
anticipated for more than a decade.  When finalized, this EIR will be used as the decision-
making document framing a decision by DWR on the so-called Monterey Amendments.  If such 
amendments to the contracts governing the operations of the State Water Project were adopted 
and implemented, they would result in a drastic contractual restructuring of the State Water 
Project, now 47 years old.  Our comments here do not speak extensively to the legality (or not) 
of this proposed decision to modify provisions of the contracts governing operations of the State 
Water Project, which are based on and carry out directions specifically adopted by the voters of 
California.  This letter focuses on the environmental review document, and its adequacy. 
 

In the litigation that compelled DWR’s preparation of this EIR, PCL sought to ensure that 
DWR—the only entity with the statewide duty to manage and administer the State Water 
ProjectTPF

1
FPT—would correct the profound errors of process and substance that fatally infected the 

                                                 
TP

1
PT DWR’s State Water Project duties, as envisioned by Governor Pat Brown and approved by the 

voters of California, are codified in the Burns-Porter Act, Wat. Code, §§12930, et seq. They also 
formed the basis for the prototype State Water Project validated by the California Supreme Court 
in Metropolitan Water District v. Marquardt (1963) 59 Cal. 2d 159.  No Court has yet addressed 
the validity of the Monterey Amendments, whose final status necessarily awaits DWR’s 
decision-making. 
 

 1
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Central Coast Water Authority’s review and approval of the 1995 EIR supporting the Monterey 
Amendments.  In Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 
83 Cal.App.4th 892 (“PCL v. DWR”), the Third District Court of Appeal unanimously vindicated 
PCL and its co-plaintiffsTPF

2
FPT on both grounds. Pointing to “the…contractors and the members of 

the public who were not invited to the table” in the negotiations that led to the Monterey 
Agreement, the Court held that “CEQA compels process…a meticulous process designed to 
ensure that the environment is protected.” (83 Cal.App.4th at 905, 911.) Recognizing the “aura 
of unreality” surrounding discussions of the State Water Project, which has historically been 
unable to deliver even half the amounts referenced in Table A of the State Water Project 
contractsTPF

3
FPT, the court found that CCWA’s EIR “failed to meet the most important purpose of 

CEQA, to fully inform decision makers and the public of the environmental impacts of the 
choices before them.”  (Id. at pp. 913, 920.) 
 

PCL entered into a 2003 Settlement AgreeementTPF

4
FPT with the expectation that DWR would 

counteract these historic errors and find “an effective way to cooperate” with the plaintiffs and 
other stakeholders in the preparation of an EIR fully complying with CEQA.  DEIR, ex. D, and 
Exh. 3-A. Section III of the Settlement Agreement therefore confirmed, and elaborated on, 
DWR’s EIR duties as previously recognized by the Court of Appeal.  Id. at pp. 9-15.   
 

The Settlement Agreement also made clear that the final outcome of the Monterey 
Amendments remains unwritten, so that DWR’s new environmental review is not directed, even 
in part, at a fait accompli. While the Monterey Amendments are presently effective, they are 
effective only under an interim court order, made under Public Resources Code section 21168.9.  
The interim effectiveness of the Monterey Amendments will expire once DWR makes its new 
decision on all project components, recorded in new Notice of Determination, and files its return 
to the superior court’s writ of mandate.TPF

5
FPT Once DWR completes an adequate environmental 

review, it is DWR’s prerogative, and its duty as State Water Project manager, to render an 
entirely new final decision, and to choose which path to follow: the “Monterey Plus” project, the 
“no project” alternative, or one of the project alternatives reviewed in the EIR. 
 

Since the Settlement Agreement went into effect (more than four years ago), PCL has 
participated in more than two dozen meetings of a Monterey Amendments EIR Committee, 
seeking to ensure that the EIR would produce a thorough and genuine CEQA analysis of the 
Monterey Plus actions.  The EIR is the “heart and soul”TPF

6
FPT of both CEQA and the Settlement 

                                                 
TP

2
PT The co-plaintiffs were Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, one of 

the 29 state water contractors, and the Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara County. 
TP

3
PT See, e.g., DEIR, Appendix C (Long Term Water Supply Contract between DWR and Kern 

County Water Agency), § 6 and Table A. 
 
TP

4
PT DEIR, Appendix D. 

 
TP

5
PT DEIR, Appendix D, §§ II, V.F, VII.C; ex. 3-A. 

 
TP

6
PT PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4th at p. 911. 

 

 2
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Agreement. Regrettably, DWR’s Draft EIR falls far short of what CEQA requires from DWR.  
In short, the EIR is simply not adequate under CEQA. First, the DEIR does not adequately 
address specific concerns raised by the court in PCL v. DWR, including DWR’s clear duty to 
analyze and disclose the consequences of implementing pre-Monterey article 18(b).  That 
provision of the contract (which the Monterey Amendments would eliminate) requires DWR to 
reconcile contract amounts with the “humbler, leaner reality”TPF

7
FPT of deliverable supplies—prior to 

its elimination.   
 

Second, the DEIR threatens a litany of potential new CEQA violations. To mention just 
several key problems: 
•  It improperly inserts key components of the Monterey Amendments into the project 
baseline, distorting the ability of the EIR to compare the project with the “no project” and project 
alternatives.   
• It improperly uses an optimization model, CALSIM II, in a manner that effectively 
excludes the possibility of operating the project in a manner that would reduce rather than 
increase exports from the imperiled Bay-Delta Estuary, and fails to disclose project impacts to 
that estuary.   
• It summarily rejects feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would 
meaningfully address project objectives without requiring damaging and unlawful levels of new 
pumping.   
• It fails to disclose the institutional and environmental consequences of transferring to 
local interests the ownership of a key part of the State Water Project—the Kern Water Bank, the 
world’s largest underground storage facility—without any effective statewide accountability, and 
fails to study alternatives aimed at restoring that accountability.  
• It evades, rather than engages, the “common-sense notion that land use decisions are 
appropriately predicated in some large part on the available water supply,”TPF

8
FPT thereby avoiding an 

analysis of the project’s contributions to sprawl and environmentally destructive new growth. 
• It avoids a required discussion of the project’s creation of new “paper water” arising from 
a variety of sources, including the redefinition of article 21 “interruptible” water, administrative 
changes to the State Water Project, and overstatement of feasible deliveries in DWR’s biennial 
Reliability Reports.TPF

9
FPT 

• It fails to address the environmental consequences of the Monterey Amendments’ 
financial restructuring of the State Water Project. 

                                                 
TP

7
PT Id. at p. 914, n. 7. 

 
TP

8
PT PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P at p. 915. 

 
TP

9
PT PCL and its co-plaintiffs provided many of these comments to DWR in connection with its 

work on the Monterey EIR committee. Attachment A to these comments compiles some of these 
comments, which were not adequately addressed in the DEIR, or were simply ignored. These 
comment letters are therefore incorporated by reference in these comments, with the request that 
DWR specifically respond to them. We also incorporate comments made on behalf of PCL at 
public hearings. 
 

 3
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• It recognizes the major problems that climate changes poses for the State Water Project 
generally, only to evade full assessment of project-related climate changes and defer the task to 
the very local decision-makers who will need to rely on DWR’s programmatic assessment. 
 

Finally, DWR must address these deficiencies at a critical juncture in California's water 
history, and make its final decision based on conditions as they exist in 2008, not 1995.   The 
depth of the environmental crisis the State Water Project now faces deserves special emphasis. 
For the first time ever in 2007, the State Water Project’s pumps were turned off temporarily to 
avoid an environmental catastrophe. Separate lawsuits have undercut DWR's ability to operate as 
in the past, without state permits and without federal biological opinions to justify continued 
pumping.  Climate change, by the current estimations of DWR, could substantially cut project 
availability by mid-century. Moreover, California now faces the worst drought conditions it has 
experienced since the early 1990s.  

 
These conditions underscore the crucial importance of delivering a Final EIR that fulfills, 

rather than avoids, the mandates of PCL v. DWR and the Settlement Agreement.  In other 
settings, including Delta Vision, the California Water Plan, and recent reports and actions on 
climate change, California has commenced the difficult and necessary task of bringing to water 
policy a new era of realism that transcends the “build it and the water will follow” dictum of a 
previous generation.TPF

10
FPT  Yet the DEIR seems conspicuously disconnected from the state’s 

direction in other settings, to the point that “the plaintiffs” are chided for even suggesting 
alternatives that are sustainable and would not cause additional injury to the Delta.TPF

11
FPT  To meet 

the hydrological, ecological and legal demands of our time, the Final EIR must rise to the 
occasion, rather than resorting to evasion. 
 

Specific Comments 
 
I. The DEIR evades key concerns raised by the Court in PCL v. DWR. 
 

A. PCL v. DWR must serve as the starting point for DWR’s EIR responsibilities. 
 

As detailed below, the DEIR in key respects simply attempts to explain away, rather than 
directly address, the key holdings of the Court of Appeal in PCL v. DWR.  The EIR must, as a 
starting point, analyze the substance of the court of appeal’s decision in PCL v. DWR and ensure 
that its new project assessment is consistent with the Third District’s analysis in that case.  The 
key components of the ruling are as follows 

 
• Lead agency requirement 
 

                                                 
TP

10
PT R. Kanouse, “Water Supply Planning and Smart Growth,” in C. Davis, et al., Navigating 

Rough Waters (American Water Works Association, 2001), p. 84.  See also E. Rarick, 
CALIFORNIA RISING (2005), p. 213 (quoting Governor Pat Brown’s statement that “I wanted to 
build a water project, and worry about the philosophy of land use later on”). 
 
TP

11
PT DEIR, pp. 11-6, 11-7. 
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Holding that CCWA erroneously acted as lead agency, the court ruled that CEQA 
required DWR, the only entity with the requisite “statewide perspective and expertise,” to 
assume its proper role as lead agency in preparing a new EIR. (83 Cal. App. 4th at p. 907.)  The 
Court noted the interconnected nature of the statewide project that the Monterey Amendments 
would transform: “[T]he allocation of water to one part of the state has potential implications for 
distribution throughout the system. DWR is painfully familiar with the problems plaguing the 
Delta and the possible impacts of the Delta Accord, an agreement between the federal and state 
governments on the Kern Fan Element.” (Id.)TPF

12
FPT 

 
• “No project” alternative 
 

The court also held that the CCWA EIR was fatally defective under CEQA for failing to 
analyze implementation of pre-Monterey state water contract terms, and particularly the 
permanent shortage provisions of article 18(b), as part of the EIR’s no-project alternative. Under 
the contracts that the Monterey Amendments would change , a permanent shortage occurs when 
the state is unable to reliably to deliver the full 4.23 million annual acre-feet (MAF) of 
previously-labeled “entitlements” listed in Table A of the project contracts. In that case, article 
18(b) requires the state to make a proportional reduction of each contractor’s amount listed in 
Table A, to match the available supply. The court held that an adequate EIR must analyze the 
impacts of eliminating these provisions. 

  
 
• “Paper water” problem 
 
 The relationship between so-called “entitlements” and land-use planning was central to 
the court’s holding that the EIR failed to address the “no project” alternative. The court 
connected this error to the risk of statewide land-use decisions made on the basis of “paper” 
water entitlements not grounded in real, deliverable water. The court openly criticized the false 
expectation that the State Water Project will deliver on its full “entitlement” level of 4.23 million 
acre-feet when the project’s historic capability, evidenced in DWR’s own data, has only been 
roughly half this level. The ruling therefore noted the “huge gap between what is promised and 
what can be delivered.” (83 Cal.App.4th at 908.)TPF

13
FPT  

 
• Validation procedure 

                                                 
TP

12
PT As described in section V below, the Kern Fan Element is an approximately 20,000 acre-foot 

property on an alluvial fan, and the site of the Kern Water Bank, the world’s largest groundwater 
storage facility.  Article 52 of the Monterey Amendments call for DWR to relinquish control of 
the bank to the Kern Country Water Agency, which held the bank for only one day before 
retransferring it to a privately controlled joint powers agency, the Kern Water Bank Authority.  
Whether any statewide accountability will accompany the bank’s operation is a key issue for 
DWR’s new project decision. 
TP

13
PT With respect to the “humbler, leaner reality” of project capability, the Court also noted the 

implicit assumption in the Monterey Amendments’ financial restructuring of the State Water 
Project (article 51) that key facilities originally envisioned for the SWP will not be built. (Id. at 
914.) 
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In addition to ruling for the plaintiffs on these CEQA claims, the court of appeal found that the 
plaintiffs had properly initiated a proceeding to question the substantive validity of the Monterey 
Amendments, including DWR’s transfer of a 20,000-acre conservation and storage facility—the 
Kern Water Bank. . The court rejected a procedural challenge based on the theory that nonparty 
state water contractors were indispensable to the validation challenge. (83 Cal. App. 4th at pp. 
920-926.) 
 
• Scope of the new EIR  
 

DWR must prepare an entirely new EIR as lead agency addressing the project as a whole.  
In PCL v. DWR, the Court of Appeal opined that it “need not hypothesize on the remaining 
issues” presented by the plaintiffs—such as the presence of a faulty project definition and the 
inadequate study of the Kern Water Bank’s divestment—“because DWR, with its expertise on 
the statewide impacts of water transfers, may choose to address those issues in a completely 
different and more comprehensive manner.” (83 Cal. App. 4th at p. 920 (emphasis added).) 
 

B. Fundamental flaws in the DEIR undermine DWR’s fulfillment of its lead agency 
duties recognized in PCL v. DWR.  
 

As the court-directed lead agency with “principal responsibility “ to carry out and approve 
the project (Pub. Res. Code, § 21067), DWR has an inherent responsibility to render a cohesive 
EIR that serves as the requisite environmental “alarm bell” in accordance with CEQA. The court 
recognized this obligation in PCL v. DWR, observing: 

 
 The lead agency must independently participate, review, analyze and discuss the 
alternatives in good faith … Moreover, the agency's opinion on matters within its 
expertise is of particular value … As the process continues, "the lead agency may 
determine an environmentally superior alternative is more desirable or mitigation 
measures must be adopted … In sum, the lead agency plays a pivotal role in 
defining the scope of environmental review, lending its expertise in areas within 
its particular domain, and in ultimately recommending the most environmentally 
sound alternative.  

 
(PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4th at p. 904 (citing Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of 
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 736-737).) 

 
As elucidated further below, the current DEIR is not written in a way that will allow 

DWR to fulfill its lead agency obligations as required under CEQA. The DEIR consistently 
masks impacts and confuses readers. The DEIR obscures project impacts by presenting no 
project alternatives that include components of the proposed project. It fails, in other words, 
adequately to distinguish the proposed project from continued current conditions. The DEIR also 
limits options for decision makers by failing to provide alternatives distinguishable from the 
proposed action. These flaws prevent a sufficient analysis of the impacts and implications of 
moving forward with the proposed project. By limiting the outcomes of the alternatives included 
in the DEIR, and thus constraining the range of potential management decisions, the DEIR 
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attempts to absolve DWR of its decisional responsibilities as a lead agency. Therefore, the DEIR 
prevents DWR from fulfilling the lead agency role as defined and anticipated by the court in 
PCL v. DWR. 
 

C. The DEIR fails to analyze the No Project Alternative as directed in PCL v. DWR 
and the Settlement Agreement 
 
  1. PCL v. DWR and the Settlement Agreement establish clear standards 
for the assessment and review of the no project alternative. 

 
CEQA requires that the no project alternative address “existing conditions” as well as 

“what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services.”  (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15126(e)(2).)  That requirement compels DWR in its new EIR 
fully to study the consequences of enforcing the terms of pre-Monterey water supply contracts 
prior to eliminating them.   
 

To overcome the prejudicial error noted in the appellate ruling, DWR must “fulfill its 
mandate” in the new EIR “to present a complete analysis of the environmental consequences” of 
enforcing the pre-Monterey permanent shortage provision, article 18(b).  (PCL v. DWR, 83 
Cal.App.4th at 915.) Article 18(b) is the single most controversial aspect of the Monterey 
Amendments; controversy over its enforcement was the “driving force” behind the Monterey 
negotiations. (Id. at p. 908.)  While the original contracts for the State Water Project (SWP) 
estimated the delivery capacity of the fully constructed SWP to be 4.23 million acre-feet of 
water, the contracts also anticipated the likelihood that this estimate could be wrong or fail to 
eventuate. The original contracts prudently included a safety valve in article 18(b), which would 
allow contracts to be reconciled with the “humbler, leaner reality” of SWP capacity. (Id. at p. 
914, n.7.) The court of appeal recognized the need for such a safety valve, observing the “huge 
gap” between SWP entitlements and existing supplies connecting that holding to the risk of 
planning decisions grounded in “paper” rather than real, deliverable water.TPF

14
FPT  

 
Because the Monterey Amendments, if adopted, would eliminate article 18(b), it is 

incumbent on DWR to come to terms with its “paper water” problem before finalizing that 
change to the project contracts. (Id.)The EIR must directly evaluate reduced Table A allocations 
resulting from application of that article.  As a useful starting point, DWR should carefully 
review and perform the analysis requested in public comments referenced in the Third District’s 
opinion. (Id. at 908, 915.)TPF

15
FPT  

                                                 
TP

14
PT  “Paper water,” the court observed, was “always an illusion,” steeped in the “unfulfilled 

dreams” of a water culture that had fostered an inflated expectation of what could be delivered.  
(PCL v. DWR (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 892, 914 fn. 7.) 

 
TP

15
PT As one comment accurately suggested, the EIR “must include a parametric analysis of 

alternative levels of a lowered project yield tested by use of DWR’s simulation model to 
establish which level of yield provides for the maximum reliability of deliveries given some 
tolerable threshold for failure to meet requests (i.e., with what frequency will Article 18(a) be 
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Section III.C.2 of the Settlement Agreement provides further guidance. It provides that 

the new EIR shall include “[a]s part of the CEQA-mandated ‘no-project’ alternative analysis, an 
analysis of the effect of pre-Monterey Amendment SWP contracts, including implementation of 
article 18 therein.  This analysis shall address, at a minimum, (a) the impacts that might result 
from application of the provisions of article 18(b) of the SWP Contracts, as such provision 
existed prior to the Monterey Amendments, and (b) the related water delivery effects that might 
follow from any other provisions of the SWP Contracts.”  As PCL informed DWR in its March 
28, 2003 scoping comments, two of the “other” contract provisions inevitably related to this 
assessment are articles 18(a) and 21, which prior to Monterey required, respectively, that 
agricultural contractors endure the first cutbacks in water allocations in times of temporary 
shortage and receive the first allocations in times of surplus. 
 

The environmental effects of proportional reductions in Table A amounts, as calculated 
in the no project assessment, must be directly compared to those of the proposed project.  As the 
court of appeal made clear in PCL v. DWR, neither claims of “infeasibility” nor purported legal 
disagreements can serve as an excuse for avoiding comparison of the environmental 
consequences of the no project alternative and the project.  (PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal.App.4th at 918. 
 
  2. A dispositive error undermines the integrity of the DEIR’s “no 
project” assessment. 
 
 The DEIR recognizes that if pre-Monterey article 18(b) were enforced, Table A amounts 
would be reduced to less than half their original levels—1.9 million acre-feet— to reflect the 
firm yield of the SWP.  However, the DEIR assumes that this reduction in Table A would not 
tangibly reduce actual water deliveries, because water not delivered under Table A would be 
delivered as “surplus” water under article 21 of the pre-Monterey SWP contracts.  In numerous 
passages, the DEIR offers variations on this same basic premise.TPF

16
FPT 

 
 This premise, the key to the DEIR’s refusal to take article 18(b) reductions seriously, is 
startlingly close to reasoning in CCWA’s decertified 1995 EIR that the Court of Appeal 
expressly rejected.  CCWA’s EIR posited that “[i]f Table A entitlements were adjusted, less 
entitlement water would be delivered and more surplus water would be delivered pursuant to 

                                                                                                                                                             
invoked and with what consequences). All this can be accomplished without modification of the 
existing contracts.” (83 Cal. App. 4th at 908.)  
 
TP

16
PT See, e.g., DEIR, p. 2-16 (implementing article 18(b) “would not … have altered the amount of 

water that the Department delivered to the contractors in the many years when more than the 
minimum SWP yield was available in the SWP system. Instead, such water would have been 
delivered to contractors under Article 21”); p. 4-5 (with the elimination of article 18(a)’s 
agriculture-first shortage provision, “it no longer mattered whether a shortage was a temporary 
one or a permanent one, since the allocation of available supply would be the same in either 
situation”); p. 6-54 (“the altered allocation procedures provided for by Articles 18 and 21 result 
primarily in a shift in deliveries from one contractor to another and do not affect total 
deliveries”). 
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Article 21. The total amount of water would be essentially unchanged.”  (PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. 
App. 4th at p. 929 (emphasis added).) The court specifically addressed this assumption, stating: 

 
This response does little more than acknowledge the paper commitment to build SWP 
facilities and the obvious fact that the hopes and dreams upon which the entitlements 
are based do not create a greater annual supply of water. None of the commenters 
suggested that implementation of article 18, subdivision (b), altered the contractual and 
political commitment to complete the SWP. They did, however, suggest that the 
elimination of paper water would impact land planning decisions that might reduce the 
need for as many SWP facilities. Under that scenario, article 18, subdivision (d), might 
not be invoked nor would surplus water under article 21 be tapped and exhausted.  

 
(PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4P

 
Ph at p. 919.) 

 
 For multiple reasons, this premise in the DEIR is as baseless now as it was when the 
failure of DWR to address this key issue resulted in the judicial decertification of the 1995 EIR. 
First, the DEIR simply assumes as a foregone conclusion something that was very much in 
doubt.  In 1994, prior to the initial enactment of the Monterey Amendments, the California 
Research Bureau (CRB) prepared a paper analyzing twenty options for changing the State Water 
Project’s repayment system, one of which (Option 5) called for the implementation of pre-
Monterey article 18(b) (CRB Report).TPF

17
FPT The report found that “[t]here is no guarantee” that 

implementing article 18(b) “would ‘create’ any surplus water. If the DWR implemented Article 
18(b), they might also change how it operates the SWP reservoirs. They might decide, for 
example, not to distribute ‘surplus’ water and instead decide to store the water for distribution as 
entitlement water in another year.” TPF

18
FPT 

 
Second, the analysis incorrectly assumes that demand for SWP water in the Monterey and 

non-Monterey scenarios would be the same.   That assumption is untenable, because The 
Monterey Amendments, if adopted, would fundamentally change the definition of Article 21 
water.  In particular, those amendments delete the pre-Monterey proviso in article 21(g)(1) that 
“the State shall refuse to deliver such surplus water to any contractor” to the extent that “the 
State determines that such delivery would tend to encourage the development of an economy 
within the area served by a contractor which would be dependent upon the sustained delivery 
which would be dependent upon the sustained delivery of water in excess of the contractor’s 
maximum entitlement.” TPF

19
FPT   

 

                                                 
TP

17
PT Dennis O’Connor, FINANCING THE STATE WATER PROJECT: OPTIONS FOR CHANGE (CRB, 

August 1994).  This CRB Report is included as Attachment B to these comments.  
 
TP

18
PT Attachment B (CRB Report), p. 21. 

 
TP

19
PT See DEIR, p. 2-17; DEIR, Appendix C (Amendment No. 1 to Kern Contract, p. 9). 

Metropolitan Water District’s pre-Monterey contract included this language in Article 21(g)(1).  
The Monterey Amendments delete this language. DEIR, Appendix C (Amendment No. 23 to 
Kern contract, p. 13). 
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Third, other Monterey Amendments-related managerial changes also could profoundly 
affect the demand for article 21water.  These include the removal of limitations on access to 
storage facilities, and the creation of a “turnback pool,” which allows the contractors to sell their 
unused Table A amounts, acting as though the water resources of the state, which belong to the 
public, are actually the private property of the contractors.  In short, the Monterey Amendments 
clearly removed constraints that would have limited demand for SWP water and capacity to 
accept SWP water. Yet the DEIR, recycling reasoning that discredited the 1995 EIR, assumes 
that these contract provisions are meaningless and have no bearing on demand or capacity to 
receive water.  

 
Fourth, the DEIR fails to recognize that perceived and explicit disclosure of water 

reliability can impact demand for SWP water and the use of that water. The shortage provisions 
(article 18 (a) and 18 (b)) of the pre-Monterey SWP contracts recognized that the reliability of 
water fluctuates. The contracts also reflected the reality that the level of reliability necessary for 
certain uses also fluctuates. The pre-Monterey contracts attempted to reconcile water reliability 
and water allocation with article 18 (a) and 18 (b). The pre-Monterey SWP contracts recognized 
that water availability would fluctuate according to hydrology, area of origin demand, and 
environmental needs. Therefore, only a limited amount of water could be reliably delivered 
during drought and other shortages. The original contract provision of article 18(a) reflected that 
municipal contractors require a higher reliability of water than agricultural contractors. Thus, 
article 18(a) provided that level of reliability by providing municipal contractors a preference for 
water in drought and short term shortage.  
 

In short, the existing (pre-Monterey) contracts recognized that article 21 water, the least 
reliable category of water under the contract, is unsuitable for use as a prolonged source of 
supply. Municipal contractors could not depend on sources of unreliable water in the same 
manner that they depend and use reliable sources, because doing so would put people, businesses 
and the environment at significant risk. Indeed, the risk that municipal contractors may 
inappropriately approve permanent development based on unreliable water is the essence of 
“paper water.”TPF

20
FPT  Like the invocation of article 18(b), article 21(g)(1)’s prohibition against 

founding permanent economies on vulnerable “surplus” water provided a powerful “safety 
valve” against paper water-based development. It provided decision-makers with a clear 
understanding that deliveries beyond the SWP’s minimum yield are unreliable. In such a case, 
municipal water agencies would be legally and contractually restricted from relying on water in 
excess of the estimated minimum yield of water for development, as well as for prolonged 
supplies.  By contrast, the Monterey Amendments—provisionally under the present 
implementation, and permanently under the proposed project—would remove these safeguards. 
 
 Yet the DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of these realities. Instead, the DEIR assumes 
that all water provided by the SWP, either Table A, article 21 or otherwise would be used in the 
same manner and would procure equal demand regardless of the explicit disclosure of reliability 

                                                 
TP

20
PT “Paper water always was an illusion. "Entitlements" is a misnomer, for contractors surely 

cannot be entitled to water nature refuses to provide or the body politic refuses to harvest, store 
and deliver.” (PCL v. DWR (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th at p. 914, n. 7.) 
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by the state. The DEIR is thereby assuming that SWP contractors are able to utilize very 
unreliable waterTPF

21
FPT in the same way they demand very reliable water. This assumption is not 

supported by analysis and is not supported by law. In short, the current DEIR attempts to recycle 
the same skewed logic that led to the 1995 EIR’s specious dismissal of the “paper water” 
problem.TPF

22
FPT 

 
II. The DEIR fails to provide an accurate, stable and finite definition of the proposed 
project. 
 

A. CEQA demands an accurate, stable and finite project definition that 
addresses the “whole of the action” under review. 
 

Leading CEQA decisions have long since recognized that “an accurate, stable and finite 
project definition is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.”  (County of 
Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (III) (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199.)  The CEQA process cannot 
“freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and 
unforeseen insights might emerge during the investigation, evoking revision of the original 
proposal.” (Id.) 
 

Precision and consistency in a lead agency’s characterization of the project under review 
also reinforces related principles of CEQA: that the project must embrace the “whole of the 
action” (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15378(a)); and that assessments in an EIR may not be used to 
justify a decision already made. In sum, CEQA “compels an interactive process of assessment of 
environmental impacts and responsive modification which must be genuine.” (County of Inyo v. 
City of Los Angeles (VI) (1984) 160 Cal.App.3d 1178, 1185.) 
 
 

B. The DEIR substantially understates the scope of the Monterey Amendments’ 
proposed restructuring of the State Water project, and does not explain the source of 
authority for that proposed restructuring. 
 
 The description of the proposed project provides a very abbreviated summary of the 
changes in the SWP that would accompany the permanent adoption and implementation of the 
Monterey Amendments – in other words, those changes that would become permanent if the 
project were approved. Adopting what might be termed a “greatest hits” format, the analysis is 
limited to five bullet points, a few clarifying paragraphs, and a title line for all the remaining 
parts of these complex amendments.  DEIR, §§ 4.3-4.4, pp. 4-2 to 4.8. Similarly, the background 
paper on the SWP is limited to a brief description of several articles, divorced from their legal 
and institutional context.  DEIR, Ch. 2, pp. 2-1 to 2-19. 
 

                                                 
TP

21
PT See, e.g., DWR, 2005 RELIABILITY REPORT, p. 15 (article 21 water is “highly unpredictable 

and unreliable”). 
 
TP

22
PT PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4th at p. 914. 
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These cursory discussions fail to illuminate critical aspects of the SWP that relate to the 
project’s essential mission and statewide environmental accountability, and how this system 
would be fundamentally changed if the Monterey Amendments become permanent. In the 
deliberations that framed the SWP, the Governor, DWR, and the Legislature created a water 
project to enable the state to more evenly to distribute scarce water supplies, which the state 
controlled as a common good.  To develop that resource, DWR and the Governor’s office 
developed--and the Legislature and people approved--a system unique in the country.  Unlike the 
federal Central Valley Water Project, where the federal government paid all project costs, the 
SWP focused upon water as a public good that belonged to the people.TPF

23
FPT 

 
Authorization of the SWP therefore was premised on an understanding that the voters of 

California would therefore decide on whether they agreed to the distribution of water in the 
SWP.  If they agreed to that redistribution, the voters would agree to back an issuance of bonds 
to construct the project with the provisos that (1) agencies contracting for the water would pay 
back the costs of constructing the project solely for the right to have water delivered to them 
through the project’s facilities; and (2) although agencies would repay the costs of constructing 
the project, the facilities and the water would continue to belong to the State, as a public 
resource.TPF

24
FPT 

 
The project framers also anticipated that the state water project would operate based upon 

long-term water service contracts that would remain in effect until the retirement of all water 
resources development bonds no sooner than 2035.  These contracts would be unique, in that 
they were based upon: (1) DWR’s inherent responsibility to manage the state’s water resources 
fairly and equitably; (2) the principle that all contractors were to be treated equally; (3) the 
provision that any agency or district in California could contract with the department for water 
service; and (4) a trusteeship requiring the project to be constructed and managed for the good of 
the people of California.TPF

25
FPT   

 

                                                 
TP

23
PT See P.A. Towner, Brief History of the Negotiation of Water Supply Contracts for the State 

Water Project, presented to the California Water Commission (Dec. 3, 1976). 
 
TP

24
PT Ibid. 

 
TP

25
PTThe objective of the state water project to operate for the good of the people of California 

became part of the Bond Act. Once the Act was passed, it was incorporated into the Water Code 
(Wat. Code, §12930, et seq.) Governor Brown signed the prototype long-term water service 
contract with Metropolitan Water District just before the 1960 election.  (Rarick, supra, at p. 
221.) To further ensure that the people of California would not be responsible for repaying the 
bonds used to construct the facilities, DWR required agencies with which it contracted to have 
taxing authority, so that if the agency could not meet its payments to DWR, it would be required 
to tax residents to make these payments. (Wat. Code, §12937.)  Conversely, if the SWP were 
“sold” into private ownership, it would potentially threaten the tax-exempt status of the project’s 
general obligation bonds.  Attachment B (CRB Report), p. 51. 
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To develop and secure approval of the state water project, DWR and the Governor first 
prepared a “statement of principles” for the long-term water service contractors.TPF

26
FPT These 

principles are derived from the “utility theory,” which Governor Brown described to the 
Legislature as recognizing “our obligation to insure that water will be available to meet the 
proper demands of every part of the State.”TPF

27
FPT These principles were the ones used to promote the 

project to California voters, and those principles reflected project sponsors’ understanding that 
voters would not vote for project financing to support water facilities they did not own or 
control. Moreover, those principles specified that DWR would be acting as an agent and trustee 
of the people to manage water resources for the good of all Californians. After preparing these 
principles, the framers prepared and secured voter approval of the Burns-Porter Act.TPF

28
FPT  

 
The SWP thus was premised on a fundamental quid pro quo: its contractors would 

benefit from project operation, but the public always would control the project itself, and the 
project’s works truly were to be part of a “state” water project, which would be publicly owned 
and operated for public benefit.  After securing passage of the Bond Act, DWR and the Governor 
determined the redistribution patterns of water throughout California based on estimated need 
and secured the water rights for those areas in the amount of estimated need until 2035, the end 
of the project repayment period.  They also negotiated with agencies throughout California for 
water service contracts.  The amount of water these agencies could expect to receive over the life 
of the project was subject to limitations, including limitations from water rights permits, 
climatological and environmental conditions.  The contracts were to extend until 2035.  The 
Department could not predict all conditions affecting water conditions until 2035. Consequently, 
state water service contracts were written so that DWR could not be held responsible for water it 
could not deliver provided that it made reasonable attempts to do so.TPF

29
FPT  

 
 On their face, key features of the Monterey Amendments, if made permanent, would 
differ sharply from the central tenets of the SWP contracts as originally framed, approved, and 
validated by the voters, shifting a substantial degree of control from SWP to the contractors.  To 
name several examples: 

                                                 
TP

26
PT Cal. State Senate Fact Finding Committee on Water Resources, Partial Report, Contracts, 

Financing, Cost Allocations for State Water Development (March 1960), pp. 51-52. 
 
TP

27
PT E.G. Brown, Water Message to Legislature, Cal. Sen. J., Vol. 1 (1959) 222, 224-225. The 

Governor’s principles constituted a  “contemporary administrative directive, which was known 
to the voters at the time of the election,” and were also accepted by the Legislature. (Goodman v. 
County of Riverside, (1983) 140 Cal. App. 3d  900, 907-908.) 
 
 
TP

28
PT Wat. Code, § 12930, et seq. 

 
TP

29
PT Under the state water project, contractors “are obligated to pay for their contractual 

entitlements of water” from the project, “whether the water is delivered or not.” (PCL v. DWR, 
83 Cal. App. P

 
P4th at p. 899.) 
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• Major changes in article 18 would remove the temporary shortage provision requiring 
“agriculture first” cutbacks (article 18(a)) and the permanent shortage provision requiring Table 
A amounts to be reconciled with available supplies. 
• Article 51 transforms the financial structure of the SWP, allowing the contractors “a 
rebate for the costs previously assessed for facilities that have never been built.”TPF

30
FPT 

• Article 52 facilitates the transfer of the Kern Water Bank property to local control, in 
exchange for the “retirement” of 45,000 acre-feet of Table A amount that two agricultural 
contractors-- Kern County Water Agency and Dudley Ridge Water District—had no assurance or 
reasonable expectation of ever receiving in deliverable water. 
• Article 53 authorizes the transfer of 130,000 acre-feet in new agriculture-to-urban 
transfers, eases requirements for other transfers, and allows the transportation of water in state 
facilities to other contractors, or entities other than non-contractors. 
• Article 54 provides for local control and management of the two terminal reservoirs. 
• Article 55 allows contractors to transport non-project water in SWP facilities at the lower 
costs referenced in the SWP contracts. 
• Article 56 allows contractors to sell water outside their service areas. 
 
 Collectively, these changes far exceed any other changes in the project’s history. At 
present, the Monterey Amendments are proceeding under the authority of the Sacramento 
Superior Court’s interim order under Public Resources Code section 21168.9.TPF

31
FPT  But the DEIR 

never identifies the source of authority to make the amendments permanent. DWR should 
address these changes in light of Water Code section 12397(b)(4), the source of DWR’s 
contracting authority, which provides that “[s]uch contracts shall not be impaired by subsequent 
acts of the Legislature during the time when any of the bonds authorized herein are outstanding 
and the state may be sued with respect to said contracts.”  DWR should indicate the source 
authority, if any, for the project as proposed to become permanent without the approval of the 
Legislature, or of the voters of California.   
 

This issue of authority cannot be marginalized as a mere “legal” issue divorced from the 
environmental consequences of the project.  Rather, on a host of environmental issues discussed 
in these comments, a foundational question is for whose benefit the project exists, the people of 
California or the State Water Contractors.  The answer to this question may have profound 
consequences for the environment, particularly in times of water scarcity.  DWR’s clarification 
of its source of authority may therefore help illuminate whether its approach to managing the 
SWP can proceed consistently consistent with its duties as CEQA lead agency.TPF

32
FPT 

 
C. The DEIR does not adequately clarify the “uses of the EIR.” 

 

                                                 
TP

30
PT PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4th at p. 914, n.7.  

 
TP

31
PT Settlement Agreement, Appendix 3-A. 

 
TP

32
PT PCL v. DWR, 83 cal. App. 4P

th
P at 903-907. 
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When finalized, the EIR will be used primarily by DWR, as lead agency, to decide 
whether to approve, modify, or disapprove the components of the proposed project: the 
Monterey Amendments and the further actions described in the Settlement Agreement.  The 
DEIR summarizes the proposed project in Chapter 4, which also briefly describes the Monterey 
Amendments and the Settlement Agreement.  As required by the writ of mandate issued by the 
Superior Court to implement the decision of the Court of Appeal in PCL v. DWR, “upon 
completion and certification of the new EIR, Respondent DWR shall make written findings and 
decisions and file a Notice of Determination identifying the components of the project analyzed 
in the EIR, all in the manner prescribed by sections 15091-15094 of the CEQA guidelines.”TPF

33
FPT 

 
Despite some helpful language, the DEIR’s section of the “intended uses of this EIR 

(DEIR, § 1.2) contains one phrase that is ambiguous.  It indicates that DWR as lead agency, and 
the State Water Contractors as responsible agencies, will use the EIR to “decide whether to 
continue operating under the proposed project: the Monterey Amendment and the Settlement 
Agreement, as described in Chapter 4, or to decide to implement one of the alternatives to the 
proposed project.”  (Id. at p. 1-1 (emphasis added).   

 
The Monterey Amendments are presently proceeding only under an interim order that 

will expire following DWR’s new Notice of Determination and return to the writ.  The use of the 
word “continue” should not suggest that the default condition will be to make that interim 
operation permanent, or that DWR’s approval decision on the “Monterey” part of the Monterey 
Plus project can be relegated to the past tense.   

 
Instead, DWR must determine, based on its assessment of project impacts, alternatives, 

and mitigation measures, whether to (a) approve and execute the Monterey Amendments as 
initially proposed in 1994 and approved and executed in 1995; (b) approve and execute the 
Monterey Amendments and the further actions described in the Settlement Agreement; (c) 
approve and execute the Monterey Amendments as further modified in response in response to 
the analysis in and public comment on the present EIR; (d) approve and execute an alternative to 
the Monterey Amendments; or (e) approve no project at all.  The EIR will also be used to 
determine whether or not to authorize the permanent transfer of the Kern Fan Element, and to 
proceed with the 41,000 acre-foot Kern/ Castaic transfer as part of the final project.  

 
The Superior Court’s writ of mandate requires DWR’s de novo determinations and 

actions, because at present no project elements have been approved, except for the Superior 
Court’s interim order under Public Resources Code section 21168.9. The exercise of that 
discretionary power cannot vitiate the fundamental CEQA duties of lead and responsible 
agencies to precede their final project decisions by the completion and certification of a valid 
EIR.  The EIR will thus be used to DWR to meet these requirements of law and proceed once the 
section 21168.9 order ceases to be in effect. 

 
PCL requests that the EIR specifically address each of the following questions, which it 

raised more than a year ago in a letter to the DWR Director: 

                                                 
TP

33
PT Settlement Agreement, Appendix 3-A. 
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1. Once DWR has completed and certified its EIR, will DWR make a new decision on all 

components of the project, recorded in a new notice of determination? 
 

2. If DWR makes a new project decision, will that decision determine whether or not DWR 
will approve and execute the Monterey Amendments? 

 
3. If DWR makes a new project decision to approve a project that includes the Monterey 

Amendments: 
 

a. Will the decision consider a no project alternative that includes no actions taken 
under the Monterey Amendments? 

b. Will the decision determine whether or not to adopt alternatives to the Monterey 
Amendments? 

c. Will the decision determine whether or not to adopt mitigation measures for any 
significant impacts of the Monterey Amendments? 

d. Will the decision determine whether to authorize the permanent transfer of the 
Kern Fan Element? 

e. Will the decision determine whether or not DWR approves of water deliveries 
under the 41,000 acre-foot Kern/Castaic transfer?TPF

34
FPT 

 
 

III. The DEIR’s “aura of unreality”TPF

35
FPT undermines its ability to meaningfully address 

the distinct environmental consequences of the project. 
 

                                                 
TP

34
PT The 1999 contracts framing this agriculture-to-urban transfer were not the subject of a 

validation challenge.  However, those transfer contracts were expressly based upon the Monterey 
Amendments, whose final authorization remains unknown, and DWR has never approved the 
transfer outside of the Monterey Amendments, which would subject it to the pre-Monterey 
agricultural deficiency provisions of article 18(a) and undermine its reliability to support urban 
uses. (See Attachment C (2002 letter of Castaic’s counsel).) The Los Angeles Superior Court 
decertified Castaic’s stand-alone 2004 EIR in May 2007 (Planning and Conservation League v. 
Department of Water Resources (LASC No. BS 098724.) While Los Angeles Superior Court 
Judge James Chalfant characterized the 1999 transfer contracts as “final,” he recognized that 
DWR could still take actions that could “undermine” the ability of the transfer to deliver water. 
Id. at p. 13.  He also relied partially on representations of DWR’s counsel that DWR had the 
discretion to take steps that might curtail deliveries under the transfer. Id. at p.20 All parties 
except for DWR have appealed that decision, and it is pending in the Second District Court of 
Appeal. In addition to fully studying the Monterey-associated impacts of this sprawl-supportive 
transfer and appropriate mitigation, the EIR should fully consider PCL’s proposed alternative 
that would consider alternative dispositions of its water.  In a time of statewide water shortage, 
the need for DWR’s careful evaluation is particularly acute. 
 
TP

35
PT PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P at p. 912. 
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A. The DEIR analysis is predicated upon a defective environmental baseline. 
  
 Without the development of an adequate baseline condition, “analysis of impacts, 
mitigation measures and project alternatives becomes impossible.”  (County of Amador v. El 
Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal. App. 4th 931, 953.)TPF

36
FPT The baseline for these 

assessments must be based on an analysis of “real conditions on the ground,” rather than mere 
opinion or narrative.  (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
(2001) 87 Cal.App. 4th 99, 121.) 
 
 The DEIR accurately notes that that the baseline for assessment here is “complicated” by 
the implementation of the Monterey Amendments before 2003, when DWR issued its Notice of 
Preparation.TPF

37
FPT  Nonetheless, a series of glaring errors undermine the baseline’s integrity to serve 

as the basis for assessing the project’s environmental impacts.   
 

First, the DEIR states that the baseline has been “adjusted to include events that are 
expected to occur over time” that it assumes are “not related to the Monterey Amendment and 
the Settlement Agreement.”TPF

38
FPT   That “adjustment” constitutes an error of law under CEQA.  It is 

the “no project” alternative, rather than the baseline, that, in addition to existing conditions, must 
account for “what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project 
were not approved, based upon  current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and 
community services.” CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(e)(2).  But the “no project” alternative is 
“not the baseline for determining whether the project’s proposed impacts may be significant, 
unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting analysis which does establish that 
baseline.” Id.at 15126.6(e)(1).  Here, where the “no project” analysis is much more complex, and 
by no means “identical” to the environmental setting, there is no basis for making these 
forecasting adjustments to the baseline, and the resulting mistake fatally infects the comparison 
between the baseline and impact assessment. 
 
 Second, the baseline does not accurately reflect pre-Monterey contract provisions that set 
limitations for contractors, and thus does not accurately reflect constrained demands or capacity 

                                                 
TP

36
PT See also CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a) (the environmental setting will “normally constitute 

baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is 
significant”); DEIR, p. 5-1. 
 
TP

37
PT The DEIR inaccurately lists the Monterey Amendments’ implementation date as 1995. DEIR, 

p. 5-2.  
 
TP

38
PT DEIR, p. 5-2 (emphasis added); see also DEIR, p. 3 (postulating that “other changes and 

transfers” alleged to be “unrelated” to the Monterey Amendment, have occurred or are 
anticipated to occur by 2020).  Although DWR attempts to project baseline and project 
conditions through 2020, the project involves changes to SWP project contracts that will remain 
effective until 2035.  DWR’s impact assessment does not demonstrate why it fails to make 
reasonable attempts to take account of the additional 15 years of project impacts. 
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to accept SWP water under pre-Monterey contracts.  These provisions, changed under Monterey 
as noted above, include the following: 
 
• The pre-Monterey contracts precluded SWP contractors from storing water outside of 
their own service areas. This provision limited contactors’ capacity to accept SWP water to the 
real-time customer demands plus the amount of water that could be stored in facilities within the 
contractors’ service areas. Eliminating this provision in the Monterey Amendments significantly 
expanded storage options available to contractors, and thereby enhanced contractors’ capacity to 
take water. Yet the DEIR assumes that the baseline water demand is the same as demands when 
such limitations are not applied to contractors (as in the proposed project). 
 
• The baseline also does not reflect how Article 21(g) (1) of the pre-Monterey contracts 
precluded the use and therefore demands for Article 21 water. As noted above, Article 21 (g) (1) 
prevents the state from delivering “surplus” water where it determines that it would contractor to 
the extent that the State determines that such delivery would tend to “encourage the development 
of an economy within the area served by sustained delivery of surplus water." This article 
established a specific limiting provision for delivery of Article 21 water, and the baseline should 
assume that DWR would implement it and withhold delivery of water where appropriate. By 
contrast, the Monterey Amendments have been in effect on an interim basis without that 
limitation. Several contractors now have economies that are dependent on continued delivery of 
Article 21 water. According to tables provided by DWR for water years 2004 and 2005, some 
urban contractors now take Article 21 and carry-over water in the winter months while taking 
little or no Table A supplies and take Table A supplies later in the year  (see tables below). This 
indicates that some contractors are using Article 21 supplies to sustain the hard demands of their 
service area in winter months.TPF

39
FPT   

 
 

                                                 
TP

39
PT In fact, review of the historic deliveries of article 21 water demonstrates that municipal 

demands for Article 21 water supplies have increased since implementation of the Monterey 
project. Such use would have been prohibited under the pre-Monterey contracts. This increased 
demand for article 21 water should not be included in the baseline. The EIR should further 
analyze whether proposed contract amendments have indeed resulted in hardened demand for 
article 21 water, and corresponding shifts in delivery, demand, and request patterns for Table A 
supplies. 
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Source data provided electronically to Mindy McIntyre by DWR staff in 2007 
 

Third, the baseline inappropriately excludes an accurate analysis of allowable operations 
under the current regulatory setting. The baseline does not include operational constraints of the 
federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). As 
detailed further in section III.B, infra, recent state and federal court rulings have determined that 
SWP operations as modeled in the DEIR do not comply with either CESA or FESA, and are 
therefore illegal.TPF

40
FPT 

 
Fourth, the DEIR fails to recognize climate change in the baseline (and in the analysis of 

alternatives). The DEIR incorrectly states that too little is known about climate change to warrant 
incorporation of findings into the baseline and alternative. Rather, the DEIR provides a cursory 
discussion of climate change in a separate section of the EIRTPF

41
FPT. This assertion is contradicted by 

numerous studies and findings, including research published by DWR well before the release of 
the DEIR.  
 

DWR has prepared and released significant information on climate change impacts to the 
SWP system and to California water resources. The Department’s own “Progress on 
Incorporating Climate Change into Water Management,” outlines several feasible scenarios for 
climate change. CEQA does not require definitive information prior to incorporation into 
analysis. Indeed, as noted by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, it is very unlikely 
that future California hydrology will be the same as past hydrology: 
 

The IPCC (2001) ranked the confidence limits of major impacts to water resources 
due to observed and projected climate change as very high (0.95-1.00), high (0.67-
0.95), medium (0.33-0.67), low (0.05-0.33), and very low (0.00-0.05). There is high 
confidence that the timing and amount of runoff is changing, and very high 
confidence that watersheds with substantial snowpack will experience major 
changes as temperature continues to rise. The impacts of this trend are a decrease in 
available water resources in California, primarily during the summer months, and a 
potential increase in wintertime floods. There is high confidence that California’s 
Sierra Nevada will experience a continued trend of decreased snow accumulation 

                                                 
TP

40
PT See, e.g., Natural Resources Defense Council v. Kempthorne (E.D. Cal. 2007), 2007 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 42263 (existing and planned future operations in the Central Valley Project and 
State Water Project may jeopardize the Delta Smelt, creating ESA compliance problems. While 
the baseline excludes compliance with these state and federal endangered species laws, the DEIR 
simultaneously relies on the FESA process to mitigate for many of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project. However, the DEIR provides no analysis to demonstrate that the FESA process 
is capable of mitigating these impacts.  
 
TP

41
PT See DEIR, Ch. 12, addressed in section of these comments, infra. 
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and earlier snowmelt (e.g. Lettenmaier and Gan 1990; Jeton et al. 1996; Miller et al. 
1999; Wilby and Dettinger 2000; Knowles and Cayan 2002; Miller et al. 2003).TPF

42
FPT    

 
In fact, and as discussed fiurther below, widely available data demonstrate that climate 

change is already occurring in California, with trends of declining snowpack and earlier annual 
peak runoff.TPF

43
FPT Numerous studies, listed in attachment D to these comments, address climate 

change and its effects on water resources in California are available. Despite this overwhelming 
body of evidence of current and future climate change, the DEIR ignores climate change in the 
baseline and in all alternatives. Instead, the baseline and all alternatives are based on past 
hydrology. 
 

In sum, the DEIR’s baseline fails to provide an accurate basis for comparison of 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project or other alternatives. The baseline 
must be adjusted to reflect the pre-Monterey SWP contracts, pre-Monterey SWP operations and 
the impacts of climate change. Without such adjustments, the baseline is an inadequate reference 
from which to determine the impacts of the proposed project and project alternatives. 

 
B. The DEIR fails to reflect the current regulatory framework, and in 

particular the impact of the Delta Smelt/OCAP decision on the delivery reliability of the 
SWP.  
 

DWR’s final decision on the “Monterey Plus” must reflect and address SWP and 
environmental conditions as they exist now, rather than freezing them in 1995 or 2003.  The 
recent ruling invalidating the biological opinion for the Delta Smelt is one of the most significant 
current environmental constraints for the SWP. Yet the DEIR fails to incorporate the impact of 
this decision in alternatives analysis or recognize this significant decision in Section 6.3  
(Changes in SWP Operations Since 1995 Unrelated to the Proposed Project).  The federal court’s 

                                                 
TP

42
PT California Climate Change, Hydrologic Response, and Flood Forecasting , Norman L. Miller 

Earth Sciences Division, Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, California, USA . Presented at 
the International Expert Meeting on Urban Flood Management 20-21 November 2003, World 
Trade Center Rotterdam, The Netherlands April 30, 2004. 
Hhttp://www.lbl.gov/Science-Articles/Archive/assets/images/2004/Apr-
30/California_Flooding.pdfH  
 
TP

43
PT Potential effects of global warming on the Sacramento/San Joaquin watershed and the San 

Francisco estuary. Noah Knowles and Daniel R. Cayan,  Geophysical Research Letters, VOL. 
29, NO. 18, 1891, doi:10.1029/2001GL014339, 2002, 
HTUhttp://natypete.andradedowns.googlepages.com/knowles2002.pdfUTH;  No. 119. Effects On Water 
Resources: Monitoring Snowmelt Runoff And Sea Level for Climate Change, Maurice Roos, 
California Department of Water Resources, presented at the U.S. Climate Change Science 
Program (CCSP) workshop on November 14-16, 2005, in Arlington, Virginia 
HTUhttp://www.climatescience.gov/workshop2005/posters/P-WE2.8_Roos.pdfUTH  
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summary judgment decision was issued on May 25, 2007, many months before the DEIR and the 
final ruling has now been issued.TPF

44
FPT  

 
DWR has publicly recognized the impact of the Delta Smelt ruling outside of the DEIR. 

DWR’s Chief of Project Operations Planning Branch, John Leahigh, stated that under the interim 
remedy actions proposed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), SWP 2008 
deliveries would be reduced anywhere between 8% (91,000 AF) to 27% (305,000 AF) from a 
baseline delivery of 1.15 MAFY in a dry year; and from between 8% (252,000 AF) and 31% 
(305,000) from a baseline of 3 MAFY in an average year.  (Attachment F, NRDC v. Kempthorne, 
Doc. 398, Declaration of J. Leahigh, dated July 9, 2007, at ¶¶ 6. 36-37.)   
 

While the ruling initially imposed an interim remedy only, it is reasonable to expect that 
the next biological opinion will impose permanent restrictions that are similar or more stringent 
to the interim remedy. It is very unlikely that the USFWS will issue a biological opinion 
significantly similar to the pre-ruling opinion. Given this likelihood, the EIR should reflect the 
operations imposed by the court in the Delta Smelt ruling. Indeed, the ruling demonstrates that 
existing operations, as modeled in the DEIR, are not lawful. The Delta Smelt ruling will alter the 
way the proposed project can be implemented. The interim remedy imposed by the court restricts 
winter and spring SWP pumping in the Delta. Such restrictions will necessarily impact deliveries 
of Article 21 water, as well as Turnback Pool transfers. Any conclusions included in the DEIR 
regarding deliveries of Article 21, Turnback Pool water and other water deliveries in the winter 
and spring are now inaccurate. The EIR must recognize the Delta Smelt ruling, and fully 
incorporate it into the environmental analysis for the project.TPF

45
FPT 

 
C. The DEIR improperly uses CALSIM II as the principal tool to analyze 

baseline condition and environmental impacts. 
 

The DEIR relies on CALSIM II to analyze the impacts of water allocation and deliveries 
under the baseline, the proposed project and the alternatives. CALSIM II results are relied upon 
to estimate SWP delivery and export impacts as well as to derive environmental impacts on the 
Delta and upstream tributaries. While CALSIM II may be a sophisticated and useful modeling 
tool for certain purposes, it is inappropriate for determining environmental impacts and for 
estimating impacts in export and deliveries. It has been criticized by a panel of expert reviewers 
for several weaknesses, including its lack of amenability to proper calibration.  (See A. Close, et 
al., A Strategic Review of CALSIM II and its Use for Water Planning, Management and 
Operations in Central California submitted to California Bay Delta Authority Science Program, 
December 4, 2003.  

                                                 
TP

44
PT Attachment E, NRDC v. Kempthorne, 1:05-cv-1207 (EDCA), Doc. 560, Interim Remedial 

Order Following Summary Judgment and Evidentiary Hearing, dated Dec. 14, 2007, Attachment 
F, NRDC v. Kempthorne, Doc. 323, Order Granting In Part and Denying In part Plaintiffs’ 
Motion for Summary Judgment, dated May 25, 2007. 
 
TP

45
PT The EIR also needs to discuss the time of year in which cutbacks of pumping will be 

necessary to achieve the restoration of the Delta Smelt. The timing of these cutbacks may well 
occur in spring and winter, ordinarily a heavy period for SWP pumping. 
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In addition, CALSIM II assumes foresight on the part of operators, and thus assumes that 

operators will not take actions that will result in later violations of environmental standards or 
other operating constraints.  This assumption can lead to great underestimation of environmental 
impacts, for in the real world operators do not have such foresight and thus may make decisions 
without realizing the consequences ultimately resulting from those decisions. 
 

Furthermore a recent analysis has revealed additional flaws in the statistical basis for 
CALSIM II.  (“Analysis of CALSIM’s Statistical Basis,”by Arve Sjovold, December 28, 2004, 
previously provided to DWR). 
 

CALSIM II predictions are only as accurate as the data and assumptions that are plugged 
into the model. Here, those assumptions may be wrong; for example, the DEIR assumption that 
future water flow patterns will be similar to those that have occurred in the past is inconsistent 
with the ample literature on the substantial effects of global warming on California water flows. 
These input data errors and uncertainties further undermine the ability of the DEIR’s modeling 
analysis to make the kind of predictions necessary to support a genuine analysis of impacts. 
 

Because CALSIM II is an optimization model that does not necessarily reflect options 
available to water operators, it may predict levels of exports. However, federal and state water 
quality and endangered species laws and regulations probably would prohibit such high export 
levels for water quality problem. The DEIR assumes that future water exports from the Delta will 
be nearly twice the historic average. Yet this prediction fails to recognize that DWR has 
chronically failed to meet water quality standards in the Delta under historic operations, and 
significant environmental degradation has taken place under such conditions, resulting in new 
regulatory actions. In light of the recent pelagic organism declines in the Bay Delta Estuary, and 
resulting rulings invalidating the biological opinion for Delta smelt, it is prudent to ensure the 
DEIR modeling assumptions predictions are conservative, rather than “optimizing” to ensure 
assumed deliveries would not violate conditions of the Federal Clean Water Act, the Federal or 
California Endangered Species Acts, or any other environmental permit condition, regulation, 
standard, or law.  
 

Finally, the DEIR’s presentation of modeling results is flawed.  Throughout the DEIR, 
modeled predictions—for example, statements that salmonid mortality will increase by a certain 
percentage—are presented as though certain, and discussion of possible error or of ranges of 
possible outcomes is almost entirely absent.  The models used cannot possibly produce such 
certainty, however; at best, they can predict, given a certain set of data and assumptions, a range 
of possible outcomes, with some outcomes potentially more probable than others, and with all 
predictions limited by both known and unknown sources of error.   An accurate discussion of the 
DEIR’s modeling results therefore cannot provide certain predictions, and instead should show 
the range of possible outcomes.  By omitting both possible sources of error and potential 
outcome ranges, the DEIR projects a false certainty that the impacts of the project will be 
relatively small.  Indeed, if the modeling results were properly presented, with ranges of 
outcomes fully described, the study might show that the models actually predict that significantly 
larger impacts are entirely capable of occurring. 
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PCL does not argue that models should never have been used to inform the analysis in the 
DEIR.  But the CALSIM II used cannot possibly provide a near-certain conclusion that 
significant environmental effects will not occur, or will be fully mitigated especially when both 
common sense, existing knowledge of the Delta system, and the analyses of other agencies all 
indicate the extremely high likelihood of such impacts.  Indeed, PCL believes that if modeling 
results were properly reported, they would indicate the reasonable likelihood of significant 
impacts.     
 

As participants in the EIR Committee process, PCL has previously submitted comments 
expressing our concerns regarding the adequacy of CALSIM II for analyzing baseline conditions 
and assessing environmental impacts. The DEIR has not adequately addressed our previous 
comments, and we resubmit those comments on CALSIM II by reference to the DEIR. 
 

If DWR includes CALSIM II model analyses in future EIR drafts, we request clear 
explanations and justification of all assumptions made in the CALSIM II model runs. In addition, 
we request that DWR explicitly state when findings are based on post processing and when 
findings are based on direct model results. When findings are based on post processing, the 
rationale behind these post-processing decisions should be clearly articulated. 
 
V. The DEIR fails in its duty to analyze the transfer, development and operation of the 
Kern Water Bank, and alternatives that would restore its public accountability. 
 
 A. DWR must independently study, and exercise its own judgment on, the 
“transfer, development and operation” of the Kern Water Bank. 
 
 As provided in the settlement agreement, “the new EIR shall include an independent 
study by DWR, as the lead agency, and the exercise of its judgment regarding the impacts related 
to the transfer, development and operation of the Kern Water Bank” in light of existing 
environmental permits. (Section III.F.) That study “shall identify SWP and any non-SWP 
sources of deliveries to the Kern Water Bank.” (Id.) The EIR must provide this analysis to ensure 
compliance with the agreement and the requirements of CEQA. 
 
 The 2003 Settlement Agreement, which allows the Monterey Amendments to proceed on 
an interim basis, that “KWBA shall retain title to the KWBA lands.  KWBA may continue to 
operate and administer the KWB lands including the water bank, subject to restrictions herein.” 
TPF

46
FPTThe agreement also provides that “[t]he restrictions in this Section V shall become final only 

upon (1) filing of the Notice of Determination following the completion of New EIR, (2) 
discharge of the writ of mandate in the underlying litigation as provided below, and (3) 
conclusion of all litigation in a manner that does not invalidate any Monterey Amendment (or 
any portion thereof) or the Kern Fan Element Transaction.”TPF

47
FPT 

 

                                                 
TP

46
PT Settlement Agreement, § 5.A. 

 
TP

47
PT Settlement Agreement,  § V.F. 
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 B. The DEIR’s study methods are too narrow to support DWR’s independent 
judgment on the future of the Kern Water Bank. 
 

DWR’s final decision addressing ownership and operation of the world’s largest 
groundwater storage facility, the one million acre-foot capacity Kern Water Bank located west of 
Bakersfield, raises critical issues involving public trust accountability and environmental 
responsibility. The various stakes involved in the bank’s operation—financial, institutional and 
environmental—are of immense importance to California’s future.  Built to capacity, the 
groundwater bank is capable of delivering 240,000 acre-feet of water per year, enough to supply 
the needs of roughly 500,000 households.TPF

48
FPT   

 
The facility is also crucial because of its location, providing storage to the southern San 

Joaquin Valley.TPF

49
FPT When developed, the Kern Fan Element, in combination with the provisions 

of the proposed project allowing storage outside an SWP service area, significantly increase 
SWP contractors’ capacity to accept water from the Delta. 

 
But the DEIR’s draft study on the Kern Water Bank (DEIR, Appendix E) says very little 

that would alert the reader to momentous environmental significance of DWR’s forthcoming 
decision.  The “methods” section of that study (DEIR, Appx. E, p. 5) suggests a possible reason 
for its benign assessment.  Of the three sources of information noted in the study, the only 
information source that does not come directly from the Kern agencies, KCWA and KWBA, is 
that DWR contacted personnel from the California Department of Fish and Game and the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service.  That focus is far too narrow. The substantial environmental 
issues associated with the loss of statewide environmental accountability over the bank require a 
more probing analysis that could not be addressed simply by consulting wildlife and fisheries 
agencies, and it is DWR, as SWP manager, that must provide that analysis.  As detailed below, 
even if the KWBA has been a responsible steward of the Kern Fan Element property that holds 
the bank, the concerns that arise from the decision for the bank to serve local rather than 
statewide interests would persist. 

 
DWR’s narrow study methods are surprising, because the broader issues surrounding the 

transfer, development and operation of the Kern Water Bank have been the subject of major 
public controversy, addressed in the mediaTPF

50
FPT and in reports that are referenced and discussed 

nowhere in the DEIR.  One of those reports, prepared by Public Citizen, contends that while the 

                                                 
TP

48
PT In August 1996, one day following DWR’s transfer of the bank to Kern County Water Agency 

in its interim implementation of the Monterey Amendments in 1996, KCWA retransferred the 
bank to the Kern Water Bank Authority (KWBA), which consists of five local public water 
agencies and a private mutual water company. 
 
TP

49
PT Sandino, California’s Groundwater Management Since the Governor’s Commission Review: 

The Consolidation of Local Control (2005) 36 MCGEORGE L. REV. 471, 489 n. 171. 
 
TP

50
PTM.  Arax, Massive Farm Owned by L.A. Man Uses Water Bank Conceived for State Needs, 

Los Angeles Times (online), December 19, 2003. 
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KWBA is formally public entity, it is effectively majority-controlled by one of the world’s 
largest farming companies, Paramount Farming, and largely serves the interests of two 
corporations with large landholdings in the service area.TPF

51
FPT The Public Citizen report charges that 

the divestment of the bank from state authority has been environmentally destructive, raising 
issues that are nowhere addressed in the DEIR.TPF

52
FPT While we believe that DWR is very much 

aware of this report, and should thus have included a reaction to the report as part of the DEIR 
environmental analysis of the proposed transfer of the Kern Fan Element, we will attach the 
Public Citizen Report to these comments, so that DWR will have no excuse not to analyze its 
findings in connection with producing the final EIR. 
 

Whether or not DWR concurs with them, it would be irresponsible not to address these 
well-known allegations before taking its final action on the proposed Kern Water Bank 
transfer.TPF

53
FPT  Indeed, broad concerns about the lack of institutional and environmental 

accountability among Kern County’s local water agencies have drawn the attention, not simply 
of environmental groups, but also some of the most respected scholars of California’s water 
history. For example, Norris Hundley’s discussion observes that such local districts “are 
ordinarily managed by boards of directors made up of a homogeneous, single interest body of 
people representing the large water users and guided by a rigid set of goals: maximization of 
water use at minimum cost with little or no regard for the environment or for the welfare of the 
people of California.”TPF

54
FPT In short, the EIR will disserve decision-makers and the public unless 

DWR is able to step outside the mindset of the local Kern agencies, and address the Kern Water 

                                                 
TP

51
PT J. Gibler, WATER HEIST (Public Citizen, December 2003)(“Public Citizen report”), included 

as Attachment G to these comments.  The EIR should specifically address the Public Citizen 
report as if it were set forth directly in these comments. 
 
TP

52
PT See Public Citizen report, p. 2 (arguing that the bank should not “provide a handful of 

corporations with the keys to a virtual ‘switchyard’ for controlling water deals between 
agribusiness and real estate developers”). 
 
TP

53
PT To assist decision-makers and the public, PCL also requests that DWR include  in the EIR a 

documentary appendix compiling key reference sources on the Kern Water Bank.  The public 
should have an opportunity to directly review such key documents as (1) the 1987 DWR/ KCWA 
memorandum of understanding; (2) the purchase agreements framing the transfer of the Kern 
Fan Element from DWR to KCWA, and from KCWA to KWBA; (3) the 1995 KWBA Statement 
of Principles; (4) the 1995 KWBA Joint Powers Agreement; and (5) the 1995 KWBA Operations 
and Monitoring Memorandum of Understanding. 
 
TP

54
PT N. Hundley, THE GREAT THIRST (2001), p. 536; see also R. Gottlieb and M. Fitzsimmons, 

THIRST FOR GROWTH (1991), pp.  96-97  (“With new purchases and related expansion of irrigated 
acreage becoming a speculative spiral, the Kern landowners raced to establish new water districts 
to contract for State Project water….The tendency toward concentration and overextension, 
already prevalent in the county from the days of Lux v. Haggin, was enormously magnified with 
the arrival of the aqueduct. A handful of landowners dominated the key water districts affiliated 
with the [Kern County Water Agency], and these districts, in turn, dominated the agency”). 
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bank issues with the “statewide perspective and expertise” required in its stewardship of the State 
Water Project.TPF

55
FPT 

 
C. The EIR fails to fully disclose how the transfer of the Kern Fan Element out 

of DWR’s control alters the central purpose of the Kern Water Bank. 
 
 Although the DEIR briefly refers to the transfer of the Kern Fan Element out of state 
ownership, and its subsequent control by the KWBA (DEIR, p. 4-11), it never fully 
acknowledges how this transformation affected the fundamental purpose of the Kern Water 
Bank.  The DEIR appendix on the transfer briefly references the 1987 Memorandum of 
Understanding (1987) between DWR and KCWA, which formed the basis for DWR’s 
acquisition of the Kern property from Tenneco West.TP

 
F

56
FPT But it never mentions how two key 

statewide and public protections referenced in the 1987 MOU were later removed: 
 
• Shift of bank purpose to serve local rather than statewide interests. 
 
 The 1987 MOU clarified that the “primary purpose” of the Kern Water Bank is to 
“augment the dependable water supply of the State Water Project”; and that “[i]ncidental” to its 
primary purpose the bank will produce “local benefits.”  It defined the bank as a “SWP 
conservation facility” to be integrated with other SWP operations.  
 
 By contrast, the 1995 joint powers agreement for the KWBA reversed the priorities, 
ensuring that “the Authority will be operated and maintained “for its benefit and the benefit of 
the Member Entities.”TPF

57
FPT 

 
• Failure to acknowledge statewide trust protection 
 

Although the MOU conferred upon the Agency a ten-year option to purchase the bank, it 
imposed conditions of that purchase that would have preserved DWR’s trust responsibilities 
under the Water Code.  Under the MOU, the Agency’s purchase of the bank could only occur 
“[p]rovided that the Department’s right to use the area for project purposes will be preserved.  
Consistent with section 11464 of the Water Code, the Department shall not sell facilities 
acquired for the Kern Water Bank.”TPF

58
FPT 

 

                                                 
TP

55
PT PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P at p. 907. 

 
TP

56
PT DEIR, appx. E, p. 10. 

 
TP

57
PT 1995 JPA for the KWBA, recitals at ¶ 5. 

 
TP

58
PT The non-alienation provision in Water Code section 11464 provides that “no water right, 

reservoir, conduit, or facility for the generation, production, transmission, or distribution of 
electric power, acquired by the department shall ever be sold, granted, or conveyed by the 
department so that the department thereby is divested of the title to and ownership of it.” 
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 By contrast, neither article 52 of the Monterey Amendments, nor the conveyance 
agreements with the Kern agencies for the Kern Fan Element transfer, ever referenced or 
incorporated DWR’s continuing authority, even in the context of local ownership, to use the 
bank as needed for SWP purposes. Instead, the transfer agreements took the form of unrestricted 
fee simple transfers, without any discussion of the state’s underlying trust duties.   
 
 In its EIR, DWR must fully analyze the circumstances surrounding the removal of 
safeguards for the public and the state, and the environmental consequences of bank operation 
without these protections.  It must also study alternatives that would not eliminate these 
protections, even in the context of local ownership and administration of the bank. 
 
 D. The EIR must more fully describe DWR’s experiences and purposes in 
attempting to develop the Kern Water Bank. 
 
 The DEIR barely discusses DWR’s original plans for the KWB and attempts to develop 
it. In a 1979 article, then-DWR director Ronald Robie described a variety of environmental 
advantages to DWR developing an underground storage facility for the SWP. He concluded that 
“an SWP ground water program will add flexibility to SWP operations and can be a hedge 
against earthquake or other disablement of the California Aqueduct.”TPF

59
FPT  Following the release of 

technical studies, DWR focused on the possibilities of developing SWP groundwater recharge 
operations in Kern County. 
 
 In 1986, DWR prepared an EIR for a state-run water bank, contemplating purchase of 
approximately 20,000 acres of land from Tenneco West, located on the Kern River’s alluvial fan 
(the area that ultimately became the bank’s site is sometimes referred to as the Kern Fan 
Element).TPF

60
FPT The present DEIR does not disclose that in its own environmental reviews, DWR 

recognized that operation of the bank might have an impact on the Bay-Delta.TPF

61
FPT 

 
 DWR made substantial investments in studies and other activities with the expectation of 
implementing the state-owned bank. Some estimates have placed the total amount DWR paid to 
develop the bank, including the initial purchase, over $70 million.TPF

62
FPT  The EIR should disclose 

the full amount of that investment, including any investment in environmental study and 
mitigation. 
 

                                                 
TP

59
PT Id. at 45.  

 
TP

60
PT See also Kletzing, Imported Groundwater Banking: The Kern Water Bank - A Case Study, 

(1988). 19 PAC. L.J. 1225.  
 
TP

61
PTDWR, First Stage Kern Fan Element Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

(1990). pp. 38-42. 
 
TP

62
PT Public Citizen, p. 2. 
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 E. The EIR does not fully disclose the circumstances that caused DWR to 
relinquish control of the KWB. 
 

 The EIR should more fully disclose the circumstances that caused DWR to stop 
developing the KWB.  In this regard, several documents that PCL obtained from DWR, included 
as attachment H, are illuminating. During the early 1990s, KCWA, joined by other local water 
districts and the State Water Contractors organization, sought to have DWR cease all “planning, 
design and land acquisition” activities relating to the water bank, even requesting that it be 
“mothballed.”TPF

63
FPT They also argued that since DWR would not be developing the bank, it should 

be transferred to local control. In response, DWR director David Kennedy ultimately endorsed 
divestment of the water bank to the Agency, which then became a key principle in the 1994 
Monterey Agreement.TPF

64
FPT  

 
Although DWR had earlier been trying to proceed with the state-run project, two factors--

potential ESA impacts, and Kern non-cooperation—thwarted these efforts. The latter reflected 
both ESA impacts, which KCWA did not want to address, and partly KCWA’s reluctance to 
allow DWR to protect statewide interests in the bank. DWR had reached a HCP addressing on-
site impacts, and that HCP was satisfactory to everyone but the Kern interests. However, DWR 
staff reported that Kern “wanted to recharge and extract at their will and not pay for ‘any 
stinking mitigation costs’.  When DWR objected, Kern’s Tom Clark responded, “if we think we 
must, we will buy it.”TP

 
F

65
FPT 

 
F. The EIR inadequately addresses the details of DWR’s purchase agreement with 

Kern County Water Agency. 
 
 The EIR identifies the agricultural contractors’ retirement of 45,000 acre-feet of 
agricultural entitlement (almost all by KCWA) as the ostensible consideration (the price paid) for 
DWR’s transfer of the Kern Water Bank. But it does not adequately analyze the circumstances 
surrounding that exchange: 
 
•  DWR estimated the bank’s worth at just over $33 million. That figure was just two 
million more than the state had paid in 1988, despite the state’s subsequent investment of 
approximately $40 million in the bank’s development.  The state apparently valued the element 
based upon its purchase piece of marginal agricultural land rather than its more important 
value—a capitalization of the land’s highest and best use as a water bank. 
 

                                                 
TP

63
PT Attachment H (February 18, 1993 draft letter from SWC to DWR).  

 
TP

64
PT Attachment H (1992 SWC action report; February 18, 1993 draft letter from SWC to DWR; 

February 9, 1993 and April 19, 1993 letters from DWR to SWC). 
 
TP

65
PT Attachment H (Memorandum of Jack Erickson, DWR to John Pacheco, dated February 13, 

1996). 
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• KCWA’s retired agricultural “entitlements” existed only as an accounting tool, and Kern 
had no realistic expectation of receiving actual wet water under those entitlements.  
Nevertheless, KCWA was obligated—pursuant to the contracts it signed—to pay the state for 
that entitlement amount.  By retiring those entitlements, KCWA therefore relieved itself of a 
substantial liability while losing little, if any, chance at wet water.  The retired debit would 
appear to have a substantially higher value than the retired entitlements. 
 
• DWR and KWBA have yet to provide a full accounting of the sources of water going into 
the Kern Water Bank, an issue that DWR is called upon to address in the Monterey settlement 
agreement within the Monterey Plus EIR.  It seems likely that the other inexpensive sources of 
water made available to the Kern agencies through the Monterey Amendments—including 
“interruptible” (formerly surplus) water, carryover storage water, and turnback pool water—
might have more than replaced the purported “loss” of KCWA’s 45,000 acre-feet of paper 
entitlements with less expensive sources. 
  
• The state’s divestment also included some of its water.  DWR conveyed title to half the 
water stored in the bank, as well as all the water stored during 1995.  As the KWBA recognized 
in its financial statement, “the participants [in the KWBA] received Kern Water Bank land and 
facilities and 42,380 acre-feet of banked water.  The 42,830 acre-feet of water subsequently was 
transferred to each of the participants in proportion to their ownership. This transaction was 
reflected as a contribution of capital in the amount of $27,858,500 by the respective 
participants.”TPF

66
FPT 

 
G. The DEIR fails to analyze key environmental consequences of the Kern Water 

Bank’s operation without statewide trust accountability. 
 
 The DEIR fails to study the major environmental consequences of the Kern Water Bank, 
other than some smaller issues that centrally focus on KWBA’s administration of the Kern Fan 
Element lands.  Notably, the analysis fails to answer important questions about foreseeable 
trends in water marketing and groundwater banking due to the project.TPF

67
FPT Instead, the DEIR 

abruptly concludes that impacts are less than significant because multiple factors increased 
groundwater banking, and because of a beneficial impact on groundwater levels.TPF

68
FPT  

 
 The EIR must carefully study the following issues: 
 
• Pressures on the Delta  

                                                 
TP

66
PT KWBA, Financial Statements (December 31, 2000 and 1999). 

 
TP

67
PTNeither Chapter 8 on growth-inducing impacts, nor Chapter 9 addressing water supply 

reliability and “paper water,” address the transfer and operation of the Kern Water Bank.  The 
effects of available storage and related transfers must be included in those analyses even if the 
bank is addressed separately in Appendix E. 
 
TP

68
PT DEIR, appx. E, p. 49. 
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 The transfer of the Kern Fan Element resulted in a shift in use of the facility. The state 
had intended to use the facility as a drought mitigation bank. In local control, it has become a 
new resource to maximize deliveries of SWP water and an economic resource. Local agencies 
now benefit from aggressively developing the Kern Fan Element. Under the Monterey 
Amendments, all contractors can use the Kern Water Bank to store SWP water. Therefore, the 
bank transfer has a significant potential to increase demand for and export of Delta water. The 
DEIR does not adequately analyze the impact on SWP demand and Delta export resulting from 
the transfer and development of the Kern Fan Element. 
 
 DWR’s records, although not yet disclosed in the EIR, suggest a possible close 
connection between the Kern Water Bank, Delta pumping, and Delta environmental issues.  The 
bank’s relationship to Delta pumping and environmental conditions came up repeatedly in 
DWR’s correspondence with other agencies,TPF

69
FPT` as well as with the contractor constituencies 

represented in the Monterey negotiations.TPF

70
FPT  In general, those records suggest DWR was well 

aware that operation of the Kern Bank could lead to increased Delta pumping, and that those 
increases could affect endangered species.   
 
 Additional research by PCL, previously brought to DWR’s attentionTPF

71
FPT, also shows the 

Kern Bank’s role in increased deliveries to southern contractors.TPF

72
FPT These documents highlight 

how filling the bank can impact the Delta.  For example:  

                                                 
TP

69
PT See, Attachment H, including: Letter from Wayne White, Department of Interior to David 

Kennedy, dated September 30, 1991 (“we are concerned about potential adverse effects of the 
project in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Estuary (Delta) area in central California.  The 
reason for this concern is that water storage capacity within the Kern Water Bank would be filled 
through additional water exports from the Delta averaging approximately 90,000 acre-feet per 
year”); id. (potential adverse effects on Delta smelt and winter-run Chinook salmon); Letter from 
John Turner, Department of Fish and Game, to Dan Masnada of CCWA, dated July 20, 1995 
(development of storage facilities, along with other Monterey operational changes, “combine to 
create substantial potential for program effects in the Delta and upstream”); id. (full study of 
Kern Water Bank’s “potential impacts on the Delta has never been completed”). 
 
TP

70
PT See Attachment H: MWD letter to Tom Clark dated May 29, 1992 (identifying relevance of 

Chinook impacts); Memorandum of Jack. A. Erickson, DWR, dated April 20, 1993 
(acknowledging Delta issues associated with Kern Fan Element); DWR, Kern Fan Element Re-
evaluation Study, February 1996 (acknowledging Kern-Delta link). 
 
TP

71
PT See Appendix A. 

 
TP

72
PT Several other provisions in the Monterey Amendments also facilitate increased pumping of 

KWB-bound water.  These provisions include liberalized requirements for “interruptible” water, 
allowance of “carryover” water, and creation of a “turnback pool.” 
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--A KCWA brochure reported that in 2001, the banking program had boosted local 
supplies by “almost 200,000 acre-feet” and urban Southern California supplies by 81,000 acre-
feet. 

--Numerous reports from the manager of KCWA member Lost Hills Water District 
document, among other things, Paramount Farming’s use of water banking to obtain inexpensive 
sources of state water for future water transfers and sales.   

--A Georgia State University paper on water sales from 1990-2001 recorded purchases 
from the Monterey Amendments turnback pool by KCWA, Dudley Ridge and other contractors 
at prices of $5.90 to $11.79 per acre.TPF

73
FPT 

--The Urban Water Management Plan of the McAllister Ranch Irrigation District, a 
former agricultural area near Bakersfield that is turning to residential development with the 
assistance of the Kern Water Bank. 

--KCWA’s 1996 Water Supply report contradicts the assumption that Monterey 
provisions including the Kern Fan transfer have only had a minor effect on deliveries, reflecting 
an understanding that it expected the Kern water bank, along with Monterey managerial changes, 
to help increase its SWP yield. 
 
• Depleting the Environmental Water Account 
 

There appears to be significant evidence that effective possession of the Kern Water 
Bank enabled Paramount Farming subsidiary Westside Mutual and other interests within the 
KWBA to secure “surplus” water from the state, only to sell it back to the state’s Environmental 
Water Account at a profit.TPF

74
FPT If DWR itself operated the bank, such privately-profitable sales 

would not have resulted in a transfer of money out of the state system; DWR could pump its own 
surplus water to the bank (rather than selling it at bargain-basement prices) and then at times of 
environmental need could pump that water, without paying marked-up prices for it, to users in 
lieu of Delta deliveries.  By paying less for water, DWR thus could slow the depletion of EWA 
assets, which in turn would allow the EWA to take more protective actions.  That change could 
become crucially important during a drought, for in times of scarcity the KWBA member 
agencies could charge far higher prices for their water, and the financial difference between a 
DWR-managed bank and a privately managed bank, and thus the difference in depletion of EWA 
funds, could be enormous. 
 
• Increasing the agribusiness footprint 

                                                 
TP

73
PT M. Czetwertynski, The Sale and Lease of Water Rights in Western States: An Overview for the 

Period 1990-2001  (March 2002), pp. 16-17. 
 
TP

74
PTThe evidence is available at HTUhttp://www.ewg.org/reports/CAWaterTakings/part4.phpUTH; 

HTUhttp://www.watertransfers.water.ca.gov/water_trans/water_trans_index.cfmUTH.  Despite its 
prominent role in securing the divestment of the Kern Water Bank and benefiting from it, 
Paramount Farming—whose wholly owned subsidiary Westside Mutual Water Company owns 
more than 48 percent of the bank--is only cryptically referred to in the DEIR analysis of the Kern 
bank, and not by name.  See DEIR, Appx. E, p. 17 (noting that Westside was formed by “a 
landowner”). 
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 The profit stream to Paramount Farming and other Roll International affiliates deserves 
further attention. The bank, which was intended to help balance out the state’s water supply to 
cities, farms and fish, has instead allowed Paramount Farming to double its acreage of nuts and 
fruits since 1994.”TPF

75
FPT  If the Kern Bank has indeed allowed a private company to put substantial 

additional acreage to agricultural use, that change could have multiple environmental 
consequences, including local habitat loss, increased pollutant loading, and, perhaps more 
importantly, increasing and hardening overall south-of-Delta water demand, which in turn could 
increase Delta impacts in the next drought. 
 
• Constrained public uses 
 

Private operation of the bank outside DWR control would hamper the state’s ability to 
manage water resources for a variety of public purposes, including drought storage for 
emergency preparedness, urban uses, environmental protection, river restoration, and water 
quality.TPF

76
FPT The specialty crops and urban uses supported by the bank, due to their inflexibility in 

times of drought, may increase pressure for water exports from the overburdened Bay Delta 
during times of critical shortage.   

 
• Supporting growth and development 
 

In KCWA’s March 1995 newsletter, its general manager describes “our local 
groundwater basin” as “a multi-billion dollar resource.”TPF

77
FPT The Public Citizen report alleged that 

the privately controlled water bank serves as “switchyard” for transactions between agribusiness 
and real estate interests in Southern California.TPF

78
FPT The DEIR must investigate these allegations, 

as well as suggestions that the bank may promote sprawl development.TPF

79
FPT 

                                                 
TP

75
PT Arax, supra. 

 
TP

76
PT “Water banking could be used as drought protection to statewide benefit and to help improve 

water quality in the heavily depleted San Joaquin Valley groundwater basin.  Operating banks 
for water marketing will have the opposite effect, fueling increased dependence upon distant 
water supplies for new growth….” Public Citizen, Water for People and Place (Nov. 2005), p. 
28. 
 
TP

77
PT KCWA General Manager Jim Beck, quoted in Water Age, March 2005, p. 3. 

 
TP

78
PT Public Citizen report, p. 2. 

 
TP

79
PT See, e.g., V. Pollard, Los Angeles Eyeing Kern Water Source, Bakersfield Californian, March 

24, 2002 (online) (“DWP officials have had early talks with representatives of Paramount 
Farming Co. and other participants in the about possible purchase of an as-yet-unspecified 
amount of water…The chairman of the Kern Water Bank Authority Board, Bill Phillimore, said 
sales from the water bank were contemplated from the time the bank was acquired by Kern 
County water agencies….”). The Public Citizen report asserts that Roll International affiliate 
WV Acquisitions has contracted with Lennar / LNR subsidiary Newhall Land and farming for 
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H. The DEIR fails to analyze alternatives that would restore state trust 

accountability to the Kern Water Bank’s operation. 
 
 In light of the history and risks described above, it is essential that DWR develop and 
analyze a meaningful project alternative that would restore some measure of statewide 
accountability over the manner in which the KWB is operated. That alternative may even be 
compelled by the need to comply with Water Code section 11464 and other applicable laws. 
 
 Throughout its participation in this EIR review, PCL proposed two alternatives that 
would have addressed the Kern issues.  The first was a “Kern Fan retention” alternative, which 
assumes state ownership and operation to enhance dry-year reliability.  The second was a “Kern 
Fan Transfer with trust conditions” alternative that would allow the Kern Water Bank to remain 
in local control, subject to operational and financial criteria designed to maximize environmental 
benefits. It would require the bank to store environmental water in time of surplus and make it 
available at no cost to the state in time of drought, in exchange for allowing the asset to operate 
the rest of the time for local purposes.  In sum, a variety of operating and financial arrangements 
must be explored to maximize the bank’s contributions to the State’s environment. CEQA 
requires a full analysis of these feasible alternatives, as part of the DEIR prepared on the 
proposed action. 
 
 Unfortunately, the DEIR summarily rejected the “Kern transfer with trust conditions” 
alternative with a cursory, untenable explanation.  DEIR,§ 11.2.6, p. 11-16. The DEIR asserts 
that this alternative would fail to “meet the objectives” of the Monterey Amendment, but does 
not explain why.  On the contrary, allowing local control of the bank to continue subject to the 
imposition of a state trust—which closely resembles the approach to local control of the bank 
already set forth in the 1987 DWR/ KCWA MOU—would be a balanced way to “[r]esolve legal 
and institutional issues related to storage of SWP water” in the county that would harmonize 
local and statewide interests.TPF

80
FPT  In light of Water Code section 11464 and legal constraints 

                                                                                                                                                             
sales of water entitlement. See HTUhttp://www.hoovers.com/the-newhall-land-and-farming-
company/--ID__11074--/free-co-factsheet.xhtmlUTH (describing Newhall as the “landing strip fot 
urban flight”). PCL has no independent knowledge of these accounts, but believes they deserve 
analysis. 
 
TP

80
PT DEIR, p. 4-1 (listing project objectives).  The “local control subject to DWR trust” approach 

does not appear incompatible with any of the other fundamental project objectives either.  
Moreover, the prospect that stakeholders might challenge the approach would provide no reason 
to summarily reject it as a project alternative.  PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P at p. 915.  Nor 

would the need for local agreement and funding be grounds to summarily dismiss this alternative 
from consideration (cf. DEIR, p. 11-6), particularly if DWR finds that it is the only lawful 
manner to proceed with local ownership of the bank. 
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related to conditions in the Delta, this alternative may well constitute the only lawful manner in 
which DWR can make a final decision that allows the bank to remain in local ownership.TPF

81
FPT 

 
 I. The EIR must answer additional questions about the Kern Water Bank’s 
transfer, development and operation. 
 
 PCL requests that the EIR answer the following additional questions, each of which 
relates to potentially significant environmental impacts, as outlined in this comment letter, and 
each of which CEQA requires be addressed: 
 
1.  Does the KWBA actually acquire and sell water, or does it merely provide 
a facility that allows its member agencies to store and recover water that 
they acquire and sell?TPF

82
FPT 

  
2.  If the KWBA does actually acquire and sell water, how much water does it 
acquire and sell on a yearly basis? 
  
3.  How much water have each of the KWBA members, including Westside, bought and sold 
during each year of the Kern Bank’s operations, using the Kern Bank in connection with such 
purchases and sales?  
  
4.  To whom has water stored in the Kern Bank been sold?   
  
5.  At what price has Kern Bank water been sold?  Does that represent a 
markup beyond costs? 
  
6. How much has the KWBA charged for storage in the Kern Bank ?   
  
7.  Has DWR purchased Kern Bank water?  For what purpose and place of use? 
How much has come from the KWBA, and how much from particular agencies?  At 
what price? 
  
8.  What are the sources of water that go to the Kern Bank?  Each year, how 
much has come from: (a) SWP Table A allocations; (b) SWP Article 21 water; 
(c) CVP water; (d) surface runoff; (e) Kern River water? 
  
9.  Is there any evidence that DWR delivered water to the Kern Bank knowing 
it would later need to repurchase that water?  Or is there evidence that DWR 

                                                 
TP

81
PT The DEIR’s premise that alternatives cannot be used here simply to improve “the health of the 

environment” (DEIR, 11-6) could not be more at odds with the elementary requirements of 
CEQA, which may be used to mandate feasible alternatives or mitigation measures.  Pub. Res. 
Code, § 21002. 
TP

82
PT Under the joint powers agreement, the KWBA is empowered to acquire and sell water, but it 

is less clear where it would get such water, or how it would access recharge or withdrawal 
facilities; the JPA appears to assign shares of facility use exclusively to the member agencies. 
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delivered water to the Kern Bank while simultaneously repurchasing 
earlier-delivered supplies?   
 
10.  Does the KWBA pay taxes on the land it owns? 
  
11.  Does the KWBA pay taxes on profits from water sales (if sales are 
above-cost)? 
  
12.  Does Westside profit from water sales, and if so does it pay taxes on 
those profits? 
  
13.  Have the KWBA member agencies obtained SWRCB approval for changing 
(either temporarily or long-term) the place or purpose of use of water 
stored in the Kern Bank and transferred to different users? 
  
14.  What are the KWBA member agencies doing with the profits from their 
sales, and what are the environmental consequences? 
 
VI. The DEIR’s assessment of alternatives is defective. 
 

A. The DEIR presents multiple muddled versions of the No Project Alternative, 
blurring the distinction between “no project” and project alternatives. 
 

 CEQA defines the purpose of a No Project Alternative as, “to allow decision makers to 
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 
proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125).TPF

83
FPT  Making up in quantity for what they lack in 

accuracy, the DEIR identifies multiple iterations of the No Project Alternative.  As demonstrated 
here, each of these attempts is incoherent, and in some instances, they muddle the distinction 
between the No Project Alternative and project alternatives.   

 
A brief synopsis of these attempts highlights their flaws: 
 

• The No Project Alternative 1 (NPA1) assumes at the state would have developed the 
Kern Fan Element to a capacity of 350,000 acre-feet by 2003 and to 500,000 acre feet by 2020. 
The capacities used appear to be entirely arbitrary, and may well serve simply to narrow the 
distance between the no-project and the project without factual foundation.  Moreover, the EIR 
appears to be internally inconsistent as the subject of how much state bank development was 
foreseeable. TPF

84
FPT   

                                                 
TP

83
PT PCL has already explained above why the no project assessment has not met the requirements 

of PCL v. DWR.  This section describes, in addition, how the DEIR develops no project 
alternatives that are muddled with project alternatives. 
 
TP

84
PT Inclusion in the No Project Alternative suggests a belief that state development could be 

“reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future,” CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(c)(2); but 
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• The No Project Alternative 2 (NPA2) includes a number of the Table A transfers 
facilitated under the Monterey Agreements, conveyance of non-project water, and storage of 
contractor water outside of the contractors’ service area-all key components and other provisions 
of the proposed project that were implemented as of 2003. The DEIR argues that these projects 
and policies would have been approved by the Department regardless of the Monterey project. 
However, that argument is entirely speculative, and in no way excuses the CEQA-mandated no 
project analysis. Each of these components was initiated as a direct result of the Monterey 
Amendments. As such, they are components of the very action under review and cannot be 
included in a no project alternative. TPF

85
FPT 

 
• Court-Ordered No Project Alternative 3 (CNPA3) and Court-Ordered No Project 
Alternative 4 both contain significant flaws. As discussed above, neither of these alternatives 
provided the rigorous review anticipated by the court in PCL v. DWR and by plaintiffs in the 
settlement agreement.  
 
• CNPA3 is also based on water allocation methods that were not in place at prior to the 
Monterey agreement. CPNA3 does not reflect the agricultural and groundwater replenishment 
priority for article 21 that was a specific requirement of the pre-Monterey contracts. Without the 
Monterey Amendment, this contract provision would remain in place. Therefore the only 
appropriate no project alternative is one which includes all pre-Monterey contract provisions, 
including the “agriculture first” and groundwater replenishment provisions of Article 21. 
 
• The no project alternative must reflect the actual ‘no project’ condition. Rather than 
speculate that DWR might alter contract provisions, approve water transfers and overcome 
significant challenges to aggressively develop the Kern Fan Element, the no project alternative 
should assume that DWR would have implemented the pre-Monterey SWP contracts as written, 
including enforcement of all limitations and conditions. 
 

B. The DEIR summarily rejected feasible alternatives to the project. 
 

The DEIR must examine a range of reasonable alternatives that would feasibly obtain 
most of the project objectives, but avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of 
the project.  (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15126.6.) In its screening and review of alternatives, the EIR 
must provide more than “cursory” analysis. (PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4th at 919.)  It should 
not construe project objectives so tautologically that only the proposed project could conceivably 
be capable of achieving them.  Nor should the EIR allow the mere “threat of litigation” under a 
proposed alternative to prevent its environmental review.  Id. at 914. 

                                                                                                                                                             
in DWR’s Kern study, it asserts that uncertainties made state bank development “infeasible.” 
DEIR, Appendix E, p. 10 
 
TP

85
PT Rather than include these components in the NPA2, subsequent drafts of the EIR must include 

this analysis of a limited set of policies (as opposed to the entire suite of Monterey Amendments) 
in the alternatives section of the EIR. 
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DEIR summarily eliminated nine alternatives that were suggested by PCL and the two 

other plaintiffs within the EIR committee process, each without any satisfactory explanation.TPF

86
FPT 

These alternatives were offered in order to provide a reasonable range of alternatives within the 
EIR analysis consistent with the requirements of CEQA. But the DEIR provides unjustified 
conclusions for each alternative that derailed any further review of them.  Although increasing 
exports south of the Delta is notably (and properly) absent from the list of project objectives 
(DEIR, p. 4-1), the DEIR’s alternatives analysis implicitly appears to assume that unless the 
contractors’ pumping objectives are met, an alternative is infeasible.   

 
The DEIR also gratuitously, and incoherently, chides “the plaintiffs” for seeking in 

proposed alternatives to improve the environment.  (DEIR, pp. 11-5 to 11-7.)  That reasoning 
would have been faulty if DWR’s EIR had been done in 1995, but it particularly suspect in 2008, 
in light of the pelagic organism decline in the Delta and recent court rulings, discussed above, 
that will require constraints on pumping south of the Delta.  Moreover, the summary exclusion of 
alternatives that attempt to balance contractors’ and environmental objectives is entirely 
inconsistent with efforts the state is engaged in elsewhere, including Delta Vision and updates to 
the California Water Plan.  Indeed, the state has long been aware of a variety of approaches that 
would serve the SWP’s financial, management and operational goals while also considering 
environmental protection.TPF

87
FPT  This context underscores the practicality of PCL’s proposed 

alternatives. 
 
A review of the grounds for dismissing the “Improved Reliability through 

Environmental Enhancement” (IREE)TPF

88
FPT alternative illustrates how the DEIR avoided 

analyzing a reasonable range of alternatives.  Similar grounds were also used to reject other 
alternatives. The EIR’s reasoning suggests that DWR views the project objectives so 
tautologically that seemingly only the Monterey Amendments (or a negligible variation on them) 
could feasibly accomplish them: 
 
• The DEIR claims that the IREE “alternative was not considered in detail in the EIR 
because it would not meet any of the objectives of the Monterey Amendments. Furthermore, it 
would be in conflict with the basic terms of the long-term water supply contracts.”  DEIR, p. 11-
6. But in summarily dismissing this alternative, the DEIR provides no substantiating evidence or 
analysis to demonstrate that the alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.  

                                                 
TP

86
PT These alternatives, listed in PCL’s December 18, 2006 comments on the last administrative 

draft EIR (Attachment A) pp. 12-15, are incorporated by reference.  PCL proposes again that 
they be considered for full-fledged review rather than summary rejection. 
 
TP

87
PT CRB report, attachment B to these comments. 

 
TP

88
PT This alternative “would involve the Department reducing stress on fishery resources in the 

Delta by directly implementing water use efficiency measures, water recycling, storm water 
capture, and other local water system enhancements that stabilize water demand and improve 
SWP reliability.”  DEIR, p. 11-5. 
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• The assertion that IREE would not meet any of the project objectives is false. A key 
objective of the project provided in the DEIR is to increase the flexibility of the SWP. DEIR, p. 
4-1. DWR specifically identifies environmental regulations as a primary limitation, in addition to 
hydrologic conditions, to delivery of water through the SWP. [Cite] TPF

89
FPTIt is reasonable to expect 

that enhancements in the environment of the Delta would reduce the need for regulatory agencies 
to set new regulations or mandate actions to enforce existing regulations. Reduced regulatory 
actions would result in increased flexibility of the SWP. The DEIR does not provide any analysis 
which would indicate that such an assumption is unfounded or inaccurate.  
 
• The DEIR’s further claim that the IREE alternative is in conflict with the basic terms of 
the water supply contracts is also without merit. The proposed project is a set of contract 
amendments. It follows that alternatives to the proposed project would appropriately incorporate 
contract amendments. In fact, many of the provisions of the proposed project are in direct 
conflict with the basic terms of the pre-Monterey long-term water supply contracts.TPF

90
FPT  

 
• The DEIR’s rejection of IREE rests heavily on the notion that DWR already operates in 
compliance with Delta water quality and flow objectives “as constrained by the need to protect 
threatened and endangered fish species listed pursuant to federal and state Endangered Species 
Acts.”  DEIR, p. 11-6.  As discussed above, the pelagic species crash and the Kempthorne 
decisions on the Delta Smelt shatter the foundations of this assertion, which must now be 
revisited.  There is now a compelling legal, as well as environmental, reason not to summarily 
reject an alternative that could feasibly accomplish most of the project objectives, while also 
reducing injury to the Delta. 
 
• The DEIR also rejects IREE on the preposterous theory that “the Monterey Amendment 
is not an appropriate tool for mandating that |SWP water be used to benefit the Delta 
environment. DEIR, p. 11-6.  That is a remarkable assertion, considering that, as discussed 
elsewhere, the proposed project could result in increased pumping and thereby injure the Delta. 
 
• Finally, the DEIR rejects IREE, as well as some other alternatives, based upon the legally 
erroneous theory that it would require action by local agencies; according to DWR, such 
agencies would have to propose water efficiency measures, which DWR recognizes it could 

                                                 
TP

89
PT In fact, environmental problems in the Delta were contributing factors which led to the 

reductions in SWP deliveries in the early 1990’s, and the contractor disputes that precipitated the 
Monterey Amendments. PCL v. DWR, 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P at p. 908. 

 
TP

90
PT For instance, eliminating the “agriculture first” reduction in article 18(a) of the contract, as is 

proposed in the proposed project, is in direct conflict with the pre-Monterey contracts. If such 
conditions were applied to all alternatives, then the proposed project would also have to be 
eliminated. Alternatives should not be held to a standard that is not imposed on the proposed 
project. 
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fund.  DEIR, 11-5,11- 6.  That misstates CEQA, which does not foreclose an alternatives 
assessment simply because other agency action may be requiredTPF

91
FPT 

 
 C. The DEIR fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the project. 
 

While unreasonably rejecting all of the alternatives proposed by plaintiffs, the DEIR 
remarkably provides only one project alternative to the DEIR.  Alternative 5 “would be the same 
as the proposed project except that the Monterey water management practices would not be 
implemented.”  DEIR, p. 11-3. The DEIR’s very limited range of alternatives is misleading and 
incomplete. In order to provide for reasonable comparison, alternatives to the proposed project 
must be distinguishable from the proposed project. However, alternative 5 (and NPA2) 
inappropriately includes significant portions of the proposed project. As a result the DEIR 
inappropriately concludes that all available courses of action have roughly similar impacts and 
outcomes.  
 

The DEIR rationalizes this approach by suggesting that many of the actions taken under 
Monterey could have occurred under the original contracts. Prior to Monterey, however, these 
policies were not widely adopted by the SWP and they were not commonly practiced under the 
previous contract. Had DWR decided to implement these actions under a different hypothetical 
approach, DWR would still have had to complete CEQA review prior to taking those actions. 
Therefore, it is not appropriate to include these actions in Alternative 5 or NPA2. Since DWR 
has proposed to take these actions as part of the Monterey Amendments, these actions must be 
properly treated as potential decisions rather than assumed components of the no project 
alternative.   
 

In sum, the EIR should include alternatives that are clearly distinguishable from the “no 
project” and proposed project. These alternatives should not include polices or actions that are 
being proposed for implementation as part of the proposed project.  
 
VII. The DEIR contains faulty and legally unsupportable assessments of project impacts. 
 

A. The DEIR uses inconsistent time periods for its analyses. 
 

In the historical analysis provided in Chapter 6 the DEIR uses different time periods for 
analyses in various sections of the EIR. For instance, carryover in Dan Luis is analyzed from 
1996 through 2004, while the flexible starage provisions are analyzed from 1996 through 2003 
(see DEIR at 6-57 through 6-58).These variations make it impossible to determine the full 
impact of any of the proposed project and alternatives included in the DEIR. No explanation is 
provided as to why certain sections are analyzed under differing time periods. Subsequent draft 
EIR analyses must use a consistent time period throughout the EIR. 
 

                                                 
TP

91
PT See, e.g., Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 

859. 864-867.  Similar grounds are improperly used to summarily reject other of PCL’s proposed 
alternatives, such as the “urban preference and dry year reliability” and “no urban preference and 
dry year reliability” alternatives.  DEIR, pp. 11-4, 11-5. 
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 B. The DEIR inadequately analyzes impacts resulting from eliminating and 
changing contract provisions. 
 
• Altered Article 21 rules for “surplus” 
 
 As extensively discussed in connection with the baseline, the DEIR failed to analyze the 
impact of eliminating article 21(g)(1), the prohibition on using “surplus water” (or post-
Monterey, “interruptible” water) to build permanent local economies. The EIR must fully 
analyze how eliminating this provision and simultaneous transfer of the Kern Water Bank and 
allowance of water storage outside of the SWP service area has altered or will alter SWP 
contractor demand and ability to receive article 21 water.  
 

The EIR must analyze the degree to which eliminating use provisions for article 21 and 
providing urban users with increased access to article 21 water resulted in new uses of that water, 
including serving new growth-fostering water transfers. Analyses should also identify the degree 
to which altered article 21 previsions have shifted scheduling and delivery of Table A water and 
whether such shifts have resulted in changes to SWP operations (including changes in the timing 
or amount of water released from Lake Oroville and San Luis Reservoir). 
 

The proposed project would eliminate pre-Monterey allocation rules for article 21. The 
priority for agricultural use and groundwater replenishment would be removed, and a new 
allocation method allowing access to article 21 based on Table A amount percentages would be 
adopted. Eliminating pre-Monterey contract allocations allows more contractors, including 
municipal contractors that had not historically received significant deliveries of article 21, to 
access this water and put it to use for purposes that are much different than per-Monterey uses of 
Article 21.  
 

The DEIR fails to disclose the implications of this potential change in allocation. In 
particular, the DEIR fails to clearly account for the impact resulting from allocating Article 21 to 
municipal contractors that may use the water for hardened demand and development. Subsequent 
versions of the EIR must include analysis and clear disclosure of the implications of altering 
Article 21 allocations. 
 
• Turnback Pool 
 

With the Monterey Amendments in place, all SWP contractors have an incentive to 
request their full contract amounts.  In addition, the Turnback Pool provisions of the Monterey 
Amendments provide a new incentive for SWP contractors to maximize their annual demand for 
their full contract amounts. The DEIR recognizes that pre-Monterey some contractors could not 
use their full Table A amounts, and in some cases that resulted in reduced water deliveries 
through the SWP. That water which was not captured or delivered by the SWP would have thus 
been left instream for environmental benefit.  

  
However, the Turnback Pools allow the contractors to benefit financially by requesting 

their full Table A amounts, even if that contractor does not require such water within its own 
service area. Other contractors who can make use of the water are encouraged under the 
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Monterey Amendments to purchase Turnback Pool water. It follows that under the proposed 
project, all contractors would request full contract allocations, regardless of need for that water.  
As PCL has long since noted, that tendency is likely to harden, and increase, the demand for 
Delta pumping.TPF

92
FPT 

 
• Storage Outside of Service Area 
 

In allowing SWP contractors to store SWP water outside of their service area, the 
proposed project significantly expands SWP contractors’ ability to accept water, and increases 
the demand for water from the Delta. The DEIR obscures this fact by assuming that much of the 
water stored outside contractors’ service areas under the provisional implementation of the 
Monterey Amendments could have been stored within the contractors’ service area. This 
assumption is very speculative. It assumes that infrastructure including transport facilities was 
available; cost of delivery, water quality, access to the right to store water, and other factors 
impacting the availability of storage capacity within the service area would not have prevented 
storage of that water within the service area. None of these factors were analyzed when the lead 
agency determined that water delivered out of the service areas could have been received within 
the service areas. Rather, the DEIR explains that the assumption is based on, “a telephone survey 
of contractors conducted by DWR.” TPF

93
FPT 

 
The DEIR further seeks to reduce the perceived impact of water delivered to out of 

service area storage by assuming that such water would have instead been stored in San Luis 
Reservoir and delivered to other contractors via article 21 or increased Table A. Again, this 
assumption is purely speculative. It assumes that other contractors could have received the water 
and placed it within service area storage. These assumptions clearly seek to minimize the 
appearance of impacts. Indeed, through this methodology, the DEIR determines that of the 
1,092,647 acre-feet of water delivered to out of service area storage between 1996 and 2003, 
only 44,000 acre feet are actually attributable to the proposed project. This is due to the multiple 
assumptions inappropriately incorporated into the baseline. However, as explained above, these 
assumptions do not belong in the baseline, and must be removed from the EIR.  
 
• Altered allocation under Articles 18 (a) and 21 
 

The DEIR fails to disclose the impacts of altered allocations under article 18(a). 
Specifically, the DEIR fails to how altered allocations that expose municipal contractors to 
reduced reliability could tend to encourage municipal contractors to increase demand for water in 
normal and wet years in order to restore dry year and shortage reliability.  
 

The pre-Monterey article 18(a) provision requiring an agriculture-first reduction in the 
event of water shortages provided municipal contractors with a higher degree of drought 
reliability. Under the proposed project’s alteration of article 18(a) this protection is eliminated. 
The proposed project thus exposes municipal contractors to reduced water reliability during 

                                                 
TP

92
PT See Attachment A (PCL comments on Draft Chapter 9, p. 6.) 

 
TP

93
PT DEIR, p. 6-60 (No details of that survey are presented). 

 42

LETTER 30

ccase
Text Box
30-51
(con't.)

ccase
Text Box
30-52

ccase
Text Box
30-53

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Line



periods of shortage.  Moreover, because the Monterey Amendments would, if finalized, 
permanently delete article 18(a)’s agriculture-first cutbacks, they would remove a major obstacle 
to agriculture-to-urban transfers that facilitate growth.TPF

94
FPT 

 
It is reasonable and foreseeable to expect that municipal contractors will seek to mitigate 

the impact on their water reliability. In fact, the proposed project provides water management 
tools that would assist contractors in such an effort. The proposed project allows these 
contractors to greatly expand storage options, it provides these contractors with greater access to 
article 21 water and eliminates restrictions on use of that water, and it establishes the Turnback 
Pool giving these contractors greater access to water that would not be used by other contractors.  
 

It is reasonable to assume that given the changes proposed, municipal contractors would 
have a greater incentive to maximize use of the tools provided in the proposed contract 
(maximizing Table A requests, utilizing article 21, Turnback Pool and carryover provisions to 
maximize water in newly available storage) in order restore their dry year and shortage 
reliability.  
 

It is important to note that both Turnback Pool and article 21 water are usually available 
in the winter and the spring. SWP exports during these periods have been identified as a primary 
contributor to the Pelagic Organism Decline in the Delta Any action that would tend to 
encourage increased demand and increased export for these categories of water would therefore 
have a significant impact on the Delta. 
 

The EIR must explicitly disclose the impact of eliminating the protections for municipal 
contractors under Article 18 (a), and the resulting impacts on the Delta.  As elaborated below, the 
DEIR omits analysis of impacts or provides inadequate analysis of significant impacts associated 
with the proposed project. 

 
• Environmental consequences of financial restructuring under Article 51 
 
 The DEIR briefly describes, but never analyzes the environmental consequences of 
article 51, one of the most important structural revisions in the SWP system that would be  
initiated by the Monterey Amendments, should they be adopted. DEIR, p. 4-8.  Among other 
revisions, article 51 changes the way that DWR addresses revenues exceeding the cost of 
operating the SWP system.TPF

95
FPT As Environmental Defense documented years ago in legislative 

                                                 
TP

94
PT The record of such transfers during the interim enforcement of the Monterey Amendments 

deserves careful study.  There is no evidence to support the speculative assertion that these Table 
A transfers would have occurred anyway in the absence of the Monterey Amendments.  Rather, 
as the EIR correctly points out (DEIR 6-10), only one occurred previously (Devil’s Den), and it 
was expressly subject to agriculture-first cutbacks even after transfer to urban use. 
TP

95
PT In PCL v. DWR, the court of appeal recognized the interrelationship between revised articles 

18 and 51 in the Monterey Amendments.  The court “agree[d] with plaintiffs that inclusion of 
article 51 in the amended contracts implies that DWR and the contractors have forsaken their 
expectation that the SWP facilities will be built as planned and will deliver 4.23 MAF of water 
annually.  Article 51 allows contractors a rebate for the costs previously assessed for facilities 
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testimony on the Monterey Amendments, appended as attachment I, the revenue stream returned 
to the contractors under article 51 is enormous over the life of the project contracts. 
 
 The new EIR must carefully analyze the environmental consequences of article 51 as an 
integral part of the Monterey Amendments, rather than summarily assuming that because this 
provision is “economic” in nature it would not contribute to such impacts.  Although CEQA does 
not require analysis of purely economic or social changes, it requires analysis of environmental 
impacts that can be traced to such changes.  (See, e.g., 14 Cal. Code Regs, § 15131; San 
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 
Cal.App.4P

th
P 656, 695-98.)  Here, the EIR must analyze the relationship between articles 18 and 

51, and must compare the project to the no-project scenario in which table A amounts are 
reduced without article 51 rebates.  The EIR must also evaluate the environmental consequences 
of article 51’s effect on water rates, and consider the financial adjustments made in article 51 
when making its assessment of project alternatives and mitigation. 
 
• Reduction of state oversight of water transfers under Article 53 
 

Prior to the Monterey Amendments, DWR had contractual responsibility to oversee and 
approve transfers of water through the SWP. Under the proposed project, DWR largely excuses 
itself from this responsibility for certain transfers. Contractors are now permitted to transfer 
project and no project water at their convenience.  DWR has essentially given up effective ability 
to control where and how water is used within the SWP. 
 

This provision is particularly important for its implications on growth in California. As 
stated above, the pre-Monterey contracts recognized the difference between municipal reliability 
and agricultural reliability. Agricultural Table A amounts were explicitly conditioned by their 
reliability. Thus, it would be inappropriate to use agricultural water transfers for certain 
purposes, including development. However, provisions of the proposed project including 
elimination of article 18(b) and changes in 18(a) now imply that all water in the SWP has equal 
reliability. This new dynamic risks creating, rather than eliminating, a paper water problem. 
Under the proposed project, DWR would abandon its role in clearly articulating the difference in 
reliability of water and hand that responsibility to local agencies. 
 

The proposed project implies that all water under the SWP has equal reliability, yet very 
little water has been removed from the total Table A amount. Given that the original contracts 
explicitly stated that Table A amounts for agriculture were not as reliable as municipal contracts, 
it is illogical to assume that suddenly, the SWP can reliably deliver water to all contractors. Yet 
under the proposed project, agricultural to municipal transfers will be more common and there 
will be no requirement to address the issue of reliability. This scenario risks inducing growth 
based on unrealistic assumptions  of water reliability.   
 
• The DEIR fails to disclose impacts to the Bay Delta Estuary. 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
that have never been built.  Indeed, fiscal and environmental pressures militate against 
completion of the project.”  (83 Cal.App.4P

th
P at p. 914, n. 7.) 
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As discussed above, the Bay Delta Estuary is in critical decline. Fisheries populations 
have declined dramatically since 2000. Several fish species, including the Delta Smelt, are now 
at historic low population indices. State and Federal scientist have determined that increased 
Delta exports, and in particular, exports occurring in the winter and spring are a significant 
contributor to these declines.  
 

Yet many of the provisions of the proposed project would increase the amount of water 
exported by the SWP during times of “excess” in the Delta. Excess conditions usually occur in 
the winter and spring, the very time that delta smelt have become vulnerable to project 
operations. For instance, the DEIR admits that the Turnback Pool and Article 21 are both 
provisions that seek to capture water earlier in the year. Yet the DEIR fails to incorporate that 
timing factor into the analysis of impacts in the DEIR. 
 
 

C. The DEIR fails to adequately growth-inducing impacts, and impermissibly 
defers the responsibility to analyze them. 
 

The DEIR attempts to absolve DWR of fully analyzing and mitigating the growth 
inducing impacts of the proposed project. That evasion has profound environmental 
consequences, due to the stakes involved: as the DEIR concedes, the combination of new table A 
and article 21 deliveries in the project could support new populations ranging from 405,103 in 
the “more resource-intensive” scenario, and 561,684 in a “less resource-intensive” scenario. 
DEIR, p. 8-9.  Yet the DEIR asserts in that DWR is not required to extensively analyze the 
growth inducing impacts of water delivered by DWR because DWR is not responsible for land-
use decision. Id. at pp. 8-13, 14. The DEIR further holds that DWR is not responsible for 
differentiating between the impacts of water deliveries that stimulate new growth and the 
impacts of water deliveries used to enhance dry year reliability. Id., p. 13. 
 

This indifference to a major environmental consequence of the project, if finalized, would 
constitute a major evasion of CEQA responsibility. CEQA requires a lead agency, such as DWR, 
to analyze the full environmental consequences of its decisions. That responsibility creates a duty 
to analyze the consequences of removing an obstacle to growth, or accommodating growth.  In 
this context, the DEIR’s principal strategy—to defer the real analysis to post-decision local 
determination, is completely untenable.TPF

96
FPT  None of these local decision-makers will have the 

opportunity to analyze the cumulative consequences of accommodating half a million 
Californians before the suite of growth-inducing changes in the Monterey Amendments become 
a fait accompli.  Moreover, particularly given the decade-plus history with interim enforcement 
of the Monterey Amendments, there is no basis to support the EIR’s premise that the 
consequences are speculative.  Remarkably, the EIR does not even attempt to address the 
growth-inducing or growth-accommodating impacts of known projects that have relied, in whole 
or in part, on the Monterey Amendments.TPF

97
FPT The EIR must disclose the impacts associated with 

                                                 
TP

96
PT See DEIR, p. 8-14. 

 
TP

97
PT The EIR should start by analyzing the documentary history of such projects as Dougherty 

Valley in Contra Costa County, as well as numerous projects in Los Angeles County: among 
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the decision to remove the state oversight of SWP water that was embodied in the original pre-
Monterey contracts.TPF

98
FPT 

 
While the DEIR argues that DWR does not have responsibility for how water is put to 

use, it is indisputable that DWR has specific and fundamental responsibilities for overseeing the 
use of SWP water.  Under the Monterey Amendments, DWR has given local agencies increased 
flexibility, and therefore increased ability to use the water in a way that would potentially impact 
the environment. While DWR cannot be expected to predict with absolute certainty how 
contractors and land-use agencies will use the water in the future, DWR has a responsibility to 
disclose all potential significant impacts resulting from this decision and the proposed project. 
DWR simply cannot be excused from disclosing the impacts of eliminating previously held 
responsibilities. 
 

The EIR must include adequate analysis of growth inducing impacts, including analysis 
of how, where and for what purpose water made available under the Monterey Amendments has 
been put to use, and will likely be used should DWR adopt the proposed project.  This analysis 
must disclose the growth inducing implications of eliminating article 18(b) and article 21(g)(1) 
of the original contracts, facilitating transfers between agricultural and urban contractors, 
conveying non-project water, providing municipal contractors increased access to Article 21, 
permitting unlimited storage outside of the service area, and implementing the Turnback Pool. In 
addition, the EIR must fully disclose how these provisions may tend to increase the demand for 
such water and the resulting impacts on the Delta and upstream operations of delivery of such 
water. 
 

The EIR must specifically state the percentage of water which contractors now have 
access to under the Monterey Amendments that is likely to be stored for dry year reliability and 
the percentage which will be used for new growth. Also, the EIR must disclose the degree to 
which water made available under the Monterey Amendments will be used for resource-intensive 
growth and urban sprawl. Impacts analysis should include a study of the impacts of the growth 
likely to be induced by the proposed project water deliveries (i.e. resource intensive sprawl or 
infill development). For instance, water made available to Castaic Lake Water Agency is likely 
to result in development of open space and agricultural lands (and require new annexations), 
whereas water made available to Los Angeles Department of Water and Power is likely to result 
in development in already developed areas.  
 

                                                                                                                                                             
them, West Creek, Gate-King, Riverpark, Northlake, Mission Village, Soledad, River Valley, 
and Newhall Ranch. 
 
TP

98
PT Prior to the Monterey amendment, DWR had explicit oversight of storage of SWP water, 

water transfers through the SWP, Table A transfers, use of article 21 water, and  allocation of 
water in times of shortage. article 18(b) also required DWR to provide explicit information on 
the reliability of SWP water through determining the minimum yield of the Delta. Furthermore, 
under article 18(b), DWR has the authority to reconcile Table A amounts with that minimum 
yield. Such authority provided the State will direct discretion over the amount of water that could 
be determined to be reliable. 
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In addition, as discussed extensively in section V above, the EIR must analyze how the 
transfer of the Kern Water Bank to local control has facilitated growth-inducing uses of the 
facility, as compared to operations that would prioritize dry year reliability. 

 
D. The DEIR’s assessment of the reliability of water supplies and growth 

evades, rather than analyzes, the problem of “paper water.” 
 
Regrettably, the DEIR’s chapter on the reliability of water supplies (Chapter 9) and 

growth virtually ignores everything that PCL submitted to DWR on the subject during years of 
EIR planning that preceded the public draft.  PCL therefore references its previous submissions 
on this issueTPF

99
FPT and once again requests specific responses. In a case of “fighting the 

hypothetical,” the DEIR does not seriously engage the “common sense” connection between 
water availability and growth identified in PCL v. DWR, and instead, undertakes to dispute the 
premise.  Essentially, DWR argues that growth based upon paper water never existed, that its 
extent has been exaggerated, and that new measures (biennial reliability reports, Urban Water 
Management Plans, and SB 221/ 610) will prevent it from happening in the future.  DEIR, pp. 9-
2 to 9-11. 

 
This analysis is fatally flawed.  First, it asks the wrong question about the historical role 

of paper water, focusing on whether inflated water reliability estimates have subjectively 
motivated land-use decision-makers to approve projects.  The DEIR answers the question in the 
negative, not because paper water isn’t real, but because ignoring water reliability has been so 
pervasive that Table A amounts can’t be considered uniquely responsible.  DEIR, p, 9-10.  But a 
“but for” causation test is not what CEQA requires.  What matters is the following: 

 
• Historically and recently, land use decision-makers in California have frequently 
approved projects with little regard for the availability of adequate water supplies to support the 
development.  Many of these projects have involved State Water Project water resources.TPF

100
FPT  

Moreover, a consistent body of CEQA case law, from Kings County through Vineyard, 
underscores the depth of the problem of decision-makers ignoring the reliability of water 
supplies, 
 
• The pre-Monterey Amendments SWP contracts had mechanisms that could have been 
used to take “paper water” out of the calculus regardless of decision-makers’ subjective 
motivations where SWP water was involved: enforcement of article 18(b)’s permanent shortage 
provision, and article 21(g)(1)’s proscription on using “surplus” water to build permanent 
economies.   
 
• If the Monterey Amendments become permanent, these safeguards will disappear from 
the SWP contracts, regardless of what local decision-makers may later do in review of specific 
projects. 

                                                 
TP

99
PT See Attachment A, particularly the comments addressing the chapter on paper water and 

growth. 
TP

100
PT See Attachment J (Kanouse/ EBMUD study). 
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The problem of “paper water”—stated in its simplest terms, of development decisions 

grounded in expectations of water supplies exceeding what can actually be delivered—emerged 
as one of the central themes in the Third District’s ruling, and is perhaps the issue with which 
PCL v. DWR is most closely associated in both case law and in public discussion. TPF

101
FPT Rather 

than providing the thorough and candid assessment of “paper water” and development 
anticipated in the appellate ruling, the DEIR provides little more than a cursory historical 
summary, a description of planning laws and practices, and a superficial discussion of Urban 
Water Management Plans.  Indeed, the analysis presented here bears more resemblance to 
arguments about “paper water” unsuccessfully presented to the court of appeal than the probing 
and comprehensive assessment anticipated in the appellate ruling and settlement. 

 
A puzzling duality pervades the DEIR’s discussion.  The historical overview is 

dismissive of the notion that inflated expectations of SWP deliveries affected development 
decisions.  But rather than debunking the notion that such inflated expectations were present in 
projects relying on SWP water, the chapter argues, if anything, that they were all too real; that 
decision-makers so pervasively failed to consider potential constraints on SWP water deliveries 
that they would have paid little attention to the amounts of “entitlement” referenced in the 
project contracts.  

The core of this analysis posits that planners assume that local water agencies will obtain 
the supply necessary to meet the long-term water demand that results from planned growth. But 
far from “disproving” reliance on SWP paper water, this analysis points to planners and 
decision-makers trusting the water agencies; in other words, they are presumed to have relied 
upon the same pervasive “water culture” in which the court grounded its historical analysis of the 
“huge gap” between entitlements and available supplies.  Instead of analyzing the historical 
paper water problem, the DEIR repackages it. 

A similar circularity pervades the chapter’s extremely cursory analysis of SWP water 
supply and urban planning in the future.  From the historical position that planners and decision-
makers rarely even considered water supply, the draft swings to a somewhat exaggerated faith 
that they now “get it,” due in part to changes produced by the PCL v. DWR decision and 
settlement, and in part due to parallel legislative changes (notably, SB 610 and SB 221). But the 
DEIR does not even begin to show that the “modern” mechanisms, such as SB 610/ 221 and 
Urban Water Management Plans, have now made paper water disappear.TPF

102
FPT  Notably, the DEIR 

does not even analyze two new sources of paper water that are specifically associated with this 
project. The first, extensively discussed above, is the growing reliance on article 21 water to 
support permanent developments.  The second is that DWR’s over-reliance on CALSIM in its 
reliability reports, which have induced local decision-makers to rely on estimates of SWP yield 
                                                 
TP

101
PT See, e.g., Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles  

(2003) 106 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 715, 721;  Kibel and Epstein, Sprawl and ‘Paper Water’: A Reality 

Check for the California Courts 20 CALIFORNIA REAL PROPERTY JOURNAL 22, 23 (Winter/ 
Spring 2002).   
 
TP

102
PT Indeed, the DEIR has not yet addressed PCL’s earlier criticisms of its analysis of Urban 

Water Management Plans, included in Attachment A, 
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that are vastly beyond historical deliveries.  DWR still has yet to come to terms with this “cyber 
water” problem, which PCL identified in its scoping comments more than four years ago.TPF

103
FPT 

 
 

D. The DEIR avoids, and impermissibly delegates to subsequent local review, 
project-related climate change impacts. 

 
 Climate change has been extensively addressed above in connection with baseline issues.  
The separate chapter on climate change in the DEIR (Chapter 12) creates additional CEQA 
problems, by systematically avoiding full and responsible discussion of project-related climate 
impacts.  First, the analysis relies heavily on the dubious premise that, because DWR had 
concluded that the project would not affect statewide population growth, it would not affect 
growth-related greenhouse gas emissions “within the SWP service area as a whole.”  DEIR, p. 
12-14.  But DWR provides no support for the speculative premise that the location of 
development is inconsequential to greenhouse emissions. In fact, sprawling patterns of 
development cause considerably more greenhouse gas emissions than more compact forms of 
development that occur within existing urban areas. Turning “surplus” water into water that 
facilitates permanent new development in areas that are currently rural or agricultural will have a 
very significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions, and the DEIR needs to analyze how the 
proposed Monterey Amendments will affect that possibility. 
 
 Second, the DEIR does not study whether the elimination of pre-Monterey safeguards—
including the permanent shortage provision in article 18(b) and the proscription on using 
“surplus” water to build permanent economies in article 21(g)(i)—may impact climate change by 
removing useful tools to reconcile supplies and deliveries in a climate-constrained project.  The 
DEIR should study from a climate change perspective whether there is a difference between 
those pre-Monterey approaches and the post-Monterey approach (reliability reports and 
liberalized use of article 21). 
 
 Finally, the DEIR does not analyze whether would be a project-related difference in 
emissions due to the difference between serving urban and agricultural contractors.  The 
elimination of the pre-Monterey “agriculture first” preference may make that distinction tangible. 
 
 E. The DEIR inadequately addresses cumulative impacts. 
 

                                                 
TP

103
PT As PCL observed in its March 2003 scoping comments (p. 8), a detailed analysis by Dennis 

O’Connor, then of the California Research Bureau, concluded that DWR’s reliability report had 
no credible explanation for exceeding historic deliveries by around 50 percent. He concluded that 
the results were inconsistent with previous estimates and models, and recent deliveries were 
lower than the modeled conditions. His assessment also observes that CALSIM II is not 
calibrated or otherwise verified, and that the  reliability report did not use the CALSIM II model 
as designed. O’Connor’s analysis warns that DWR’s assessments of reliability should not replace 
the “paper water” problem with a new, simulation-based “cyber water” problem.  While 
O’Connor was addressing the draft 2002 report, the problems have never been corrected. 
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 Although the cumulative impacts discussion (Chapter 10) mentions the Central Valley 
Project, it does not analyze the important question of how the project will affect the environment 
via CVP use of Delta export capacity.  The DEIR analyzes the impact on the availability of water 
(DEIR, pp. 7-55 to 7-57), but the environmental impacts due to increased pumping from the 
Delta were not. 
 
 
VII. Recommended mitigation of impacts 
 

PCL expects that with the additional analysis suggested above, the Final EIR will determine 
that the proposed project has significant impacts on the environment. Therefore, we provide the 
following recommendations that could be utilized to mitigate for some, although not all, of the 
significant impacts identified in these comments. 
 

• To partially prevent growth inducing impacts, the EIR can require DWR to provide a 
clear statement that Article 21, transfers of Article 21 and reliance on Turnback Pool 
water are not reliable sources of water and that such sources are not suitable for support 
of permanent economy, including development. To avoid any confusion, the EIR should 
commit DWR to excluding these sources of water from the Report on the Delivery 
Reliability of the State Water Project. 

 
• To partially mitigate impacts associated with eliminating Article 18(b), the EIR should 

commit DWR to provide explicit guidance on how to interpret reliability curves included 
in the SWP Delivery Reliability Report.  

 
• To partially mitigate potential impacts to the Delta from increased pumping of Article 21 

water, the EIR can prohibit declaration of Article 21 when fish agencies determine that 
there would be threat to fish species from export of such water. 

 
• To partially mitigate for the loss of statewide oversight of the use of SWP water, the EIR 

should commit DWR to providing full disclosure of accounting, pumping and delivery of 
SWP water to the public in a timely (weekly) basis. 

 
• To partially mitigate for the loss of the Kern Fan Element as a public trust resource, the 

EIR should impose conditions requiring that public trust agencies will have priority for 
the capacity of the Kern Fan Element for the storage of water to protect public trust 
resources including the health of the Delta. 

 
These measures would not fully mitigate the impacts of proposed project. Impacts such as 

increased demand for SWP water to offset dry year by municipal contractors would not be 
addressed by the proposed mitigation measures above. However, the final EIR would need to 
address all impacts of the proposed project. 
 

As an original plaintiff in the Monterey Amendments litigation, PCL has an interest in 
ensuring that the final EIR provide the public and decision-makers with an accurate and thorough 
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analysis of the proposed Monterey Plus actions and a thorough comparison of viable and feasible 
alternatives, consistent with the original PCL v. DWR court decision.  

 
We are distressed that despite the direction provided by the Court of Appeal, and despite our 

participation in the EIR process, and despite the significant events that have occurred since 1995, 
including the collapse of the Delta, the Monterey Plus DEIR is largely based on the same  
unfounded assumptions included in the CCWA EIR, and EIR rejected by the Court of Appeal.  

 
The current DEIR manifestly fails to provide the full review demanded by the Court – and by 

the California Environmental Quality Act – and that was anticipated by plaintiffs in the 
settlement agreement.  

 
We urge DWR to remedy the significant flaws in the current DEIR by fully analyzing, 

disclosing and mitigating the impacts of the proposed project in future versions of the EIR, as 
CEQA most emphatically requires. 

 
Thank you for taking our strongly felt comments into consideration. 
 
 

Sincerely yours, 

 
Gary A. Patton, Executive Director 
 

 
       
 
CC: 
Lester Snow 
Arve Sjovold 
Naomi Kovacs 
Brian Morris 
Senator Machado 
Senator Steinberg 
Senator Lowenthal 
Assemblywoman Wolk 
MWD Board 
SWP contractors 
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COMMENTS ON DISCUSSION PAPERS DRAFTED 
BY EIR CONSULTANT TEAM 

 
September 15, 2003 

 
By Arve R. Sjovold 

 
 

UDiscussion Paper #1 
 
 This paper begins with a broad brush on the general issues of growth in the U.S. It 
invokes the previously introduced Brookings Study. At the time it was first introduced I 
had strenuously objected to its relevance. Since then I have had time to study the report 
and can conclude that this study has no place in this EIR analysis. (See my piece on the 
technical deficiencies of this study.) The discussion paper continues with other reference 
material, even to include comments I made verbally to a team member on the growth 
moratoria adopted here in Santa Barbara County approximately 30 years ago. I was very 
candid in what I thought were the forces at play but I suggested that this team member do 
research on the subject from official files and news stories at the time. Nonetheless, the 
experiences we had here in Santa Barbara are instructive and continue to be so. The 
discussion paper doesn’t discriminate as to what the team thinks is important among the 
anecdotal evidence it presents. That is why I believe that it is necessary to eliminate the 
Brookings study from the discussion in that it dilutes the other material, aside from the 
fact that the Brookings study should not be used because of its flaws. 
 Another aspect of the discussion paper that I find inappropriate is the reference to 
“plaintiff” arguments. It should be clear by now that the only references of this sort that  
should be made are to the Appellate Court decision. In that decision the Court made clear 
that it found no merit in the Contractor/DWR arguments regarding growth inducement 
insofar as they involve Article 18(b). The consultant should not be using the EIR venue to 
reargue the issues that the Appellate Court ruled on. To be more specific, the Court did 
not agree with the logic that the defendants used to justify why they did not study Article 
18(b). And the Court stated clearly that the EIR was deficient because it did not study the 
“no project alternative with Article 18(b) invoked.” There was no reference to any notion 
that the no project alternative might not include invocation of Article 18(b). The only 
argument on this subject was made by the defendants and was rejected by the Court. 
Accordingly, we are off on the wrong track by positing a “no project alternative” in 
which things proceed much as they have and Article 18(b) is never invoked. I stated once 
before that I thought this was a waste of time; I believe even more so today. If the 
consultant team needs guidance on this matter it should at least refer to the text of the 
Court’s decision to make sure it knows where it is going. 
 The findings that this discussion paper is prepared to make are not really 
supported. Finding number 1 can’t be supported if we throw out the Brookings study. 
Finding number 2 is reasonably accurate but too brief to draw anything meaningful from 
it. Finding number 3 is not accurate. It is speculative to state that planning in advance of 
demonstrated need removes water as a factor. A more careful study of the projects for 
Los Angeles and San Francisco were at the time very expensive. These expenses manifest 
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themselves by large fixed costs and thus necessitate more rapid growth to help pay for 
them. And this is what Los Angeles did when it built the aqueduct. Immediately, smaller 
suburbs that had been stalled in their growth were annexed to Los Angeles, largely for the 
guarantee of a water supply. Communities in the San Fernando Valley are good 
examples. Finding number 4 is very argumentative and goes to the heart of the growth 
issue. Right now the State finds itself promulgating effective rezoning throughout the 
State to be able to handle an expected large increment of population growth and it has 
done this without making any finding that the resources are there to support such a 
venture. So is it correct to state that water may limit growth when in fact growth plans are 
made without respect to the availability of water? We have two laws that require a 
bonafide showing of a reliable supply of water before any new development shall be 
given a permit to proceed. The State’s promulgation seems to be in direct contradiction of 
its own laws. All of this goes to show that water and growth are highly political and 
cannot be easily resolved into cause and effect. Finding number 4 does not advance this 
issue. Finding number 5 is in a similar vein. To state that it water in general doesn’t limit 
growth except in a few isolated cases is the consequence of citing broad studies such as 
the Brookings study uncritically and laying that reference down along side the anecdotes 
noting the cases in Santa Barbara and the like.  
 I believe that this discussion paper does not advance the EIR in its effort to 
develop a competent analysis of growth impacts. It says as much in its finding number 6 
by stating that CEQA court decisions do not provide much guidance. I am sure that if the 
consultant team were to make a concerted effort it could do a creditable job on growth 
impacts. The present effort will not do. 
 
UDiscussion Paper #2 
 
 This paper gets off on the wrong foot by misstating the Court’s decision. The 
Appellate Court clearly stated at page 3 of its decision that the “…trial court erred by 
finding CCWA’s EIR sufficient despite its failure under CEQA to discuss the 
implementation article 18(b), as a “no project” alternative.” This language makes it clear 
that the Court acknowledged that the proper “no project” alternative is the existing 
contract with article 18(b) implemented. The discussion paper intimates that the Court 
found the EIR deficient because it did not study the effects of elimination of article 18(b). 
Clearly, this is not what the Court said and it is important that the consultant team 
understand the mandate of the Court if they are to get it right. 
 Because the consultant team has interpreted the Court’s decision wrongly, it has 
taken a wrong turn with its finding that we need to study a baseline with the original 
contract in force but without article 18(b) implemented. I don’t believe there is any 
CEQA derived necessity and the consultant team and DWR are free to study such case if 
they think they are enlightening. However, if time and resources are limited it seems to 
me to be a waste of both. 
 The discussion presents a section titled “Plaintiff’s Arguments.” In that discussion 
the reader is led to believe that these are still contentions of the plaintiffs when in fact 
they are the Court’s findings. There is no need to present these as tenuous findings when 
in fact they are better described as the Court’s findings. It is disingenuous of the 
consultant team to engage in the rearguing of the court case. It would be better if the team 
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took the Court’s findings and proceeded from that to craft the EIR. Rearguing the case 
can only confuse the reader as to what is required by this EIR. This discussion paper is 
wholly inappropriate. 
 There are other errors in the discussion that should be corrected. Where the paper 
states in the second paragraph that “The plaintiff’s believe that city and county planners 
and decision-makers influenced by ……..would be more likely to approve new 
development …”, it should be noted that this is the Court’s language in the decision and 
is not simply the plaintiff’s belief. 
 Under the sub-heading, “UCourt decision”U, the statement is wrong. That is not what 
the Court decided as I have already stated. 
 Under the major heading, “REQUIRED ANALYSIS,” a statement is made that 
Article 18(b) was eliminated in 1995, that too is wrong. The earliest in fact that Article 
18(b) could have been eliminated is August 1996 after the Monterey Amendments had 
been further amended to eliminate the automatic stay that was in its original construction 
if it became under legal challenge. Up to that time the Monterey Amendment could not 
have been in effect. 
 Under the heading, “ANALYTICAL METHOD,” the critical question that is 
posed does not readily follow from the Court’s dictum that 18(b) posed a serious question 
concerning the effects of “paper water.” The question should be faithful to the Court’s 
surmise regarding the seduction of city and county planners, not speculation on whether it 
would of itself slow the pace of growth. The proposed analytic approach does not deal 
with the issue raised by the Court regarding 18(b). The Court also stated what 
analytically would be required to study the impact of invoking 18(b). The Court, taking 
from one of the comments on the EIR, stated that “The DEIR must analyze this ‘no 
project’ alternative if we are to take any of it seriously. The analysis must include a 
parametric analysis of alternative levels of a lowered project yield tested by use of 
DWR’s simulation model to establish which level of yield provides for the maximum 
reliability of deliveries given some tolerable threshold for failure to meet the requests(i.e. 
with what frequency will Article 18(a) be allowed to be invoked and with what 
consequences.)” The quantitative requirements for this analysis cannot be more clearly 
stated and that should be the starting point in defining the required analytic method. 
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COMMENTS ON THE STUDY BY THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTE 
 

“CITY GROWTH AND THE 2000 CENSUS: 
WHICH PLACES GREW, AND WHY” 

 
By: Arve R. Sjovold 

 
September 15, 2003 

 
 
 The Brookings study is being cited by the DWR/EIR consultant team as some of 
the evidence to be relied on for the analysis of growth inducement in the EIR. At a 
previous EIR committee meeting, questions were raised concerning the applicability of 
this particular study to the question of growth and growth inducement. A careful review 
of the study report raises more serious questions as to whether the study is useful for any 
purpose. Its presumptuous title begs the question as to whether this body of research can 
really answer the question as to “why” places grew. 
 The study’s interpretations depend strongly on the results of a multiple regression 
result relating rates of growth to posited explanatory variables. The study’s authors offer 
no rationales or hypotheses why these particular variables were selected or any comments 
on other variables tested and rejected. The study states that all of the variables used in 
their multiple regression equation tested significantly and that the regression equation 
explains 43% of the variation found in the set of city growth rates used as the dependent 
variable. Little other analysis of the validity of the regression result is offered in the study 
report. An inspection of the limited regression results presented in the study report begs 
for much more analysis of the regression exercise. 
 First, the choice of dependent variable is the published census data on city growth 
over the last decade of the twentieth century. Now it is well known that formally 
designated large cities used for census data have strict boundaries and are incorporated. 
There is no assurance that a city’s incorporated boundaries remain constant between 
censuses. It is a well known fact that many cities show rapid growth by annexing rapidly 
growing bedroom communities surrounding them. Other large cities may not experience 
any such annexations because they are already hemmed in by other incorporated cities. 
An example of the latter is Los Angeles or even San Francisco, which long ago filled in 
the entire area encompassed by San Francisco County. However, in the early history of 
Los Angeles, there were many annexations of surrounding communities, basically 
because Los Angeles had a developed water supply that could be used to expand some of 
these surrounding communities. The census does not distinguish cities by how they grew. 
The study report makes no mention if there was any attempt to normalize the data to take 
in to account the effects of annexations in the data base. This one deficiency alone 
disqualifies the study for any possible use. 
 If the study can survive the questionable data base, its merit as a scientifically 
correct regression exercise is thoroughly wanting. Such a regression exercise would begin 
with a discussion of dependent and independent variables and the hypothesis on why they 
might be connected. The discussion would also inquire as to what is the correct form for 
the regression analysis. None of this is apparent in the study report which leaves the 
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reader with very little confidence in its purported results. The following are questions 
raised regarding the correctness of the inquiry. 
 

1) Given the range of growth rates evidenced in the data one has to question the 
choice of independent variable form. A more suitable choice would have used 
a proportionate form such as the logarithm of the ratio rather than the crude 
percentage. In support of this choice one should take notice of the range in 
crude growth rates shown which span from single digit percentages up to 
85%. 

2) The form of the regression equation is simple linear. The question is raised as 
to whether other forms were tested. Log-linear? Non-linear? Additive error 
terms? Multiplicative error terms? These are all questions that should be 
addressed at least qualitative before the regression is even started. The inquiry 
in to equation forms should also posit the expected effect of each of the 
variables; e.g., should it have a positive effect or a negative one? None of this 
appears to have been done. Without this type of inquiry one is left with trying 
to rationalize the results obtained without a unifying thesis. At best this is very 
poor science. 

3) The residuals from the regression analysis, that is, the differences between the 
actual and predicted dependent variable, growth, do not shown even a close 
approximation of randomness, which indicates that there are very likely 
additional, important explanatory variables to be included. 

4) The study makes the claim that the regression result explains 43% of all the 
variation evident in the dependent variable across all of the cities over 
100,000 population included in the study. This is clearly not a true statement 
for the city groups that grew less than 10%. Here the results shown in Tables 
2, 3, and 4, show variations in the predicted growth that are far greater than 
that inherent in the dependent variable. Indeed, the regression equation for 
these groups adds significant variation and is without any explanatory power 
whatsoever. The authors’ claim is not warranted. 

5) Looking at some of the textual matter in the report there are some curious 
presentations that deserve explanation. The report talks about temperature as 
an explanatory variable; a chart is shown portraying growth rate against “Avg. 
daily Jan. temp(F), 1981-1990,” but the regression equation uses the variable 
“temp” as the mean July temp. Is the text right? The text in general does not 
try to maintain fidelity to the regression equation. In fact, the reader is left 
with the notion that the text could have been written without benefit of the 
regression result.  

 
Much more could be written about the deficiencies of this study or of questions  

that should be addressed. If this study is to be taken as an objective evaluation of the 
reasons cities grow these deficiencies and questions must be addressed and peer 
reviewed. As it stands it is extremely poor science and very poor practice in the art of 
regression analysis. 
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COMMENTS ON MEETING SUMMARY (9/17/03) 
AND DISCUSSION PAPER #3 

 
By:  Arve R. Sjovold 
November 17, 2003 

 
USummary Paper 
 
 With regard to the initial position articulated by John Davis on the approach to 
growth analysis, I would just reiterate that the two steps he announced is not acceptable 
to me. The analysis of the impacts of the project on growth must not be conditioned on 
whether or not more water from the Delta is withdrawn under the auspices of the project. 
It is vitally important to note that there can be fundamental impacts in contractor regions 
from this project even if no additional water is withdrawn from the Delta. I believe the 
three bulleted comments regarding this issue expresses the concerns. 
 Of the numerous committee comments noted in the extensive list of bulleted 
items, I have a serious concern with the equivocal language concerning the possible use 
of the Brookings Institute Study. I have reviewed this study and it does not conform to 
even the rudimentary scientific methods and is totally without merit. This does not say 
that the conclusions of the authors may be wrong; it does say that their study in no way 
can be used as scientific support of those conclusion. Their conclusions should have no 
more weight than the individuals who wrote them. 
 I also am strongly in favor of establishing a rigorous definition of what water we 
can include in the term “reliable delivery.” I believe I have on several occasions stated 
that only Table A deliveries should be considered under that term. Because “interruptible 
water” is just that it cannot be considered as reliable in character. 
 These are my most important concerns with the summary paper. 
 
UDiscussion Paper #3 
 
 Under “Scenarios,” subhead “Proposed project scenario,” I should note that the 
post project impacts from 1995 to present cannot be known because the project includes 
the settlement agreements which did not become effective until about a year ago. So there 
is a significant task to discern what additional impacts may have occurred it the project 
with settlement agreements had been in effect since 1995. 
 On the question of the amount of transfers that have taken place, the descriptions 
must be clear that the 41,000 acre-feet is not final and therefore there is a potential of 
57,000 acre-feet remaining under the Monterey provisions that still could be transferred, 
not simply the 18,000 acre-feet which presumes that the 41,000 acre-feet is final. 
 Under the subhead “No Project Alternative A Scenario,” the discussion is too 
brief and omits significant information. There is a question as to whether DWR on its 
own initiative can reduce charges during hardships without informing the Bond 
Underwriters and holders. After all it is there money that is at risk. Second, it seems to 
me that the financial difficulties that some of the Ag districts in Kern faced should first be 
addressed to Kern County Water Agency, the entity that actually holds the contract with 
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the State and which has pledged its tax base to make payments. Only if Kern County 
Water Agency refuses to make payments can default to DWR be declared. 
 There is also the question if under pre-Monterey how Ag-to-urban transfers were 
to be considered under Article 18(a) of the contract. Clearly, if such a transfer occurred 
the risk that Ag bears during shortages would make such entitlement increments worth 
very little to urban.  
 In the last paragraph of the No Project Alternative A Scenario, the depiction is to 
brief. It is also too speculative in what it states would be likely. I think that it is also 
important to point out that if the Kern Bank had been fully developed by DWR the 
benefits of this south-of-Delta storage would benefit all the contractors and so would 
have to be figured in the calculations of what reliable deliveries might be. I also think that 
we should be absolutely clear as to the full extent of possible development that might 
have obtained with the Kern Water Bank. I think that there was early analysis that 
considered 1 million acre-feet of storage capability. 
 With regard to the No Project Alternative B Scenario, the first sentence seems too 
speculative to me. If DWR had started the process in 1994/1995, one could fairly ask if 
the Monterey Meeting would have occurred at all. There may have been other meetings 
but they would have had a different agenda. The speculation that 2 to 2.2 million acre-
feet for the minimum project yield would be the likely range is misinformed. The average 
delivery from 1992 to 2002 is actually just over 1.9 million. Thus, one would expect that 
if we are to select ad hoc a range to guide the study that it should embrace the historical, 
recent average. 
 So far we have heard only that changes in Table A downward are only likely to 
change contractors’ access to UsurplusU water, not all SWP water and it is not quite 
obvious why urban contractors would see less of it. If we create more surplus water we 
increase the possibilities for urban contractors to bid for and receive surplus water. It is a 
matter to be shown by the EIR study whether or not urban access is affected and in which 
direction. I also think that the statements in the next paragraph are without foundation 
and in fact may not be right. Whether or not contractors would develop additional 
groundwater storage south of the Delta under this scenario is very speculative and I 
would encourage the EIR consultant to cast it in that language. The statement regarding 
the change in acreage of permanent crops needs modification. At this time we can only 
state that there would be a shift in the type of permanent crops grown; not all permanent 
crops have the same applied water requirement. The sentence that speculates on the 
responses of Ag and urban contractors to the change in Table A amounts is 
argumentative.  
 Finally, the last paragraph begins with a very speculative statement that really 
requires some support. I don’t believe that the record will show unequivocally that water 
agencies develop supply well in advance of demand. We do create the illusion in 
contracts that we have done so but the facts on the ground seem to indicate otherwise. 
 
UUse of CALSIM II 
 
 There is much yet to be studied by the modeling subcommittee before its finding 
can be a clear guide to the EIR evaluations. However, the recitation that is presented here 
is fair statement of what has been discussed to date. Even so I do have a few comments. 
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 The statement regarding why the Kern Water Bank is not modeled must be 
corrected to note that the no project scenarios will require it because it was then still a 
part of the SWP. Having said that, I think that even if it is now outside of the system it 
still deserves to be included in the model explicitly since it figures so prominently in the 
use of surplus and EWA water. In fact, this general concern can be probably be addressed 
to CALSIM II in general since it seems to have been formulated after Monterey. 
 In conclusion, my general feeling about the Discussion Paper #3 is that is too 
loose in its speculations as to what would be the foreseeable course of events under the 
different scenario. I would like to see either some logical explanations for some of the 
statements or some other support. 
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 ROSSMANN AND MOORE, LLP 
 Attorneys at Law 

 380 HAYES STREET, SUITE ONE 
 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102 USA 
 TEL  (01)(415) 861-1401  FAX (01)(415) 861-1822 

www.landwater.com 
 
   ANTONIO ROSSMANN        ROGER B. MOORE 
  ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA                              ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 
            NEW YORK AND                       rbm@landwater.com 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
     HTUar@landwater.comUTH 

 
 

 
March 12, 2004 

Via email and U.S. mail 
Jerry Ripperda 
Department of Water Resources 
Division of Environmental Services 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816-7017 

Re: Plaintiff Representatives’ Preliminary Comments on “Draft Action Outline: Monterey 
Settlement Agreement Attachment B Guidelines to Assist Municipal and Industrial Contractors in 
Providing Accurate Information to Land-Use Planning Agencies” 

Dear Mr. Ripperda: 

The plaintiff representatives on the EIR committee appreciate the opportunity to provide 
their preliminary comments on the draft action outline for the forthcoming  “Attachment B” 
guidelines to assist municipal and industrial contractors in providing accurate information to land-
use planning agencies, distributed at the February 18, 2004 “Monterey Plus” EIR meeting. 

It is unclear to us whether the action outline is intended simply as a background paper “to 
assist plaintiffs and contractors” in their role as consultants on these guidelines, or as an early draft 
of the guidelines themselves.  In our view, the draft action outline lacks the breadth and specificity 
needed to satisfy the latter purpose.  In these preliminary comments, we identify in a general way 
subjects that should be addressed in a draft version of the guidelines, focusing mostly on their legal 
context.  We have also requested our technical consultants to assist DWR in developing more 
specific recommendations to assist land-use planning agencies. Since DWR is already more than 
two months behind the publication date listed in the “Monterey Plus” settlement agreement, we 
trust and expect that DWR will accord a high priority to working with us on a new version of the 
guidelines that achieves their intended purposes. 
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These purposes are clarified in the settlement agreement.  Attachment B, paragraph 2 
provides that  “DWR shall develop and by January 1, 2004 publish guidelines to assist Municipal 
and Industrial Contractors in providing accurate information to land-use planning agencies with 
jurisdiction within the Contractors’ respective service areas regarding local and regional programs 
to manage or supplement [State Water Project] supplies.” Attachment B, paragraph 3 places a 
continuing obligation on DWR to provide assistance enabling M&I contractors to provide complete 
and accurate information to land-use planning agencies.  That assistance must “assure that local 
land-use decisions reflect accurate information on the availability of water from state, local and 
other sources.”  

The draft action outline provides a partial list of laws requiring planners to assess water 
supply reliability, and links addressing implementation of these laws. We agree that discussion of 
these laws provides valuable context for analyses of water reliability.  However, the outline omits 
key parts of the legal context, including the Monterey Amendments court ruling and settlement 
provisions, CEQA case law addressing water reliability assessment, and other legal and regulatory 
constraints affecting the reliability of water deliveries.  Moreover, the outline must do more than 
describe existing laws to be useful for planners. The sources in the draft outline would not provide 
planners with guidance that they would need to comply with existing laws, and to credibly address 
uncertainties and inaccuracies that have plagued projections of water availability.  Finally, the 
“links” section is missing sources of valuable information that should be incorporated into the draft 
guidelines. 

Legal Discussion 

DWR’s draft action plan describes some, but not all, of the laws applicable to the 
relationship between land use and water planning.  While this information is useful, guidelines 
based upon these descriptions alone would not satisfy the mandate of Attachment B, principle 2, 
which requires DWR to prepare a report on water supply reliability.  
 

Our preliminary comments focus on several general improvements that DWR should make 
to its discussion of applicable law in the draft guidelines.  Although the discussion will need to be 
succinct and readable to be useful for planners, it should address the following: 
 

• The discussion should provide an overview of the ways in which the various laws interact 
and of the overall legal scheme that they create. 

 
• The discussion should summarize pertinent provisions of the Monterey Amendments court 

ruling and settlement agreement. 
 
• The discussion should describe requirements for water supply reliability analysis under 

CEQA and associated case law. 
 
• The discussion should list other legal and regulatory constraints affecting the reliability of 

water deliveries. 
 
• The discussion of SB 221 and SB 610 should clarify, and be more specific about, the ways 
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in which those bills make assessment of reliability a legal necessity. 
 
1. The Absence of an Overview 

 
The draft action plan provides information specific to SB 221 and SB 610, without 

providing a general summary of how those laws require analysis of reliability, or how those laws fit 
with CEQA and other laws to create an overall legal scheme requiring land use planners to address 
the reliability of their water supplies.  We urge DWR to open its discussion with such an overview, 
which we believe will help frame the more specific discussion that follows. That overview should 
survey the relevant statutes, case law, and project contracts that relate to assumptions about water 
reliability. 
 

2. Monterey Amendments Court Ruling and Settlement Agreement 
 

Given the origin of the guidelines requirement, the draft guidelines must discuss the 
Monterey Amendments court ruling and subsequent settlement agreement that gave rise to these 
guidelines.  In Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 
Cal.App.4P

th
P 892, the Third District Court of Appeal recognized that “the allocation of water to one 

part of the state has potential implications for distribution throughout the system.” (Id. at 907.) 
Rejecting the EIR prepared by the Central Coast Water Authority as prejudicially defective, the 
court ordered DWR, the agency possessing  “a statewide  perspective  and expertise,” to serve as 
lead agency and prepare an entirely new EIR. The ruling openly criticized the false expectation that 
the SWP will deliver on “entitlement” levels of 4.23 million acre-feet when the project’s historic 
capability has been roughly half this level or less.   The court drew this conclusion from data 
reported in DWR’s Bulletin 132 series, also citing DWR’s acknowledgement there that the SWP 
“does not have the storage facilities, delivery capabilities, or the water supply necessary to deliver 
full amounts of entitlement water.”   (Id. at 912.)   

 
Recognizing a “huge gap between what is promised and what is delivered,” the court in 

Planning and Conservation League observed that “the [e]ntitlements represent nothing more than 
hopes, expectations, water futures, or as the parties call them, ‘paper water’.”  (83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P at 

908.)  The court found that public comments assessing the “paper water” problem, including those 
of plaintiff organizations, “corroborate the common sense notion that land use decisions are 
appropriately predicated in some large part on assumptions about the available water supply.  There 
is certainly the possibility that local decision makers are seduced by contractual entitlements and 
approve projects dependent on water worth little more than a wish and a prayer.”   (Id. at 915.) 

 
The new guidelines will need to replace the “aura of unreality” criticized in Planning and 

Conservation League with information that is sufficiently rigorous to allow planners to base their 
decisions on available supplies rather than paper entitlements.  They must disclose contract 
provisions framing expectations about water supply, notably those in article 18 and article 21. They 
must specifically describe the new contract revisions and other DWR commitments in the 
settlement agreement directed at the paper water problem.  These include removal of the term 
“entitlement” from operative provisions of the project contracts, the biennial report requirement 
mandated in new article 58, and DWR’s continuing duty under attachment B to assist M&I 
contractors in ensuring that local land-use decisions are grounded in accurate information about 
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water availability.  
 
The guidelines must also explain that crucial issues relating to M&I expectations of water 

availability are still being addressed in the “Monterey Plus” EIR mandated in the settlement 
agreement.  They must inform the reader that while the court-ordered agreement allows for interim 
implementation of the Monterey Amendments and “Attachment A” amendments, DWR will not 
render its final Notice of Determination on the entire project until after the new EIR has been 
completed and certified. See Settlement Agreement, §§ II, VII.B, C. G.  The agreement’s 
restrictions on approval of new projects relying on the decertified Monterey Agreement EIR must 
also be disclosed.  See id, § VII.A. 

 
Although the information in the preceding paragraph will already be obvious to some 

contractors and planners, recent experience with Monterey-based transfers in local planning 
underscores that it is essential for DWR’s guidelines to state it anyway.  For example, the 
settlement agreement designates a specific list of completed Table A transfers as “final,” and 
excludes from that list the proposed transfer of  41,000 acre-feet from Kern County Water Agency 
to Castaic Lake Water Agency, which is recognized as the subject of still-pending litigation.  (See 
Settlement Agreement, §§ III.D and attachment E (listing “final” transfers); § III.E (agreement on 
Kern-Castaic transfer).)  In the new “Monterey Plus” EIR, DWR must conduct its own 
environmental review of that transfer, along with others relying upon the Monterey Amendments. 

 
Yet planning documents submitted to the Los Angeles County’s Regional Planning 

Department have repeatedly, and at least twice in just the past few months, relied upon 
representations from the Castaic Lake Water Agency that this water is already a secure part of its 
Table A amount.  (West Creek Project, No. 98-008; River Village Project, No. 00-196.)  
Clarification of these points in the new guidelines would help ensure that local planning decisions 
are not grounded in a false expectation of finality. 
 

3. CEQA and Water Supply 
 

Guidelines for land-use and water supply planning would be incomplete without discussion 
of CEQA and its relevant case law.  CEQA establishes requirements that overlap partly, but not 
completely, with the requirements of SB 221 and SB 610. CEQA applies to projects to which those 
bills do not, and establishes rigorous procedural and substantive requirements that extend beyond 
those bills even where they do apply.  DWR’s draft action plan does not address CEQA, and the 
draft guidelines must do so. 
 

Planning and Conservation League is part of a long line of CEQA cases recognizing legal 
links between land use and water planning.  These cases indicate that a CEQA analysis of a project 
is legally deficient if it fails to identify the source of project water will come from.  The courts have 
reasoned that since water must come from somewhere and developing additional water supply will 
likely have significant environmental impacts, a project decision that fails to address its water 
supply leaves unanalyzed the impacts of developing that supply.  (See, e.g. Santiago County Water 
District v. County of Orange (1981) 118 Cal. App. 3d 818; Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. 
County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 182.)  These cases also indicate that a CEQA analysis 

may not stop at analysis of theoretical water rights; instead, planners must address whether the 
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water that would supply their projects exists in actuality as well as on paper. Planning and 
Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources, 83 Cal.App.4th at 915; Santa Clarita 
Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (2003) 106 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 715; 

see Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 859.)  

Finally, these cases indicate that CEQA requires analysis of alternative supplies if the primary 
identified supply is not sufficiently reliable. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 
221 Cal. App. 3d 692; Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors 
(2001) 91 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 342. 

A more comprehensive list of CEQA cases involving insufficient discussions of water 
resource impacts is appended to this letter. Taken together, these cases clearly establish that under 
CEQA, planners who predicate their projects upon the availability of SWP water must fully analyze 
the reliability of that water. Since the State cannot reliably deliver the full Table A amounts, those 
planners must also analyze the availability of, and the impacts of using, alternatives to that water.   
 

4. Legal and Regulatory Constraints on Deliveries 
 

Under the settlement agreement, DWR must provide assistance to ensure that local land-use 
decisions reflect accurate information not only on the availability of water from the SWP, but from 
local and other sources as well. To provide useful guidance for all of these sources, the guidelines 
must provide information about other regulatory and environmental constraints on deliveries 
besides those already mentioned.  Although a full list is beyond the scope of these preliminary 
comments, a partial list would include Delta water quality standards, endangered species 
requirements, competing water rights, elements of the CALFED program, area of origin laws, and 
constraints on the export or use of groundwater. 
 

5. The SB 221/SB 610 discussion 
 

Most of the draft action plan describes these two companion bills and provides links to 
additional information.  It notes that these laws increase the legal linkage between land use and 
water supply planning, and also describes the ways in which an urban water management plan can 
be used to help satisfy the requirements of SB 221 and SB 610. 

 
All of this is helpful, but this description would leave planners without key information 

about the stringent requirements of SB 221 and 610.  The description does not indicate that both 
laws require that the detailed water supply availability information include not only identification 
of water sources but also detailed assessment of their reliability.  (Gov. Code § 66473.7(g); Water 
Code §§ 10631(c), 10910(d).)  Likewise, both bills require identification not just of targeted 
sources but also alternate sources in case the target ones might be insufficient. (Gov. Code § 
66473.7(b); Water Code § 10910(b).)  If those alternative sources do not yet exist, the planners 
must show that they will be developed.  All this information must support proof that water will be 
available to meet project needs. (See Gov. Code § 66473.7(b)(1).)  In short, both bills require more 
than just an assessment of water supply availability; they require demonstration of availability, and 
reliability assessment must be a core component of this demonstration.   

 
DWR’s description in the draft action plan might leave planners unaware of these 
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requirements, with the unfortunate result that that planner will fail to realize the essential 
importance of evaluating the reliability of the water he or she procures from DWR.  DWR therefore 
should revise its discussion of these laws to clarify the importance they place upon a detailed and 
accurate analysis of water supply reliability. 
 
Substantive Discussion of Availability and Limitations 
 

Although an accurate description of legal requirements is crucial, and has been our principal 
focus here, we anticipate that the heart of the document will provide substantive guidance on water 
resource availability suitable for land-use agencies. That guidance must recognize the range of 
variability in SWP supply and uncertainties about the extent to which it can reliably provide water. 
The guidelines need to provide a focused discussion of the delivery system and its natural 
constraints, environmental constraints on deliveries, and the record of historic deliveries.  They 
must also discuss predictions of future deliveries, accurately disclosing recently expressed concerns 
about the precision and reliability of these predictions. 

 
The information referenced in the draft action plan would not provide these agencies with 

meaningful guidance on how to address inaccuracies and uncertainties in the projections of water 
availability.  Some of these deficiencies are discussed in the peer review of CALSIM II, which PCL 
recently addressed in a February 2, 2004 letter to DWR.  To provide more useful guidance, our 
technical consultants are presently working on specific recommendations that would assist land-use 
agencies in using uncertain water supply projects, using multiple methods of projection as well as 
strategies intended to minimize the consequences of error. Those forthcoming recommendations 
will supplement these preliminary comments.  
 
 
 
 
Links Discussion 
 

The “links” section of the draft guidelines will also need to include sources other than those 
mentioned in the draft action plan. In addition to websites associated with SB 221 and 610, and 
DWR's guidance for implementing these laws, those links should at least include DWR’s Monterey 
Amendments and CALSIM sites, DWR’s reliability report and associated public comments, and 
information from the CALSIM peer review referenced in our February 2, 2004 letter. A fuller list of 
useful links will accompany our forthcoming substantive recommendations. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 

We hope that our efforts will contribute to a final set of guidelines that provide focused and 
understandable guidance to M& I contractors and land-use planners, enabling them to ensure that 
their decisions are grounded in accurate information about water availability.  Failure to do so 
would perpetuate the paper water problem discussed in Planning and Conservation League, 
encouraging inappropriate reliance on water supplies that may not exist in the future.     
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 7

     Respectfully, 
 
 
     Roger B. Moore 
 
     Counsel to Plaintiffs 

  
Cc: Peggy Bernardy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix:  CEQA cases involving insufficient discussions of water resources 
 
People v. County of Kern (1974) 39 Cal. App. 3d 830 
 
People v. County of Kern (1976) 62 Cal. App. 3d 761 
 
Santiago County Water District v. County of Orange (1981) 118 Cal. App. 3d 818 
 
Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692 
 
Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 182  

 
County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 931 

 
Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 

892 
 
Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. 
App. 4P

th
P 342 
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Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 

99 
 
Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 859 

 
Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 1373 

 
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (2003) 106 
Cal. App. 4P

th
P 715 
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April 6, 2004 
 
Delores Brown 
Chief, Mitigation and Restoration Branch 
Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
Re: Plaintiff representatives’ preliminary comments on Draft Table 6-3A: 
“Analytical Methods for Determining Potential Effects of Monterey Amendment on SWP 
Operations” 
 
Dear Ms. Brown and staff: 
 
 This letter provides the plaintiff representatives’ initial comments on draft table 6-3A for the 
forthcoming “Monterey Plus” EIR. We will have further suggestions as DWR refines its attempts to 
accurately analyze the potential range of project impacts.  The draft table, distributed at the March 
17 EIR committee meeting, provides a capsule summary of many of the provisions in the original 
Monterey Amendments. The table attempts to identify whether each provision is expected to have a 
“potential effect on SWP or contractor operations.”  It also identifies whether the “primary 
analytical method” in the EIR for each provision would be CALSIM II or another method. 
 
 We begin with a series of general comments. If DWR wishes to use this table, it must more 
clearly identify the listed provisions of the Monterey Amendments and address their cumulative and 
interrelated operation. DWR also needs to clarify the intended use of the table in its forthcoming 
CEQA analysis, the standard used to identify potential effects, and the reasoning informing its 
choice of primary analytical method. We also provide specific comments, focusing on several items 
presently listed as having no potential effect that in our view deserve careful assessment. These 
comments are not intended to supersede, or substitute for, our more thematic comments about 
potential project impacts in meetings of the EIR committee and scoping comments submitted last 
year. 
 

Although a refined and corrected version of the table might assist in identifying some initial 
priorities for analysis in the EIR, we strongly recommend against its use as a template to summarily 
eliminate items from CEQA analysis, or as a substitute for DWR’s duty to provide a statewide 
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assessment of the direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts of the project.  We look 
forward to working with DWR as it refines its summary of project provisions and brings to fruition 
its statewide assessment of project impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures.  As anticipated in 
the appellate ruling directing the preparation of this EIR, DWR’s analysis must “fully inform the 
decision makers and the public of the environmental impacts of the choices before them.” 
(Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 893, 
920.) 
 
General Comments 
 
 The one-line summaries in the draft table do not sufficiently explain listed provisions in the 
Monterey Amendments so that a reader without prior expertise could intelligibly follow the 
checklists on potential effects and analytical methods.  We recommend that in Chapter 6, if not 
earlier, the EIR provide a fuller description of each of the Monterey Amendment provisions being 
assessed for potential impacts. That description should also compare the amendments to the pre-
Monterey version of the contracts. Such descriptions are particularly important in light of the 
decertified 1995 EIR’s failure to adequately inform decision-makers and the public of the 
environmental consequences of the specific amendments.  Some of these amendments, such as the 
definition change in article 1(d), were not even referenced in the more general Monterey Agreement 
principles that were the focus of the 1995 EIR, while others received only a cursory or misleading 
description in the EIR. 
 
 As discussed at the March 17 EIR meeting, a central deficiency in the draft table’s division 
into discrete Monterey Amendment provisions is its failure to address the amendments’ cumulative 
and interrelated operation. Provisions listed in the table may well produce significant impacts by 
nature of their interaction with other provisions, even if taken in isolation they would not. Indeed, 
the original 1994 Monterey Agreement principles referred to a package of forthcoming 
interdependent provisions.  Focusing simply on isolated provisions would not be consistent with 
CEQA’s definition of a “project” as “the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in 
either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment.” (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15378.)       
  
 The role of the draft table in the EIR’s assessment of project impacts is also unclear, since 
the table refers simply to potential effects “on SWP or contractor operations” rather than potential 
environmental impacts. Section III.C of the Settlement Agreement anticipates review of “the 
potential environmental impacts of changes in SWP operations and deliveries” resulting from the 
project as only one of a longer list of items that at minimum must be addressed in the new EIR. 
Quantitative studies must also be directed to environmental impacts and not merely to project 
operations, since not all environmental impacts will be precisely correlated with operations impacts. 
 
 The table also does not identify its standard of review for identifying “potential effects” on 
project or contractor operations.  At the March 17 meeting, the draft table was analogized to a 
CEQA initial study, in which a “yes” response would signify that a fair argument could be made of 
significant effects.  For purposes of the specific comments below, we will therefore assume that if 
such an argument could be made, the checklist should answer “yes” rather than “no.”  Finally, the 
table does not describe the criteria used to select CALSIM II or “other” as the primary analytical 
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method.  On this point we incorporate by reference the concerns about CALSIM II raised in PCL’s 
February 2, 2004  letter.  As noted there, the EIR must come to terms with both the applications and 
limitations of the model if it is to be used to support DWR’s new project decision. 
  

A final general comment, while more mundane, is essential to a precise understanding of the 
amendments.  The Monterey Amendments of each contractor contain minor variations in 
numbering and sequence.  For example, amended article 12(f), referenced in the draft table, is 
article 12(g) in the Santa Barbara district’s contract.  A chart would be useful to cross-reference the 
parallel provisions in each revised contract. 
 
Specific Comments 
 
 For the reasons set forth in our general comments, we consider it premature to evaluate any 
tabulation of the effects of the Monterey Amendments, and believe that it is more appropriate to 
think in terms of initial priorities for DWR’s forthcoming CEQA analysis.  With these 
considerations in mind, we identify several provisions listed as “no” on the checklist that in our 
view are likely to merit a “yes” response, and at minimum deserve more careful assessment in the 
EIR.   We also suggest the need for further clarifications in the explanation of these provisions.   
 
Article 1(d) 
 
 This provision elevates an “assignee” to the status of contractor.  DWR has never clarified 
the scope and limitations of that assignment clause.  We are assuming, and it would be useful for 
DWR to clarify, that for any assignee to serve as a contractor, it must still possess the requisite 
taxing authority specified in the Burns-Porter Act. (Wat. Code, § 12937.)   Entities that have a 
contractual relationship with a SWP contractor but lack that authority, such as the Central Coast 
Water Authority or the Kern Water Bank Authority, would not qualify as “contractors” under this 
provision.  Our understanding is that KWBA would also not qualify as an assignee for the further 
reason that has not been assigned a contract “of the type” published in DWR Bulletin 141, as 
required by article 1(d). 
 
 If DWR intends to apply this provision in a more open-ended manner, however, it could 
have substantial effects on SWP operations, and the operations of the contract would need to be 
studied quantitatively to evaluate potential impacts on deliveries.  The definition change could be 
highly significant if, for example, it allowed the KWBA to have full access to the facilities of the 
SWP, or to claim access to the subsidized power rates presently accorded contractors when it 
pumps from and inject water into the bank. Similarly, such effects could occur if CCWA no longer 
had to seek approval from its underlying SWP contractor (Santa Barbara Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District) for any requests to DWR. As a starting point for evaluating prospective 
impacts, DWR and the contractors should provide a list of any present or prospective assignees. 
 
Article 1(hh) 
 
 The EIR needs to address whether the addition of new items to definition for “Water System 
Facilities” could produce additional environmental impacts.  The revised definition also excludes 
from the definition of “water system facilities” land acquired for the Kern Fan Element after 
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December 31, 1995.  That change could be significant in combination with article 52 on the Kern 
Water Bank, which is already acknowledged to affect SWP and contractor operations.  
 
Article 1(jj) 
 
 The definition of “interruptible water” provided here is a substantial departure from “surplus 
water” as defined and limited in article 21 of the pre-Monterey contracts.  See, e.g., article 21(a)(2) 
(defining “surplus water”), 21(g) (identifying restrictions on deliveries).  Taken in combination 
with changes in article 21, this definition could substantially affect project operations, and requires 
careful assessment in the EIR for potential environmental impacts. For example, DWR must 
address whether the revised definition would remove environmental constraints on the delivery of 
interruptible water, and whether it could facilitate the development of economies in reliance on 
water exceeding the amounts DWR can reliably deliver. The draft table already lists amended 
article 21 as having a potential effect on SWP and contractor operations, and the definition change 
in article 1(jj) is an integral part of that revision.  
 
Article 12(a)(2) 
 
 The provision addressing the amounts, times, and rates of delivery is amended to include 
express reference to delivery of annual quantities allocated in accordance with revised article 18.  
DWR needs to analyze this provision to clarify whether it affects project operations rather than 
simply changing nomenclature. If the revised definition were construed in a manner that ignores or 
minimizes constraints on delivery systems, it would potentially encourage deliveries that may not 
be achievable. 
 
Article 12(f) 
 
 This amendment adds a new provision to the SWP contracts establishing a list of priorities 
in the event of conflicts.  Although the one-line summary in the draft table describes it as 
“clarifying” these priorities, DWR needs to analyze whether the list could produce operational 
changes rather than simply clarifying pre-Monterey procedure.  (The term “interruptible” water, 
referenced in items two and six on this list, is not part of the pre-Monterey project contracts).  We 
have previously expressed concerns to the EIR committee that the procedure for setting the 
amounts, times and rates of delivery might facilitate the “gaming” of the system, allowing low 
initial table A “requests” to be followed by much higher “interruptible” deliveries.  The quantitative 
evaluations in the EIR must analyze the potential for gaming of the system, and DWR must 
consider how it can ensure against that potential. 
 
Article 21 
 
 The draft table correctly recognizes that implementation of the new “interruptible water 
service” provision would affect SWP and contractor operations. The evaluations of impact must 
also consider the consequences of water rates. 
 
Article 25(d)(3) 
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 The Monterey Amendments revise this provision, relating to the criteria for interim 
adjustment in the allocation of power costs, so that it is based upon April revisions in delivery 
schedules for “project and nonproject water for contractors,” instead of merely revisions in 
deliveries of table A amounts. The EIR, which needs to consider quantitative impacts on power as 
well as water deliveries, should analyze how deliveries of non-contract water (and the rights of non-
contractors) may affect power rates. The definition of “contractor,” as discussed above, may also 
affect the analysis of this issue. 
 
Article 51 
 
 As was generally acknowledged during discussions of the project description last fall, 
article 51 is among the most important structural revisions in the SWP system initiated by the 
Monterey Amendments.  Among other revisions, article 51 changes the way that DWR addresses 
revenues exceeding the cost of operating the SWP system.  In PCL v. DWR, the court of appeal 
recognized the interrelationship between revised articles 18 and 51 in the Monterey Amendments.  
The court “agree[d] with plaintiffs that inclusion of article 51 in the amended contracts implies that 
DWR and the contractors have forsaken their expectation that the SWP facilities will be built as 
planned and will deliver 4.23 MAF of water annually.  Article 51 allows contractors a rebate for the 
costs previously assessed for facilities that have never been built.  Indeed, fiscal and environmental 
pressures militate against completion of the project.”  (83 Cal.App.4P

th
P at p. 914, n. 7.) 

 
 The new EIR must carefully analyze the environmental implications of article 51 as an 
integral part of the Monterey Amendments, rather than summarily assuming that because this 
provision is “economic” in nature it would not contribute to such impacts.  Although CEQA does 
not require analysis of purely economic or social changes, it requires analysis of environmental 
impacts that can be traced to such changes.  (See, e.g., 14 Cal. Code Regs, § 15131; San 
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 
Cal.App.4P

th
P 656, 695-98.)  Here, the EIR must analyze the relationship between articles 18 and 51, 

and must compare the project to the no-project scenario in which table A amounts are reduced 
without article 51 rebates.  The EIR must also evaluate the environmental consequences of article 
51’s effect on water rates, and consider the financial adjustments made in article 51 when making 
its assessment of project alternatives and mitigation. 
  
Article 52 
  

The draft table correctly recognizes that this provision, addressing the conveyance of the 
Kern Water Bank, will have potential effects on SWP and contractor operations.  However, 
footnote “e” to the table contains the further statement that this article “virtually eliminates the 
possibility that the Kern Water Bank would be developed as part of the SWP.”  That language 
should not be used to supersede the duty, under section III.F of the Settlement Agreement, for 
DWR to prepare its own  “independent study” in the new EIR and exercise its “judgment regarding 
the impacts related to the transfer, development and operation of the Kern Water Bank in light of 
the Kern Environmental Permits.” 
 
Conclusion 
 

LETTER 30

ccase
Text Box
30-75
(con't.)

21456
Line



 6

 We hope that our general and specific initial comments on Draft Table 6-3A are useful to 
assist DWR in its efforts to establish initial priorities for EIR analysis. However, the draft table 
would be counterproductive if it is used to summarily exclude analysis of Monterey Amendment 
provisions, or compromise DWR’s duty to provide the full measure of analysis required under 
CEQA and the Settlement Agreement. 
 

 
       Respectfully, 
 
        
       Roger B. Moore 
 

      Counsel to Plaintiffs 
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 ROSSMANN AND MOORE, LLP 
 Attorneys at Law 

 380 HAYES STREET, SUITE ONE 
 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102 USA 
 TEL  (01)(415) 861-1401  FAX (01)(415) 861-1822 

HTwww.landwater.comTH 

 
T   ROGER  B. MOORE     T               ANTONIO ROSSMANN          DAVID R. OWEN 
  HTrbm@landwater.comTH                  HTar@landwater.comTH        dro@landwater.com
  
      
                  

July 20, 2004  
 
Delores Brown 
Chief, Mitigation and Restoration Branch 
Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
Re: Plaintiff representatives’ comments on status of EIR committee work for the 
“Monterey Plus” EIR 
 
Dear Ms. Brown and staff: 
 

This memo briefly lists several of the plaintiff representatives’ key procedural and 
substantive concerns in advance of tomorrow’s “Monterey Plus” EIR committee meeting, the first 
meeting since April due to the meeting cancellations in May and June.  We appreciate the attention 
to some of our previous suggestions evident in tomorrow’s agenda, including the scheduling of a 
discussion of SWP financial structure, the revival of the modeling subcommittee, and the 
continuation of our discussions of CALSIM II.  

 
Nonetheless, we remain concerned about the lack of significant progress on foundational 

issues, and the amount of unfinished business that remains. We therefore offer these guideposts in 
the hope of assisting DWR in producing an EIR that can “fully inform the decision makers and the 
public of the environmental impacts of the choices before them.” (Planning and Conservation 
League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 893, 920.) 
 
Procedural Concerns 
 
 Although we appreciate that summer scheduling difficulties can interrupt the pace of work, 
cancellation of the May and June meetings came at a time in which the anticipated schedule of 
work on the EIR had already slipped significantly.  A handout in June 2003 estimated that work on 
the Final EIR was expected to be complete by October 2004.  By November 2003, that estimate 
was revised to February 2005.  In February 2004, the estimated time for the Final EIR moved to 
May 2005.  The present estimate in the July 2004 meeting handout is that the Final EIR will be 
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published in November 2005.  Completion of work on the Final EIR therefore remains as far away 
as was expected more than a year ago. 
 
 The schedule revisions reflect in part the EIR committee’s recognition of the complexity 
and depth of matters to be addressed in the EIR, and we would not recommend a path that would 
shortchange the substance of the EIR to expedite its completion.  Nonetheless, the schedule changes 
also underscore the need for the committee to make the most productive possible use of time, with 
maximum participation.  To that end, we reiterate several suggestions.  If at all possible, new 
substantive analysis should be distributed to committee members ten days or more before the 
meeting.  Committee members should be notified at least three weeks in advance of any meeting 
cancellations or changes in schedule.  Finally, at least until significant progress is made on the 
issues noted below, meetings should cover all or most of the day rather than only a few hours in the 
afternoon.   
 
Substantive Concerns 
 
 Although the committee has worked cooperatively to make progress on some issues, we 
have seen little evidence of significant progress thus far on two significant ones that have been the 
subjects of recurring discussion. We have repeatedly raised concerns about the lack of calibration 
and validation of the CALSIM II model, and limitations on its use as a predictive tool in this 
context. Sage Sweetwood’s February 2, 2004 letter to you highlighted the December 2003 findings 
the CALSIM II external review panel, which corroborated these concerns.  As several plaintiff 
representatives discussed at the April meeting, these concerns go directly to the credibility and legal 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the forthcoming EIR. At the April meeting, DWR 
committed to prepare a matrix addressing its approaches to the use of CALSIM II in light of recent 
criticisms, including those of the peer review panel.  We are glad that a CALSIM II update is on the 
agenda for tomorrow, and hope that this is a sign that DWR is taking these criticisms seriously. 
 
 The assessment of growth inducement is a second area in which little progress has been 
made so far despite recurrent discussion and critique.  The EIR team’s first attempt to address this 
issue, presented in a discussion paper last summer, placed erroneous emphasis on a general 
nationwide Brookings Institution survey of urban population growth that has no bearing on the 
specific connections between water and growth in California.   Those connections have been a 
hallmark of California history since before the time of William  Mulholland.   
 

The second attempt, presented this February, erred by focusing simply on the general plan 
stage, an approach that necessarily excluded analysis of the stages of decision-making in which 
water and growth are the most closely related. Indeed, a historic problem in California has been the 
widespread failure of general plans to adequately analyze long-term water reliability, a legacy that 
has prompted recent legislative reforms. DWR’s EIR  will stand on tenuous ground if its analysis 
attempts to fight what the court of appeal rightly called the “common sense notion that land use 
decisions are appropriately predicated in some large part on assumptions about the available water 
supply.”  (Planning and Conservation League, 83 Cal.App.4P

th
P at p. 915.) 

 
Both these previous approaches to growth assessment failed to adequately address CEQA’s 

standards for assessment of growth inducement.  As we have emphasized in the EIR meetings for 
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the past year, the CEQA guidelines expressly decline to limit findings of growth inducement to 
circumstances where there is a definitive causal link between water and growth. CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15126.2(d) (projects that “could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of new 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment”); id. (projects that would 
“remove obstacles” to population growth and those that “encourage and facilitate” other activities 
that could significantly affect the environment,  individually or cumulatively) (emphasis added).  
Growth accommodation, and not just growth causation, must be included in the analysis. CEQA 
case law is also consistent with this broader understanding of growth inducement.  (See, e.g., City 
of Livermore v. Local Agency Formation Commission of Alameda County (1986) 184 Cal. App. 3d 
53; Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v. Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 1252.) 

 
As reflected in the February 18, 2004 meeting minutes, the project team has promised to 

develop a “robust methodology” for growth analysis. Since growth inducement is not specifically 
mentioned in the July agenda, we hope to discuss a timetable for receiving and reviewing an 
approach to growth inducement that satisfies CEQA and does justice to the subject. 
 
 In addition to these two substantive areas, assignments remain from previous meetings. 
Several of these are noteworthy: 
 
• We are expecting to work with the EIR committee on an improved version of the 
“Attachment B Guidelines to Assist Municipal and Industrial Contractors in Providing Accurate 
Information to Land-Use Planning Agencies.”  Our preliminary comments on the previous version 
were submitted to DWR on March 12, 2004.  We expect to provide DWR with an additional set of 
technical suggestions during August. 
 
• We are expecting a revised version of the “Summary of State Water Project Operations and 
Historical Performance” in response to our comments on this summary dated March 25, 2004. 
 
• We are expecting a revised version of Draft Table 6-3A (“Analytical Methods for 
Determining Potential Effects of Monterey Amendment on SWP Operations”), which addresses our 
comments on this table dated April 6, 2004.   
 
 Finally, we are hoping that the July meeting can include some preliminary discussion of the 
timetable for addressing additional EIR issues that have received little or no attention so far. The 
EIR must include sufficient analysis to meet the requirements of CEQA and the specific 
commitments made in section III of the settlement agreement.  Additional issues are mentioned in 
more detail in the settlement agreement and in our March 2003 scoping comments, but several 
deserve specific mention here: 
 
• The EIR must analyze the direct and cumulative effects of the project, including potential 
environmental impacts of changes in operations and deliveries resulting from the project.  
(Settlement Agreement, § III.C.3.) 
 
• The EIR must analyze the potential environmental effects relating to Monterey-related 
transfers of Table A amounts, including the contested Kern-Castaic 41,000 acre-foot transfer and 
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the transfers referenced in attachment E to the settlement Agreement.  (Settlement Agreement, 
§ III.C.4.) 
 
• The EIR must include DWR’s independent study of the “transfer, development and 
operation of the Kern Water Bank in light of the Kern Environmental Permits,” framing  DWR’s 
exercise of judgment regarding the impacts of these. (Settlement Agreement, § III.F.)  That analysis 
must identify both SWP and non-SWP sources of water deliveries to the bank.  (Ibid.) 
 
• The EIR must develop and analyze a reasonable range of project alternatives, in addition to 
the no project assessment. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 We offer these comments in the spirit of constructive cooperation, hoping that they assist 
DWR in fulfilling a mutual desire for an exemplary EIR meeting the needs of decision-makers and 
the public. We look forward to working with DWR and the EIR committee on the issues identified 
here. 
 
      Respectfully, 
 
 
      Roger B. Moore 
 
      Counsel to Plaintiffs 
Cc: Peggy Bernardy 
 EIR Committee 
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Section:  Draft Chapter 9 Monterey Plus EIR 
Agency: Comment Form 
Commentor Name:  PCL Preliminary Draft 
 8/23/04 
 
Comment 
Number 

Page 
Number 

Line, Figure, or 
Table No. Comment 

 4 5 [As presented, this draft chapter does not describe “the potential effects of the proposed project on the 

water supplies of the…CVP, CVP contractors and other water agencies.”  It also fails to include or 

adequately quantify the effects of key provisions of the project on SWP supplies]. 

 4 16 “…changes in management of SWP and non-project water.” 

 4 35-40 The draft notes that the historical record from 1995 to 2004 is of limited use because it is only a small 

part of the historical record.   

 

However, no disclaimer is made here about any limitations of the Calsim methodology used for the 

majority of the data presented in chapter, despite the fact that the model does not incorporate many of 

the Monterey Amendments provisions that affect the supplies analyzed in this chapter.   

 

Calsim data are presented in Figures WB-1, WB-2  to a fidelity of 1/10P

th
P of 1%, without comment as to 

its accuracy.  How many digits can be reported with confidence for these two charts? 

 

We are asked to believe that the model distinguishes Kern and Met deliveries within 0.1 TAF, amid 

estimated average annual deliveries to each of these agencies of up to 1000 TAF or more, an accuracy 

of 0.01%:  see Tables WB-4, WB-5, WB-6, WB-8, WB-13 and  WB-15. 

 

In the case of WB-6, Calsim results are reported to estimate the amount that the project changes Met 
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deliveries with a fidelity of +/- 0.007%.  

 

In the case of WB-7, WB-8, and WB-14, we are asked to believe that the model distinguishes changes 

in average deliveries to individual contractors within +/- 1 acre foot, 15 years from now. 

 

Again, if the usefulness of historical records of the actual amount of water delivered is questionable, 

then what is a reasonable estimate of the true accuracy of these modeled estimates?  How useful are 

these model results that do not include key Monterey provisions affecting supply? 

 5 4-6 It would be helpful to list each relevant Monterey management or other provision not reflected in Calsim, 

including carryover, turnback, terminal reservoir, out-of-area storage, KWB and non-project water. 

 6 3 “…millions of acre feet…in most years.”  In some years deliveries have totaled less than 1 MAF. 

 14 10-11 The CVP and SWP divert about 8 million a-f per year from the Delta:  is this a historic or modeled figure.  

Is there a projected trend?  Based on what assumptions? 

 14-15 Through line 

22 

Development of KWB was a physical change particularly relevant to Monterey.  Regarding changes in 
physical setting such as E Branch, DVL, KWB, conjunctive use facilities—how do these interact with 
Monterey non-project water, turnback, transfer, out-of-area storage and carryover provisions?  
 

 14-15 Through line 

22 

Enhancement of groundwater banking/conjunctive use infrastructure through local and state funding, 

particularly in the Kern area, has been a physical change. 

 16   “Both average and maximum deliveries show a rising trend.”  Can DWR statistically separate the affect of 
wetter years to assess the impact of other factors?    
 

 18 15-19 “The increase in total annual deliveries of SWP water to contractors between 1994 and 2003 was 

largely the result of circumstances in the contractors’ service areas and was affected very little by the 

change in terms of the SWP contracts brought about by the Monterey Amendment.”  Since this segment 
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of the Chapter is based on Calsim analysis that does not incorporate management flexibility provisions 

of the Monterey Amendments, and the Chapter also does not address non-project water and KWB 

provisions, it is overreaching to conclude that SWP deliveries were affected “very little” by the project. 

Also, “circumstances in the contractors’ service area” interact with Monterey provisions (which were 

likely negotiated partly to make use of contractor assets and meet contractor needs).  For instance, 

KWB and other groundwater banks facilitate the use of Monterey turnback and out-of-area storage 

provisions; Diamond Valley Lake could be filled partly by using non-project water.   

 19 12-13 Calsim runs suggest that Ag contractors would receive less overall wet-year water, on average, under the 
proposed project.  Does the historical record suggest that this has happened?  For instance, irrigated acres 
were subject to long-term decline in Kern Count prior to Monterey, but rebounded afterwards, possibly 
partly due to Montrey’s greater guarantee of dry-year supplies.  Did this increased security for agriculture 
increase wet year water demand? 
 

 19 39-40 Monterey Amendment contract language allowing out-of-area groundwater storage and borrowing from 
terminal reservoirs “are not simulated by the Calsim II model.”  From 1995-2003, six contractors stored over 
1.2 MAF of water in out-of-area groundwater banks.  While only 92,885 has been withdrawn so far, it is clear 
that filling and withdrawing water from this storage has the potential to increase exports.  As the draft notes, 
this storage “could potentially increase average deliveries of SWP water.”  This EIR must (a) quantify the 
range of potential effects for water management methods and KWB to increase deliveries and (b) quantify 
the potential for these management techniques to increase critical-year supplies and thereby support urban 
growth. 
 

 20 23-24 What is the range of potential effects of the use of out-of-area groundwater storage on critically-dry year 

deliveries? 

 21 4-5 By how much could contractors as a whole potentially increase average annual deliveries and dry and 

critical year deliveries by using out-of-area storage? 

 21 30 Monterey allowed out-of-area surface storage of up to 961,800 acre-feet of water for some years and an 
infinite amount in others, including San Luis and non-project surface storage.  What is the range of potential 
effects of Monterey-Amendment-related storage on critical year deliveries?  Will use of carryover storage be 
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affected by actions aimed at solving San Luis lowpoint? 
 22 34-41 Historical records indicate that contractors used an annual average of 174 TAF of carryover storage in 

San Luis since Monterey was implemented.  The draft suggests that San Luis Carryover storage has 

increased annual SWP deliveries by up to 6% for all SWP contractors and 10.5% for those contractors using 

this Monterey Amendment program:  “Thus, carryover in San Luis Reservoir has the potential to increase 

effective average deliveries of SWP water to contractors.”  We note that average annual deliveries rose by 

13% during the pre- and post-Monterey periods compared on page 16.  This suggests that carryover storage 

alone, which is not reflected in Calsim, could account for a significant share of increased deliveries.  What is 

the range of possible impacts of carryover storage on (a) average annual deliveries and (b) deliveries in single 

critical and dry and multiple-dry year scenarios?   

 23 20 With respect to terminal reservoirs, assuming Department approval of future contractor borrowing, what is 
the range of potential effects on critical-year supplies for the three relevant contractors?  
 

 24 16 What is a reasonable quantification of the affect of turnback pool deliveries on average annual deliveries 

and on deliveries in each year type?  What is the range of potential impacts of turnback pool delieveries 

on overall and water-year-type deliveries?  What is the net cost per acre foot to urban contractors of water 

“turned back” to agricultural contractors, compared to the cost of Table A water?  Does the option of 

recovering costs by selling turnback pool water potentially increase requests?   

 24 25 It would be helpful at this juncture to quantify and sum the total historical and potential affects of the 

Monterey Amendments management provisions on deliveries, and to incorporate this summary in the 

following sections of the chapter. 

 26 22-23 … “some” urban contractors took advantage of Monterey Amendment management strategies to offset the 
effects of the elimination of ag-first cutbacks.  What is the potential for more or all urban contractors to do 
this in the future?  What is the potential quantified effect on critical, dry, and multiple-dry-year deliveries?  
What would be the effect on wet year deliveries? 
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 26 32 What is the basis of the conclusion that Met “probably” did not offset its dry year losses by its use of 

Monterey management provisions such as storing 760,000 acre feet of water in out-of-area storage?  

When each of the management provisions are considered together, what is the estimated effect on Met 

deliveries?   

 29 42-43 “…agricultural contractors would receive less water in wet and above normal years” under the Monterey 

Amendments.  Given all the provisions of the Amendments, including carryover, turnback, non-project 

water, Kern Bank and other storage-related provisions, does the historical record suggest that this reduction 

in wet-year deliveries to agricultural contractors has happened? 

 30 45-46 What is the range of potential effects of out-of-area storage on average and water year type deliveries in 

the future?  Similarly, what is the range of potential affects of carryover storage, terminal reservoir 

borrowing, turnback pool, non-project water, and Kern Water Bank? 

 34 5 Is there evidence in the record of reduced average annual deliveries and a “significant adverse impact” 

to Kern and the other named contractors, given the already pre-existing trend towards lower ag 

deliveries?   

 32 16 “…between 1994 and 2003 less surplus water was available to agricultural contractors.”  Do turnback and 
carryover deliveries effectively offset any reduction in surplus? 
 

 34 24-25 How would the presumed decrease in opportunities to use offsets to reduced critical year deliveries be 

affected by the lower-demand scenario in the 2005 State Water Plan? 

 

 34 41-44 “…municipal contractors with large groundwater resources within their service areas would not be adversely 

affected by reductions in critical year deliveries of SWP water and so would probably not engage in the new 

management practices.”  From what sources and in what amounts might these municipal contractors 

recharge groundwater resources depleted during critical years?   
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 41 WB-3 This table includes Table A deliveries and, separately, a group of other delivery types.  Since Monterey 

created or modified several contractural types of water, the EIR should include a table summarizing each 

relevant type (i.e., non-project water, turnback pool water, Kern Water Bank deliveries), with textual analysis 

explaining the implications of these provisions.    

 45   
Table WB-3 shows historic table A and surplus water deliveries.  How does it incorporate carryover, 

turnback, Kern Water Bank and non-project water? 

 51 WB-9 Over 70% of outside-of-area carryover storage is currently in Semitropic.  Semitropic is advertising 

construction of 600,000 af more capacity with 200,000 af of annual ability to supply to the Aquaduct.  

How will this affect OOA storage allowable under Monterey?  Is it likely that Semitropic will continue to 

dominate use of the OOA Monterey provision?  Do other entities have plans for expanded capacity?  

When the export capacities of all of the forseeable OAA storage facilities are totaled, how much could 

this capacity affect supplies and demands in different year types? 

    

 50  Calsim runs show (Table WB-8) that with-project deliveries to MWD in critical years are 138,000 acre feet 
below no-project deliveries, ignoring the effects of Monterey Amendment water management provisions.  
What is the potential range of this figure for MWD and other contractors when turnback, carryover, terminal 
reservoir borrowing, Kern Water Bank and non-project supplies are considered?  Could Monterey water 
management provisions facilitate increased wet-year storage in DVL in a manner that would affect this 
figure? 
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 ROSSMANN AND MOORE, LLP 
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 380 HAYES STREET, SUITE ONE 
 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102 USA 
 TEL  (01)(415) 861-1401  FAX (01)(415) 861-1822 

HTwww.landwater.comTH 

 
T   ROGER  B. MOORE     T               ANTONIO ROSSMANN          DAVID R. OWEN 
  HTrbm@landwater.comTH                  HTar@landwater.comTH        dro@landwater.com
  
      
                  

September 13, 2004 
 
Delores Brown 
Chief, Mitigation and Restoration Branch 
Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
Re: Plaintiff representatives’ initial comments on partial Preliminary Draft EIR, dated 
August 23, 2004 
 
Dear Ms. Brown and staff: 
 

This memo provides the plaintiffs’ initial comments on the August 23, 2004 Preliminary 
Draft EIR, which covers all or part of Chapters 1 (Introduction), 2 (State Water Project overview) 3 
(Project Need), 4 (Proposed Project), and 7 and 8 (respectively, effects of proposed project and 
alternatives on SWP and contractor operations).  The purpose of these initial comments is to 
identify some broad themes that have emerged in our reading of the draft, highlighting some areas 
that require revised assessment before release of the Draft EIR. More specific comments, and 
perhaps some additional themes, will follow on the individual chapters once we have had the 
opportunity to discuss our initial comments at the September 15, 2004 EIR meeting.  

 
To serve as a decision-making document, DWR’s EIR must carefully address the 

substantive concerns identified in the Third District Court of Appeal’s ruling and in the settlement 
agreement, as well as the admonition of the court of appeal that CEQA compels a “meticulous 
process designed to ensure the environment is protected.”  (Planning and Conservation League v. 
Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4P

th
P 892, 926.) 

 
Purposes of the EIR 
 

The draft accurately states that the forthcoming EIR is “primarily a program EIR, but it 
contains some elements of a project-specific EIR.”  Draft at 1-3.  Yet the draft fails to clearly 
identify the areas where the EIR is intended apply on a project-specific level, and where it is meant 
to serve as a program document. The discussion of “tiering” should also point out that if the 
program document is decertified, any project-specific EIR relying upon its assessments also be 
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 2

vulnerable to judicial challenge.  (See Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water 
Agency (2000) 83 Cal. App.4th 892 (decertifying “tiered” EIR for 41,000 acre-foot Kern/ Castaic 
transfer due to reliance upon 1995 Monterey EIR). 
 
Third District Appellate Ruling 
 

The introduction and the chapter on project need make passing reference to the Third 
District’s ruling (see, e.g., Draft at 1-1, 3-7).  But their cursory discussion substantially understates 
the centrality of that ruling, which should serve, along with the settlement agreement, as the 
foundational documents framing the forthcoming EIR.  Lacking in this summary, to list several 
examples, are the court’s extensive discussion of the “huge gap” between the SWP’s full Table A 
amounts and its historic record of deliveries, its references to the risk of land-use decision-making 
grounded in “paper” rather than real water, and any reference to plaintiffs’ validation claim.  The 
text also inaccurately states that the appellate ruling found a “failure to name and serve 
indispensable parties” (Draft at 3-7), the reverse of its actual holding. For fuller and more accurate 
discussions of the Third District decision, refer to the scoping comments submitted by this office on 
behalf of the plaintiffs, as well as those submitted by Robert C. Wilkinson. 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
 The partial discussion of State Water Project history in Chapter 2 should be revised to 
address plaintiffs’ comments on the draft “Summary of State Water Project Operations and 
Historical Performance” distributed at the March 17 EIR meeting.  Even more fundamentally, this 
partial history cannot serve as a substitute for the full discussion of the environmental setting 
required by CEQA.  As we emphasized in scoping comments, the EIR must analyze “the range of 
legal and environmental constraints, other than the contracts and hydrologic conditions, that could 
impact water deliveries to SWP contractors and the environmental impacts of these deliveries. 
These constraints might include such matters as Delta water quality standards, endangered species 
requirements, the SWP’s coordinated operations agreement with the Central Valley Project (CVP), 
competing water rights, and elements of the CALFED program.  Such constraints should be studied 
both as they existed before any elements of Monterey were implemented and as they have evolved 
since that time.”  
 
Climate Change 
 
 Recent studies have predicted that climate change will strongly affect hydrology over the 
foreseeable life of the project, which is likely to extend at least through the expiration of SWP 
contracts in 2035. For example, a study entitled "Emission Pathways, Climate Change, and Impacts 
on California," in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, states at page 12425, 
"Stream inflows to major reservoirs decline because of diminished snow pack and increased 
evaporation before mid-century, except where precipitation increases." This is particularly 
problematic for the SWP because the Feather River watershed is relatively low elevation.  To date, 
DWR has maintained that it could not factor in the effects of climate change because no one had 
downscaled the global climate models to the watershed level. On the contrary, it is now crucial that 
the EIR study the consequences of climate change, both in the “no project” alternative and in its 
assessment of the project and project alternatives.  DWR’s revision of its 2003 SWP Delivery 
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 3

Reliability Report should also identify what SWP deliveries are projected to be with the projected 
decrease in snow pack. 
 
Joint Federal/ State Project Operation 
 
 The project discussion does not adequately assess the consequences of the proposed action 
for joint state and federal operation of the SWP and the Central Valley Project. Without integrated 
study of the projects, it will be impossible to discern in the EIR whether reliability attributed to the 
SWP was based upon water from the SWP. Like the plaintiffs, the Bureau of Reclamation 
emphasized in its EIR scoping comments that prominent influences on SWP operations facilitated 
by the Monterey Amendments (including the Kern Water Bank and the eastside Storage reservoir) 
were not considered in the development of the 1986 Coordinated Operations Agreement.  BOR 
correctly noted that the EIR must study how the proposed action would affect CVP access to Delta 
export capacity, and the environmental and socioeconomic effects of any such changes. 
 
SWP Operations and Environmental Impacts 
 
 The draft does not clearly identify what counts as a “significant” impact, either to SWP 
operations or to the environment. That failure may simply be a matter of drafting sequence, since 
the EIR team has chosen to first analyze impacts on project operations, and then address 
environmental impacts and growth inducement in later chapters 9 and 10.  It bears emphasis, 
however, that significant impacts to the environment, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative, are 
what the EIR must ultimately identify. 
 
Interim and Final Project Operation 
 
 The present draft inadequately distinguishes between “interim” and final operation of the 
Monterey Amendments (see, e.g., Draft at 4-9).  Additional detail should be incorporated from 
Sections II and VII, which specify which portions of the agreement will, combined with the 
Monterey Amendments, govern interim operations  pending  DWR’s filing of its new NOD and the 
superior court’s discharge of the writ of mandate.  The superior court’s June 2003 Interim 
Implementation Order also addresses this issue. By contrast, no provisions of the project, including 
the Monterey Amendments, become final until after DWR makes its new project decision 
referenced in the new Notice of Determination and the superior court addresses the return to the 
writ. The statement in the draft that “no other approvals or permits” are needed to implement the 
Monterey Agreement and the settlement (Draft at 4-13) is unclear, and should not be misconstrued 
to treat any aspect of the project (including the original Monterey Amendments) as a fait accompli 
prior to filing of the NOD and discharge of the writ. 
 
Mischaracterization of Kern/ Castaic Transfer 
 

Although plaintiffs recognize that the Castaic Lake Water Agency (Castaic) has proceeded 
on the assumption that the 41,000 acre-foot Kern/ Castaic transfer is already final, they strongly 
object to the mischaracterization of this transfer as a “past action” (Draft at 7-11), which provides it 
with a false veneer of finality. On the contrary, that transfer is expressly excluded from the list of 
transfers the parties recognized as “final” in attachment E of the settlement agreement.  As was the 
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case at the time of that agreement, even the interim status of that transfer remains the subject of 
pending litigation following the decertification of the project EIR in the Friends appeal.  Moreover, 
premature acceptance of that transfer’s finality stands in a collision course with the present EIR, in 
which DWR must study and exercise judgment on the same transfer from a statewide perspective.  
(Settlement Agreement, § III.C.4 and attachment E.) 
 
Kern Water Bank 
 
 The settlement agreement requires both an “independent study” by DWR and “the exercise 
of its judgment” regarding  “the impacts related to the transfer, development and operation of the 
Kern Water Bank, ” in light of existing environmental permits. (Section III.F.) That study “shall 
identify SWP and any non-SWP sources of deliveries to the Kern Water Bank.” (Id.)  In light of 
DWR’s decision-making  role, the Kern Water Bank study should be a key part of the EIR’s 
impacts assessment, rather than a technical issue for placement in an appendix.  As the draft 
correctly recognizes, state operation of the Kern Water Bank must be addressed as part of the “no 
project” assessment.  Regrettably, however, the draft undercuts this critical point by speculating 
that it was “unlikely but not impossible” the state would have developed the bank.  The no project 
alternative must contain an unambiguous assessment of the consequences of state bank operation, 
operated for statewide rather than merely local benefit. 
 
New Decisions Affecting Project Operations 
 
 Two recent federal court decisions also will have direct effects upon the distribution  of 
SWP water, and therefore must be addressed in this EIR.  In Westlands Water District v. Hoopa 
Valley Tribe, the Ninth Circuit upheld the Department of the Interior's decision to decrease the 
amount of water diverted from the Trinity River to the Sacramento River.  This decision will reduce 
the total amount of water in the Sacramento River, and those reductions in turn may force either or 
both the CVP and SWP to decrease their water diversions. 
 

The Eastern District of California's recent decision in the Friant Dam litigation (NRDC v. 
Rogers, E.D. Cal. 2004) could have a similar effect.  The court held that the Bureau of Reclamation 
acted illegally in drying up the San Joaquin River.  As a consequence of that decision, water that 
previously was diverted for human use will now need to remain in the river.  By reducing the 
amount of water available to diverters, that decision also will affect ongoing SWP operations. 
 
Pumping from Delta Facilities 
 

The Bureau of Reclamation, CALFED, DWR and other agencies have indicated their intent 
to increase pumping at the SWP's Delta facilities.  Those increases are now well-defined projects, 
and should be addressed in the cumulative impacts analysis for this EIR.  Implementation of those 
projects should not, however, be assumed, for DWR and BOR have promised further decisions 
before increased pumping takes place.  Therefore, while increased pumping should be addressed in 
the cumulative impacts analysis, alternatives to increased pumping, including maintaining pumping 
at or below current levels, must also be studied. 
 
Assessment of Impacts on SWP Operations 
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 5

 
 The assessment of project and “no project” impacts on SWP operations in chapters 7 and 8 
is largely contingent upon (1) model-dependent analysis and “systematic qualitative analysis” that 
remains to be performed (e.g., Draft at 7-9), and (2) assumptions on which there is reportedly no 
“consensus” (e.g., Draft at 7-13, 7-14, 8-7).  Plaintiffs will therefore reserve most of their comments 
until they have the benefit of additional information.  For now, we will briefly register our concerns 
that the impacts assessment places inadequate focus on extended dry year scenarios, gives 
inadequate attention to factors that may limit the availability of “surplus” or “interruptible” water, 
and neglects the advice in our scoping comments not to use the meeting of contractor requests as a 
way to avoid direct focus on SWP reliability problems.  Likewise, “no project” alternative B must 
study directly the consequences of fully enforcing article 18(b) on a permanent basis.  Rather than 
doing so, the present draft hinges its analysis on hypothetical contract interpretations that demand 
further legal explanation. 
 
Terminal Reservoirs 
 
 For reasons discussed in the attached paper by Arve Sjovold, the draft’s assessment of new 
management practices (Draft at 7-15 to 7-25) inadequately addresses the impacts of the Monterey 
Amendment provision (Article 54) authorizing changes in operation, and shifting toward local 
management, of the “terminal reservoirs” at Castaic Lake and Lake Perris.  As noted in that paper, 
these changes, rather than benign shifts in project management, may prove to compound the 
problem of decision-making grounded in “paper” rather than actual water. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 We hope that these comments are a useful step toward an EIR that is equal to the historic 
project decision awaiting DWR, serving the needs of decision-makers and the public. We look 
forward to working with DWR and the EIR committee on the issues identified here. 
 
       
 

 
Respectfully, 

 
 
      Roger B. Moore 
 
      Counsel to Plaintiffs 
Cc: EIR Committee 
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REVIEW OF PARAGRAPH 7.3.4.1 
Flexible Storage in Castaic Lake and Perris Lake, 

Early draft of Monterey EIR 
 

By Arve Sjovold, September 13, 2004 
 

 
 The draft section regarding proposed new operations at Lake Castaic and Lake 
Perris is nothing more than a slight revision of the material appearing in the original 
Monterey EIR. The Appeals Court decision declared the original EIR deficient in part 
because of its failure to deal with “paper water.” The Appeals Court decision did not 
reach the specifics of this proposed element of the Monterey Amendments, but it should 
be absolutely clear that all the provisions in the original EIR should have at least been 
revisited with respect to this general deficiency. This section in the proposed new draft 
fails that requirement. 
 The draft needs much more information describing the existing operations pre-
Monterey. It must be presumed that the original project designs had good reasons for why 
these two lakes were sized as they were. To propose without any clarifying reasons why 
there should be available storage in these lakes to be used for local contractor operations 
makes it impossible to study the impacts. For example, it is known that Castaic Lake was 
designed for, among other reasons, to support a pumped storage operation with Pyramid 
Lake upstream. Without describing those operations for typical dry and wet periods, it is 
impossible to establish the likelihood of risks to those operations if local contractors were 
to use a substantial part of the storage for their own purposes. And there are many other 
aspects of these proposed operations also need much more work as well. 
 
Characteristics of the Reservoirs 
 
 Under this subheading the draft should take care to explain the original purposes 
of these reservoirs. And for a baseline, the operations at these reservoirs should be subject 
to analyses by mathematical simulation over the entire 73 hydrologic record rather than 
just the recent 21 year period of 1974-1994. The scenarios to be investigated should 
include the selected years agreed upon by the EIR committee. The outputs of the analyses 
should show not just the variations in lake levels but the expected outputs of pumped 
storage operations. The table showing actual lake variations for the period 1974-1994 is 
totally inadequate as a baseline and should be deleted from the draft as irrelevant. 
 
Description of the Proposed Project 
 
 This element of EIR preparation is missing from this section of the draft (7.3.4.1). 
It may appear elsewhere but it is paramount that it also appear here for context. This 
section refers to the proposal in terms of the general amount of borrowing by local 
contractors (up to 50% of the storage capacity) with some additional terms such as the 
amount that would be allowed for use by MWD. This is not an adequate description. It 
leaves out the criteria that will apply to contractors in general. If MWD does not use all 
of its allocation, is CLWA allowed to borrow the unused portion? What criteria would be 
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applied in times of drought? Do contractors’ requirements for local use supersede SWP 
requirements for delivering water to all contractors equitably? And the draft should 
explain in sufficient detail the needs of the local contractors for this borrowing. Although 
the contractors are “repaying” the construction costs, they do not own these reservoirs or 
parts of them to any degree. They are owned by the SWP for the benefit of the project. If 
there should be any significant impacts to SWP operations because of these proposed 
operations, it will be necessary to weigh the benefits to local contractors against these 
impacts. The draft fails to provide a sufficient basis for this kind of assessment. 
 
Potential Effects on Reservoir Operations 
 
 The draft explains that the one of the primary goals to be achieved in these 
reservoir operation was to maintain them as full as possible at all times. That may be an 
objective but it is not sufficient to cast environmental impacts in such a simple one 
dimensional parameter as lake level which this draft attempts to do. As pointed out 
above, the operations of the SWP include the requirements for pumped storage operations 
between Lakes Castaic and Pyramid.  
 The draft also speaks rather simple of payback provisions. It has been 
acknowledged that the project is deficient in its ability to supply full contractual amounts, 
especially in dry periods. The ability of payback must be demonstrated sufficiently 
accurately to assure that the borrowings do not just become another burden on the supply 
capabilities of the project. We are disturbed with the reference in the draft to “the 
availability of water from the California Aqueduct.” This seems to imply that even if the 
borrower can’t or won’t pay back in the next year, that it becomes the burden of the 
project to assure that lake levels are not impacted. There is also the matter as to how this 
borrowed water is to be treated contractually. Is it to be considered “Table A” water? 
What if the contractor is receiving his full “Table A” request, can he still borrow? Is it 
expected that payback will come from that contractor’s SWP deliveries? If so what 
happens if extended drought prevents him from accomplishing payback? 
 The draft’s presentation of actual operations under Monterey in the most recent 
years is totally misleading. This period was after all one of the wettest periods on record 
and in no way can be used as a basis for assessing the abilities of contractors to repay. 
The draft should show what happens by calculations over the representative 73 year 
hydrologic record. This draft even fails to establish the sources of payback during this 
most recent period. The use of the most recent period operations as a demonstration of 
impacts is totally inadequate. 
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To:  Delores Brown, DWR 
From:  Eddy Moore, Roger Moore, Arve Sjovold 
Re:  Plaintiffs’ Preliminary Comments on First Draft of Chapter 11,  

“Monterey Plus” EIR 
Date:  February 1, 2005 
 

This memorandum presents our preliminary comments on draft Chapter 11 to the “Monterey 
Plus” EIR, “Paper Water and Growth.”  As was the case with Draft Chapter 10, we are not 
responding in the suggested format of “line by line” comments, due to our strong sense that the 
deficiencies and omissions highlighted here cannot be readily fixed with minor corrections in the 
existing text. Rather, core deficiencies in both the methodology and analysis in this chapter demand 
comprehensive revision, not to achieve some elusive standard of CEQA perfection, but to honor 
DWR’s duties articulated in the Third District’s appellate ruling, meet the commitments DWR 
made in the settlement agreement, and satisfy the requirements of CEQA. In key respects, the draft 
Chapter 11 analysis sidesteps the substance of criticisms that plaintiffs’ representatives have 
articulated in EIR committee meetings for more than a year.   
 
Flawed Context for Paper Water Assessment 
 

The problem of “paper water”—stated in its simplest terms, of development decisions 
grounded in expectations of water supplies exceeding what can actually be delivered—emerged as 
one of the central themes in the Third District’s ruling, and is perhaps the issue with which PCL v. 
DWR is most closely associated in both case law and in public discussion. (See, e.g., Santa Clarita 
Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles  (2003) 106 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 

715, 721;  Kibel and Epstein, Sprawl and ‘Paper Water’: A Reality Check for the California Courts 
20 CALIFORNIA REAL PROPERTY JOURNAL 22, 23 (Winter/ Spring 2002).)   

 
The court of appeal recognized the “huge gap” between SWP entitlements and existing 

supplies, connecting that holding to the risk of planning decisions grounded in “paper” rather than 
real, deliverable water.  “Paper water,” the court observed, was “always an illusion,” steeped in the 
“unfulfilled dreams” of a water culture that had fostered an inflated expectation of what could be 
delivered.  (PCL v. DWR (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4P

th
P 892, 914 fn. 7.)   Because the Monterey 

Amendments eliminated article 18(b), the provision that would have reduced entitlements to “meet 
a humbler, leaner reality,” the court recognized that it would be incumbent upon DWR to come to 
terms with its “paper water” problem before finalizing that change to the project contracts. (Id.) 
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Rather than providing the thorough and candid assessment of “paper water” and 
development anticipated in the appellate ruling, draft Chapter 11 provides little more than a cursory 
historical summary, a description of planning laws and practices, and a startlingly inaccurate new 
table of the purported SWP “reliability” figures reported in several water contractors’ Urban Water 
Management Plans.  Indeed, the analysis presented here bears more resemblance to arguments 
about “paper water” unsuccessfully presented to the court of appeal than the probing and 
comprehensive assessment anticipated in the appellate ruling and settlement. 

 
A puzzling duality pervades the discussion in Chapter 11.  The historical overview is 

dismissive of the notion that inflated expectations of SWP deliveries affected development 
decisions.  But rather than debunking the notion that such inflated expectations were present in 
projects relying on SWP water, the chapter argues, if anything, that they were all too real; that 
decision-makers so pervasively failed to consider potential constraints on SWP water deliveries that 
they would have paid little attention to the amounts of “entitlement” referenced in the project 
contracts.  (See, e.g., page 11 (“because planners and decision-makers paid little attention to water 
availability in general, it follows that they have been influenced very little, or not at all, by the 
Table A amounts in the SWP contracts or any information on the delivery capabilities of the 
SWP”).   

 
The core of this analysis posits that planners “appear to assume that local water agencies 

will obtain the supply necessary to meet the long-term water demand that results from planned 
growth.”  (Id. at p. 10 (emphasis added.) But far from “disproving” reliance on SWP paper water, 
this analysis points to planners and decision-makers trusting the water agencies; in other words, 
they are presumed to have relied upon the same pervasive “water culture” in which the court 
grounded its historical analysis of the “huge gap” between entitlements and available supplies.  
Instead of analyzing the historical paper water problem, Chapter 11 repackages it.   

 
A similar circularity pervades the chapter’s extremely cursory analysis (pages 12-14) of 

SWP water supply and urban planning in the future.  From the historical position that planners and 
decision-makers rarely even considered water supply, the draft swings to a somewhat exaggerated 
faith that they now “get it,” due in part to changes produced by the PCL v. DWR decision and 
settlement, and in part due to parallel legislative changes (notably, SB 610 and SB 221).  But as 
detailed below, the failure to provide consistent definitions, the paucity of analysis, and the 
avoidance of critical lingering sources of “paper” water ultimately undermines the discussion.   

 
Improper Narrowing of “Paper Water” Definition 
 

The theme of the draft assumes that “paper water” is only involved when a contractor 
presumes that it will get the full amount of Table A water. This drastically understates the scope of 
the paper water problem, which will remain present as long as planners and decision-makers 
continue to rely on inflated assumptions about water available for delivery. By contrast, the court of 
appeal never suggested that paper water was merely a “full” entitlement issue; rather, it addressed 
the gap between those amounts and available supplies.  Moreover, the court indicated that paper 
water must be understood in connection with article 18(b), the contractual method available to 
eliminate the “paper” from the water referenced in the project contracts. The Court even outlined a 
method for arriving at the amount of paper water, citing public comments that DWR should by 
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simulation determine what level of Table A reductions would lead to an acceptable level of article 
18(a) short term reductions, taking into account both the magnitude and frequency of such article 
18(a) reductions. This DWR has not yet done. Therefore, the amount of “paper water” in the 
contracts still has not been defined. The notion that reliance of some average delivery that is below 
the Table A level will eliminate the “paper water” in the contracts is entirely without analytic merit. 
 
Flawed Assessment of Urban Water Management Plans 
 

The draft analysis resorts to Urban Water Management Plans (Umps) to ascertain if any 
agencies have been relying on full Table A amounts. Finding none, the report is willing to conclude 
that the SWP “paper water” problem is absent . The draft relies on the data in a table that they 
assembled to present the findings of the survey of UWMPs. The table reports the levels of Table A 
that a selected subset of SWP contractors have shown in their UWMPs. The reported levels indeed 
do not show any SWP contractor relying on full Table A amounts.  

 
However, what is not shown is the reality for these same selected SWP entities. A table has 

been prepared and is shown below that documents the actual average and percentage deliveries 
over the time period 1990-2002 according to the data presented in DWR’s SWP reliability report. 
It is quite clear that all the UWMPs overstate what the historical record is quite clear on. It is not 
even certain where the values reported in the draft’s table came from. It is certainly not historical. If 
anything the draft table when compared to the historical record shows that there is substantial 
“paper water” in all the current UWMPs except for the possible case of the  Desert Water Agency. 
Even here it is unlikely that Desert WA will be able to get the amounts that it has in the past when 
all the other urban water contractors will be asking for more entitlement water than they may have 
in the past.(This is especially true if one considers the case where MWD starts to ask for greater 
amounts than it has in the past. Any increases to MWD can have profound downward effects on the 
smaller SWP contractors.) 
 

  

SWP 
RECOR
DED 
WATE
R 
DELIV
ERIES       

   

TABLE 
A, 
1990-
2002      

    (KAF)     
         
AGENCY TABLE A 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 19
         
Mojave 75.8 0.0 3.4 10.7 11.5 16.2 3.7 
CLWA 54.2 22.1 4.5 17.9 23.0 25.5 25.7 3
Alameda 42.0 33.0 10.0 17.8 10.3 21.9 17.8 1
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Alameda 7 48 or 78 29.6 9.4 14.7 32.9 20.2 30.1 1
San Gorg 17.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
SCVWD 100.0 92.0 28.2 42.8 61.6 52.9 28.7 8
Palmdale 21.3 8.6 3.9 4.0 7.6 8.2 7.0 1
MWD 2,011.5 1,363.0 381.0 629.0 487.0 808.0 397.0 55
Desert WA 38.1 38.1 11.4 17.2 38.1 20.1 38.1 3

Antelope WA  

(No such 
SWP 

contract
or)      

AVEK 141.4 47.2 9.6 28.0 41.4 47.7 47.3 5
Solano 47.8 19.1 5.2 9.9 26.1 15.2 21.3 2
        

 
 
 In sum, if the EIR wants to stand on information in UWMPs then it must present data on 
how those numbers came about. And if they are the product of CALSIM II or predecessor models, 
those models must be defended against a proper peer review. There is no reason to use CALSIM II 
results when there is a sufficient history to rely on for SWP delivery reliability. 

 
Failure to Account for Additional Sources of Paper Water 
 

Local governments have not concerned themselves with water supply when making growth-
related decisions until recently, because the agencies with responsibility and expertise in supplying 
water (DWR, CVP, and water agencies) have given the impression that water supply is not a 
constraint to the approval of new growth.  On the one hand, successive State Water Plans have 
projected that demands will outstrip supply.  On the other hand, these Plans have generally 
suggested projects that could be built to meet supply needs, giving the impression that the 
constraints on supply are caused by a lack of infrastructure and engineering rather than limits to the 
availability environmentally sustainable water supplies.   

 
Similarly, at the regional water agency level, it is MWD’s current policy to maintain water 

supplies ten years ahead of growth in its region, thus shielding local agencies from concerns about 
water supply constraints (see page 9 of MWD’s Integrated Regional Plan).  It is in this sense that 
local land use agencies have been “seduced” to believe that almost unlimited amounts of water are 
available for new growth.  Thus, we must look to the state, and federal and water agency levels, and 
not simply to local decision-making,  for evidence of “paper water” or “cyber water” rather than to 
cities or counties.    
 
     The state’s charge in assessing available water supplies involves multiple elements that have 
not begun to be addressed in substance in draft Chapter 11: 
 
• Non-State Water Project Supplies 
 

While the Monterey Plus EIR must necessarily focus on the SWP portion of water supplies, 
these supplies cannot be understood in a vacuum.  A drought on the Colorado River increases 
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demands for SWP exports.  Major improvements in locally-controlled South-of-Delta groundwater 
storage facilities increase the ability of local agencies to receive SWP exports.  Actions on the CVP, 
such as the recent court decision requiring new flows below Friant Dam to restore the San Joaquin 
River will affect flows into the Delta, where SWP contractors plan to  increase exports of “surplus” 
water.  Any “paper water” in one part of the system will increase demands on other parts of the 
system. 
 
• Environmental Baseline 
 

The “paper water” concept implies an environmental baseline, which is not yet delineated in the 
proposed Draft EIR.  State and federal agencies must balance competing water interests.  For 
instance, in deciding how much to water export from the Bay Delta, DWR must judge how much is 
needed to meet environmental and recreational interests.  While water exports are far from the only 
variable affecting habitat in the Bay and its contributing rivers, expert opinion suggests that the 
current level of exports is not environmentally sustainable and threatens the existence of protected 
species and scarce habitat.  A few notes from The Bay Institute (TBI) suggest the level of flow-
related habitat effects from water exports: 

• Overall, TBI recently judged freshwater inflow a “D” on a scale from A to F for 
environmental impacts.  TBI stated “Reduced inflows are still degrading the Bay 
ecosystem, and recent gains from wetter years and new standards are being eroded.” 

• In 2001, native Bay fish abundance was just half of that measured 30 years ago. 
• In 2003, total annual freshwater inflow to the Bay was reduced by 45% compared to natural 

conditions.  While 2003 was an average year for the watershed, fresh water flows reaching 
the Bay were reduced to the amount expected in a dry year.  During the critical spring 
period, less than half of natural freshwater inflow reached the Bay.  Only 1 of 3 target 
restoration pulse flows to the Bay was met.  In the Delta, Spring flows were reduced by 
35% of natural flows, while summer flows were more than doubled.  While diversion rates 
were cut five times during winter and spring to reduce fish killed at the export pumps, the 
ESA take limit for spring-run Chinook salmon was exceeded twice. 

• 2003 Spring flows in the Sacramento Basin were reduced by up to 72%, while summer 
flows conveying water to the Delta for export ran two to ten times what natural flows would 
have been. 

• Looking at some of the basic food chain supplies in the Suisun Bay, during the past 30 
years Neomysis shrimp abundance declined over 99% and average zooplankton weight 
decreased by 80%.  Only 1% of copepod individuals in 2001 were native species.  TBI 
scored the current food web as an “F.” 

• In 2002, springtime Bay inflows were nearly 20% lower than needed to maintain low 
salinity habitat, or X2, at the desired position.  X2 is viewed as a broad measure of habitat 
health for this portion of the Bay.  While the regulatory standard allows for technical 
compliance through modeling, the actual location of X2 was 2 km further upstream than 
originally called for.  TBI is concerned that existing X2 targets, even if fully met, are 
insufficient to restore the ecological function of the Bay. 

• Current environmental restoration (ERP) targets for the Bay were mostly met until the early 
1970’s, when pumping levels were much lower than today.  Since 1976, due to increased 
Delta pumping, none of the ERP inflow targets have been fully met in 58% of years.   Even 
during the six-year wet period from 1995-2000, two of three flow targets were fully met and 
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a third partially met in only half of these years.  Bay inflows often barely exceed legal 
minimums, but are not near restoration targets in many years.  The increased ability of 
exporters to capture “surplus” flows should not be permitted unless a net increase in Bay 
inflows to achieve restoration targets is assured.  

 
While these indications suggest that Delta exports should be reduced accommodate basic 

environmental goals, SWP’s largest contractors are actively pursuing larger overall exports, with 
the cooperation of DWR.  The largest contractor, MWD is assuring its member agencies that it will 
supply sufficient water to accommodate new growth for 20 years, including a firm reliance on 
increased SWP contract deliveries.  With DWR financial assistance, the second largest contractor, 
KCWA, is greatly expanding its ability to accept and store increased exports, partly for transfer to 
MWD during droughts.  Also, DWR is working closely with CVP to coordinate new infrastructure 
and operational changes to increase overall Delta exports.  We would suggest that this is the kind of 
activity that creates “paper water,” by pushing for increased exports rather than strongly signaling 
to contractors and local governments that there are prudent environmental limits to water supplies. 
 
• Drought Planning 
 

The effective limit of “wet water” is its firm availability to M&I uses during either a sharp or a 
lengthy drought.  The state has encouraged water agencies to submit plans (UWMPs) every 5 years 
that include average-year, single-worst-year and 3-year drought scenarios.   

 
In 1991, SWP delivered about 522 TAF of Table A water—about 12% of Table A.  Some may 

argue that, in general, SWP delivered less water in earlier years partly because it was not 
demanded.  However, this argument does not apply to 1991, since demands during that year greatly 
exceeded deliveries.  In this sense, 1991 represents a “worst” single-year SWP drought in the recent 
actual record.  Also, while modeling may choose an earlier “worst” period based on hydrology, we 
know that during 1991-1993, SWP delivered an average of 32% of Table A for a 3-year period.  

 
Individual UWMP’s make various choices about what constitutes a single or multi-year 

drought, and thus the 2000 UWMP’s do not provide comparable data.  DWR should standardize 
this reporting (and require the use of the single and multiple worst years for each major supply 
source) so that the data produce a consistent, robust estimate of drought delivery capability.  For 
purposes of this EIR, DWR should request equivalent single and multi-year drought scenarios 
(agencies are required to produce these this year anyway) and should provide guidance to local 
agencies to combine worst-case scenarios for each supply source.   
 
 Also, as the Chapter 11 Table 11-1 suggests, key data are missing from the UWMP’s.  Of 
the 13 UWMP’s reviewed for Table 11-1, 5 apparently report no data for a “critically dry” year and 
6 apparently have incomplete data for a “dry” year. 
 

In summary, for this EIR DWR should provide scrutiny, comparability, and completeness of 
data in its search for paper water. 
 
 Here are some examples of UWMP methodologies that highlight the need for DWR to not 
only summarize, but also scrutinize the plans and make its own independent estimate of whether 
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there is “paper water” in the system: 
 
 1.  KCWA ID No. 4: 
 

One of SWP’s larger M&I contractors, KCWA Improvement District No. 4, reports in its 
2000 UWMP that it relies on 82 TAF in SWP “entitlement.”  It uses about 32 TAF for its water 
treatment plant, and recharges 41 TAF to the ground (about 10 TAF meets exchange payback 
requirements).  In all “average” water year scenarios (2000, 2005, 2010, 2015, and 2020), ID No. 4 
reports that it can rely on the full “entitlement” amount of 82.9 TAF.  During the most severe 
single-year drought, ID No. 4 relies on 63.8 TAF (78% of full “entitlement”).  For its 3-year 
drought scenario, ID No. 4 apparently chooses 2001-2003 as the appropriate 3-year drought period. 
 During this drought period, it expects full “entitlement” the first year and 85% of full entitlement 
in Years 2 and 3.   
 
 In an attachment to the UWMP, KCWA asserts that the district “can provide full demands to 
its urban retail purveyors, at an average 56% shortage, for seven years due to 250 TAF in banked 
groundwater.  This will cover the entire length of the historic seven-year drought without any 
shortages.”  The UWMP reports that the groundwater can be recovered at 39 TAF per year.   
  

This example UWMP raises several questions.  First, ID No. 4 relies on full “entitlement” 
amounts, with no discounting for SWP deliveries below that amount during “average” years and 
during the first year of a 3-year drought (possibly this is due to an arrangement with KCWA, which 
has a much larger SWP entitlement—but it is at least unclear how ID No. 4 has an entitlement that 
is largely unaffected by SWP delivery fluctuations, even after the Monterey Amendments 
apportions drought reductions equally to M&I contractors).    Second, ID No. 4 chooses drought 
scenarios that do not reflect the worst droughts on record.  Third, the UWMP implies that a large 
share of the 39 TAF per year groundwater pumping capacity will be devoted to ID No. 4 during an 
extended drought.  Would contracts by other agencies for water banked in Kern County compete for 
that pumping capacity during a drought?  If there is ample pumping capacity, have recent and 
ongoing improvements in pumping and conveyance capacity significantly increased drought yields 
for SWP in Southern California?  How are these physical improvements related to Monterey 
Amendment flexible operations, out-of-service-area storage, and non-project water conveyance 
provisions? 

 
2. Castaic Lake Water Agency 2000 UWMP:   

 
 DWR’s draft Chapter 11 notes correctly that many UWMP’s discuss variability in SWP 
supplies, and that this upfront discussion of reliability issues gives enough warning to any diligent 
local agency to eliminate concerns about paper water.  CLWA’s is an example of a plan that 
extensively discusses variability in SWP supplies.  It is also a clear example of how such a plan can 
still be filled with paper water.  It is worth noting that, rather than being vigilant watchdogs 
searching for “paper” in local water agency supplies, local land use agencies can be all to eager to 
believe that uncertain supplies are reliably available for new development. 
 

CLWA uses a modeled 10% excedence for a single-year drought, rather than choosing the 
single worst year in the record.  By contrast, Alameda County Water District uses 1977 SWP 
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deliveries as the single-year.  The difference is that CLWA counts on receiving 40% of its 
purported 95,200 TAF Table A supply in the worst dry year, while Alameda County only counts on 
15% of its Table A. 

 
According to its plan, CLWA’s multi-year drought scenario rests on modeling of 1990, 

1991, and 1992 SWP deliveries.   CLWA counts on 40% of Table A for these three years 
(surprisingly, the same amount as the 10% excedence used for the single drought year).  Arguably, 
the 32% Table A deliveries from 1991-1993 would be more robust. 
 
 CLWA also relies upon a 41 TAF permanent transfer from the Monterey Amendments, 
which is in question in the instant EIR.  This transfer comprises 43% of CLWA’s SWP supply.  
Without this 41 TAF, CLWA SWP Table A supplies could be estimated at 6.5 TAF and 17.3 TAF 
(based on 12% and 32% single and multi-year SWP Table A supplies) in the single and multi-
drought years, respectively, rather than the firm 37.9 TAF reported.  In reality, Castaic received 
only 706 acre feet of SWP delivery in 1991 and an average of 14.7 TAF of Table A during the 
1991-1993 period, according to the USWP Delivery Reliability Report UAttachment D, page D-24.  
 
 CLWA also relies on perchlorate-tainted groundwater supplies that have been discounted in 
recent litigation. 
 
 Finally, the 2000 CLWA UWMP includes extensive discussion of current and future 
benefits from groundwater banking and water transfer provisions relevant to Monterey Plus EIR.  
These segments of the UWMP suggest that Kern Water Bank, water transfer, and non-project water 
conveyance provisions in the Monterey Amendments will become a key part of water supplies for 
CLWA, supporting and promoting growth in this major SWP contractor’s service area.  DWR 
should incorporate this information into the growth inducement analysis for all jurisdictions 
affected.  
 

3. No UWMP analysis for this EIR can be complete without a thorough  
examination of MWD’s drought planning, since MWD is the largest contractor by far.  MWD has 
issued several relevant documents, including a March 2003 “Report on Metropolitan’s Water 
Supplies,” an UWMP, and a July 2004 Integrated Regional Plan.  While all of these documents 
should be examined for consistency with each other and with statewide reliability planning, a few 
observations suggest the kinds of questions that would be relevant to a rigorous search for “paper 
water.” 
 
 MWD’s UReport on Water USupplies (“Blueprint”) draws on the SWP Reliability Report 
modeling results to estimate an average delivery of 77% of its SWP Table A amount through 2010, 
or about 1.6 MAF.  However, during the dozen years from 1991-2002, MWD actually averaged 700 
TAF in SWP supplies (average drawn from USWP Delivery Reliability Report UAppendix D actual 
historic delivery figures).   
 
 For the single dry year under 2005 conditions, MWD’s Blueprint relies upon 418 TAF of 
SWP deliveries (not specified as only Table A) and 50 TAF of San Luis Carryover.  In 1991, MWD 
actually received 381 TAF of SWP Table A deliveries (19% of Table A) and only 10 TAF of 
carryover water.  According to the Blueprint, SWP’s single largest contractor is confident through 
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2025 that the 418 TAF Table A delivery bottom line will stay firm, without impact from 
environmental regulations, water quality concerns, Northern California growth, climate change, or 
delta levee failure.  Is this a secure foundation upon which to expand M&I reliance on SWP? 
 
 The Blueprint also suggests that Semitropic and Arvin Edison groundwater banking will 
yield 197 TAF during drought years through 2025.  This is considerably more than the 106,500 
TAF reported in the 2000 UWMP.  It is also considerably more than the 2002 MWD IRP “Report 
Card” estimate that these combined water banks would produce 110 TAF, but only after the 
projects are “fully developed.”  This Report Card noted that these projects could deliver only 60 
TAF in 2000.  What is the real delivery capacity of this groundwater banking right now?  While 
efforts to secure Semitropic storage were initiated prior to Monterey, were the Monterey provisions 
easing transfer rules intended to accommodate these transfers?  What is the total call by all 
contractors (and non-contractors) on transfer capacity from Kern County water banks?  Will it meet 
the single- and multi-year drought demands of Met and others?  How has the capacity of this 
expanded storage, pumping, and conveyance, which has been significantly financed by DWR, been 
analyzed for environmental purposes?  How much will this expanded conjunctive use capacity 
increase SWP exports during critically dry, dry, average and wet years? 
 
 Between the 2002 Report on MWD Water Supplies and the 2003 Blueprint, estimated use of 
Diamond Valley Lake (DVL) to meet single dry-year demand rose from 150 TAF for DVL to 510 
TAF for DVL plus Lakes Matthews and Skinner.  Matthews and Skinner have a combined 
operational storage of 75 TAF, so 435 TAF of the projected 1-year drought use would come from 
DVL.    Added to this 290% increase in single-year DVL reliance, is a 57% increase in planned 
reliance on surface storage at Lakes Castaic and Perris (the terminal reservoirs addressed in the 
Monterey Amendments).  Or as Met’s most recent IRP put it “With the completion and filling of 
Diamond Valley Lake (DVL) and the flexible storage provisions of the SWP Monterey 
Amendment, Metropolitan has exceeded the in-region dry-year storage capacity identified in the 
1996 IRP.”  What does this sharply increased reliance on surface storage do to multiple-year 
drought planning and what source water will be used to refill storage?  If dry year demands for Met 
ran 2.5 MAF, and combined SWP and CA supplies fell to 1 MAF, would reliance on storage leave 
Met vulnerable to multiple dry years?  This question has been raised in a review of the Blueprint by 
the agency most dependent upon MWD, the San Diego Water Authority (SDWA).  SDWA raises a 
series of other questions about the true reliability of MWD projections. 
 
 Future drought planning relies heavily on purchasing transfers from agriculture.  The 
EIR must address how reliable will this supply be amid competition during a drought. 
 
• CALSIM II 

 
We have outlined elsewhere our concerns regarding CalSim II, which implicitly underlies 

much of the analysis in the draft chapter. .  Calibration and validation of its results, which were 
called for in scientific peer review, are necessary for presenting any CalSim II analysis in this EIR.  
This calibration and validation should explore not only uncertainty deriving from the operation of 
the model, but also uncertainty stemming from data inputs.  Sensitivity analysis should be 
performed to determine which inputs are most important for calibration and validation. 

 

LETTER 30

ccase
Text Box
30-105
(con't.)

ccase
Text Box
30-106

21456
Line

21456
Line



 10

Key elements of local supply and storage, including the Kern Water Bank have been absent 
from CalSim runs used for this EIR and we have been told they are too resource and time-intensive 
to produce.  Meanwhile, DWR has developed and is refining a Kern Bank simulation to investigate 
new SWP storage options.  Rough Kern Bank modeling was done in DWRSIM. In sum, the existing 
draft has not begun to address the potential for a second-generation “paper water” problem (or as 
public commenters labeled it, a “cyber water” problem) arising from unsupported and uncalibrated 
assumptions in Calsim II that have once again inflated the estimates of reliable deliveries. 
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 To:  Delores Brown, DWR 
From:  Eddy Moore, Roger Moore 
Re:  Plaintiffs’ Additional Comments on Growth Inducement (Chapter 10),  

“Monterey Plus” EIR 
Date:  March 15, 2005 
 
During the January 19, 2005 Monterey Plus EIR meeting, representatives raised several 
issues that should be addressed in the growth inducement chapter (Chapter 10).  The 
following comments elaborate on some of those issues, supplementing our January 6, 
2005 comments in light of the discussion at our last EIR meeting   
 
As we discussed, substantial revisions must be made in the analysis in order to provide a 
satisfactory and legally adequate analysis of growth inducement.  Comments made by 
contractor representatives created the impression been that, from the perspective of 
contractors and DWR, the Monterey Amendments affected only the distribution of Bay 
Delta SWP exports between certain agricultural and M&I contractors, and did not 
increase exports.  They have posited furthermore that the Monterey Amendments’ 
management flexibility provisions simply clarified existing practices and made little 
difference on the ground to trends that would have occurred otherwise without the 
changes.  Under this narrow view, with only small (and often counter-balancing or 
declining) water redistribution effects, the Monterey Amendments induced little growth.  
 
By contrast, plaintiff representatives have already raised substantial reservations 
regarding analytical methods (i.e., modeling), which must be credibly addressed before 
any such conclusions could be drawn.  Beyond these, however, plaintiffs have also 
maintained that DWR has failed to diligently seek the extent and impact of the growth 
impacts fostered by permanent transfers, and has so far ignored the growth inducing 
impacts of other contract provisions in the Monterey Amendments.  This memorandum 
focuses on these latter points, with the hope that it will help foster a fuller and fairer 
assessment of project-related growth inducement. 
 
UMonterey and Growth Inducement: Broadening the Discussion 
 
A brief review of historical documents explaining the Monterey Agreement and 
Amendments sharply calls into question the view that Monterey merely clarified existing 
practice, and indicates that each management flexibility and supply reliability contract 
provision must be analyzed for significant growth inducement.  With these documents as 
a starting point, DWR must include a review of water deliveries and transfers in the 
historical record, a probing statistical analysis, and an assessment of potential future 
trends in water management under the Monterey Amendments.   
 
Bulletin 132-95, the 1995 edition of the annual official report summarizing SWP 
operations and events, announced “…two historic documents—the Monterey Principals 
and the Bay-Delta Accord.”  While the negotiations leading to the Monterey Agreement 
“began as an answer to a single but critical problem in managing the SWP:  how to 
allocate the available water supply equitably during times of shortage,” they “grew into 
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an omnibus revision of then SWP long-term contracts and their administration…” 
requiring “major contract modifications…”   
 
Bulletin 132-95 summarized the following contract changes intended to allow local water 
agencies to “maximize existing facilities” (although new facilities were clearly 
contemplated in the case of Kern Bank): 
 

• “transfer control of the Kern Water Bank property to the agricultural contractors 
• provide for permanent sales of water among contractors 
• provide more flexibility in using certain reservoirs for local use 
• Implement a simpler program for interruptible water supplies 
• provide new rules for transportation of non-SWP water to contractors 
• provide new rules for storing water outside a contractors [sic] service area” 

 
Another contract change—adopting “new rules” allowing contractors to turn back water 
and creating a turnback pool for water sales—was presented as increasing “reliability of 
existing supplies:” 
 
So far, preliminary analysis of growth inducement in this Draft EIR has selected only one 
of the above seven changes—“permanent sales of water among contractors” as a possible 
source of induced growth (or environmental impact more generally).  Implicitly and 
without real analysis, DWR finds no effects on Delta exports from the rest of the contract 
changes, although they were negotiated primarily by the two largest export recipients. On 
the contrary, we suggest that all of the above “major contract modifications” allowing 
local agencies receiving water deliveries from SWP to “maximize existing facilities,” 
plus the turnback provisions, will likely tend to increase Delta exports and to affect the 
distribution and timing of exports and deliveries.   
 
Furthermore, B-132-95 reported that “In the future, other agreements will be negotiated 
to transfer water from willing sellers to willing buyers—an action made possible by the 
[Monterey] agreement.” (emphasis added)  Contractors have speculated in our meetings 
that at least some post-Monterey transfer activity probably would have happened without 
Monterey.  We question of whether such agricultural-to-urban transfers could ever have 
become feasible on a large scale while the Table A amounts in question remained subject 
to pre-Monterey cutbacks under article 18(a).  Furthermore, DWR’s recent description of 
the intention to arrange transfers “made possible” under the new authority of the 
Amendments raises the question:  What has been the historical record of transfer activity 
and reliance upon potential future transfers prior to and after Monterey?   
 
UMonterey Amendment Changes with Growth-Inducing Potential 
 
A brief perusal of recent DWR activities and DWR and contractor documents suggests 
that the EIR can find ample evidence of Monterey-related potential for growth 
inducement, growth accommodation, and environmental impact.  Although this list may 
not be exhaustive, it is illustrative of the need for DWR to broaden its discussion of the 
Monterey program’s growth-inducing potential. 
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1.  Kern Water Bank:  DWR has maintained that development of The Kern Water Bank 
by the state was stalled at the time of Monterey and that, despite millions of dollars of 
investment, it would not have gone forward.  Nevertheless, the Bank was rapidly 
developed after Article 52 of the Monterey Amendments authorized its fee simple 
transfer in exchange for the relinquishment of paper entitlements.  It has since become a 
significant factor in Southern California water operations and planning.  This EIR should 
assess the effects of its operations, based on historical records of all activity related to the 
Kern Fan Element or infrastructure created to service it and connect it to other water 
conveyance and storage facilities, and contrast those effects with the baseline (no Bank) 
condition and with a state-operated alternative.  In general, it seems clear that the use of 
the Kern Bank to store otherwise un-storable exports during wet periods and to bolster 
dry-year deliveries—along with the pro-groundwater storage and pro-transfer provisions 
of Monterey clearly—increases overall average exports, exports during wet years, and 
dry year deliveries. 
 
Also, it has come to our attention that code has been developed to model Kern Water 
Bank within CalSim II as part of DWR-led efforts to investigate new storage proposals.  
We were previously informed that developing Kern Bank modeling code was too time 
and resource intensive to be feasible for our Monterey Plus EIR purposes.  If DWR 
decides to use CalSimII for this EIR, the effects of modeling potential future KWB 
effects on exports and particularly multiple-dry-year supplies (rather than simply post 
processing) should be made explicit.  KWB effects depend in part on KWB operations.  
Current modeling depicts KWB as a receiving bank, without export capability 
assumptions.  Even this modeling shows increased Delta export deliveries, particularly in 
combination with any new NOD storage.  Reported prior DWRSIM modeling conducted 
for state KWB investigations may have included operational assumptions.  New 
operational scenarios are being developed for a July modeling meeting on new storage 
proposals.  Public documents suggest that DWR-funded improvements to groundwater 
banking infrastructure in Kern County are creating the capacity to export 300 TAF in a 
single year.  Since KWB modeling work has been proceeding in parallel with the 
Monterey EIR process, DWR should ensure that this modeling carefully incorporates 
Monterey purposes.TPF

1
FPT   

 
2.  Groundwater banking:  The Monterey Amendment groundwater banking provisions 
extend beyond the Kern Bank.  Article 56 (b) states that “The [Resources] Agency shall 
cooperate with other contractors in the development and establishment of groundwater 
storage programs.”  Article 56(c) includes a table outlining potential amounts of water 
that could be stored under these provisions under certain conditions, although DWR has 
emphasized that the Monterey Amendments  set “no limits on groundwater storage of 
SWP water outside a contractor’s service area.”  The Resources Agency has spent 
considerable public funds helping develop groundwater storage and related conveyance 
capacity.  The facilitation of this capacity and its use for Article 56 (c) purposes (“Storage 

                                                 
TP

1
PT Similarly, ongoing DWR/BOR efforts to model the effects of climate change should be incorporated into 

the 2005 SWP Reliability Report required by the Monterey Settlement Agreement. 
 

LETTER 30

ccase
Text Box
30-111

ccase
Text Box
30-110

ccase
Text Box
30-109

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Line



of Project Water Outside of Storage Area”) should be assessed from the historic record 
and from grant documents, and should be assessed for potential increased future use.   

 
3.  Turnback pool: DWR must explain the impact on exports for the Turnback Pool 
provisions of the Monterey Amendments.  Article 56 of the Amendments established a 
process for contractors to sell their project water via a turnback pool.  During the 18 years 
prior to the Monterey Amendments, turnback pool deliveries occurred only once—114 
TAF in 1987.  In the other 17 years, there were zero turnback pool deliveries, so average 
turnback deliveries prior to the Monterey Amendments were about 5 TAF per year.  
Starting immediately after the Monterey Amendments, turnback pool deliveries have 
been made in every single year from 1996 to 2004.  These deliveries have averaged about 
100 TAF per year and have ranged as high as 282 TAF in a single year.  Put another way, 
turnback deliveries are on schedule to total about 1 MAF in the decade after Monterey, 
while they totaled about 1/10P

th
P that amount in the decade before Monterey.  These 

deliveries must be accounted for in the Monterey EIR growth and environmental impact 
analysis: 
 

TURNBACK POOL DELIVERIES (From SWP Reliability Report and recent 
notices to contractors) 

 
Decade   Decade 
Before    After 
UMontereyU  UMonterey 

  
  1985 0  1995            0   
  1986 0  1996 174,909 
  1987 114,907 1997   62,544 
  1988 0  1998   75,000 
  1989 0  1999 217,437 
  1990 0  2000 282,305 
  1991 0  2001   18,140 
  1992 0  2002   45,252 
  1993 0  2003   29,770 
  1994 0  2004      17,240 
 
 The Amendments also included a provision allowing contractors to temporarily 
reduce Table A entitlement amounts and receive associated rate reductions.  Have these 
provisions been implemented, and if so have they been coordinated with the turnback 
pool?  If so, the net effect may have been to increase overall demands and ultimately 
overall deliveries. 
 
4.  Carryover Rules: According to Bulletin 132-96 Chapter 10, “Rules for carryover 
in SWP surface conservation reservoirs are expanded, allowing storage by contractors 
from year to year when space is available.  Within certain constraints, SWP water may be 
stored year-to-year in non-SWP surface storage facilities outside a contractor’s service 
area for later use within the service area.”   During the eight years of post-Monterey data 
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available from the Reliability Report Appendix D, contractors received an average of 117 
TAF in carryover deliveries, versus 70 TAF per year during the ten pre-Monterey years.  
This represents a 67% increase in annual average increased carryover activity.   Could 
this activity expand in future years?  What is record of out-of-area storage? 
 
 Similarly, Bulletin 132 reports suggest the following non-project water received 
by contractors post-Monterey through SWP: 
 
’02 117 TAF 
’01 113 TAF 
’00        79 TAF 
’99        25 TAF 
’98  99 TAF 
’97 ?  
’96 ? 
 
 It appears that these deliveries were facilitated by the Monterey Amendments, 
since B 132 reporting prior to the Monterey Amendments does not separately report non-
project water deliveries to contractors.  What is the potential for such deliveries to 
continue and/or expand? 
  
5.  Drought Planning and “Flexible Management”: Shifting from state records to those 
assembled by state water contractors, MWD drought planning documents suggest an 
increasing reliance on the “flexible management” provisions of Monterey, raising several 
questions:  (1) what is the magnitude of increased SOD supply from Monterey and (2) 
what are its environmental impacts and reliability? 

 
The 2003 Met “Blueprint for Water Reliability” outlines several seemingly 

Monterey-related future delivery sources (see Appendix C of this document):   
 

• Met relies on 26-129 TAF of San Luis carryover deliveries in different 
year types under the currently-applicable Monterey carryover provisions.  
Again, this suggests that Monterey carryover provisions have had an effect 
on deliveries.  What is the reliability of this water supply, given known 
historic carryover amounts?   

• The Blueprint outlines a “California Aquaduct Dry-year Transfer 
Program,” which relies on banking a portion of 180 TAF per year of Kern 
Delta pre-1914 Kern River water and 25.5 TAF of Kern Delta SWP Table 
A water, to be delivered later during droughts at up to 50 TAF per year.  
While separate environmental documentation was prepared for the 
operation of drought water banks in 1993, this plan seems to rely on or be 
facilitated by the Monterey language negotiated during the following year 
which increased the ability to transfer non-project water through SWP 
facilities, facilitated exchanges, and possibly other “flexible management” 
provisions.  What other transfer programs implemented by MWD or other 
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contractors benefit from Monterey?  Is the net effect of these programs to 
increase dry-year reliability, and if so, by how much? 

• Non-project water transfers are also apparently assumed for a dry-year 
spot market purchase program that secured 167 TAF in 2003.  This non-
project water transfer ability also may have been aimed at potential 
transfers of CVP water.  As Met points out, under the 1992 CVPIA, which 
closely preceded the Monterey negotiations, “water agencies, such as 
Metropolitan, may for the first time be able to acquire a portion of the 
Central Valley Project’s 7.8 million acre-feet of supply.”  

 
These examples suggest some ways in which Monterey’s “omnibus” revision of state 

contracts may significantly affect current deliveries and water agency plans for the future.  
We hope that DWR will make a thorough and convincing effort to explore the potential 
effects of these provisions on the timing and amount of exports, deliveries.   

 
Regional Growth Assessment 
 

To provide an informative and lawful assessment, DWR must go beyond 
convincingly explaining the effects of the Amendments on water supply.  With respect to 
growth inducement, the Court of Appeal in Planning and Conservation League v. 
Department of Water Resources emphasized the State’s responsibility and unique 
purview for purposes of growth analysis and related environmental impacts analysis.  For 
instance, the state can easily compare water use efficiency in different geographical 
regions and jurisdictions throughout the state (for example, a brief web search indicates 
that Santa Barbara uses about 150 gallons per capita per day, while Fresno uses about 
330—new growth in either location probably uses a different amount).  DWR collects per 
capita water use efficiency data for the B-160 and B-166 processes.    

 
It would be most helpful to focus on data deriving from new and recent growth, rather 

than overall average per capita water use, since growth is the issue here.  DWR should 
thus indicate the actual range of water use efficiencies for recent new growth in the 
state’s various jurisdictions.  Water use efficiency in the particular areas receiving 
Monterey transfers should be compared to this range, and should also be used to calculate 
potential growth inducement estimates.  The reason for DWR to use this or other methods 
to estimate growth inducing impacts is that only the state has the overview of different 
possible efficiencies with which water could be used, and this level of efficiency affects 
both the amount of growth induced and the state’s overall water planning.  As the state 
decides how to allocate limited water resources to a range of purposes (supply, reliability, 
environment, and recreation, for instance), water use efficiency affects its ability to 
balance these important purposes. 

 
Growth-related environmental impacts go beyond water use.  In each geographic area 

and jurisdiction, recent growth has a characteristic footprint of per-capita land use, energy 
use, traffic and related motor vehicle fuel use, air emissions, and the like.  As with water 
use efficiency, the state also has access to statewide data on the range within which these 
kinds of environmental impacts can occur.  Some types of growth use more land, energy, 
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and water per capita than others, or create more impervious surface.  What is the range?  
Where does Monterey-induced growth fall in that range?  What is the trend for expected 
growth supported by Monterey-related water supplies?  What are the implications for 
habitat, air quality, hydrology and water quality?  What are the implications for drought 
reliance on SWP and other supplies?  
 
Agricultural Cutbacks Changed to Ag and Urban Cutbacks: 
 

The Monterey Amendments’ abandonment of automatic agricultural cutbacks—
and reliance instead on equal cutbacks to agricultural and urban contractors—on its face 
altered drought reliability for existing urban customers at the time of the implementation 
of the Amendments.  As suggested above, the reliability of urban water supplies is one 
important element in how much urban development can be sustained.  The EIR should 
explain how this shift away from ag-only cutbacks affected supply reliability for existing 
urban areas and what its implication is for growth.   Furthermore, if the suite of Monterey 
changes increased water supplies to urban areas, thereby inducing growth, but the 
elimination of ag-only cutbacks eroded reliability, the Monterey Amendments may have 
led to a more volatile urban SWP water supply.  These are basic issues that must be 
addressed in any EIR analysis of the Monterey Amendments. 
 
CalSim II and Growth Assessment 

 
Thus far in our discussions, DWR has signaled an intention to rely upon CalSim II 

simulations for several EIR-related purposes.  As detailed elsewhere, CalSim II was 
recently reviewed by a scientific peer review panel that suggested that it lacks needed 
calibration and validation and that it systematically overestimates available exports.  At 
the minimum, DWR must therefore should document potential sources of error within 
CalSim II and its data inputs, and where possible, provide estimates of the range of error 
that could be derived from these potential error sources.  If DWR cannot accurately 
pinpoint likely sources and magnitudes of error, it must identify possible sources and 
ranges of error—a “ballpark idea” of how accurate the model is and where uncertainties 
lie.  Also, DWR must clarify if, and how, the provisions of Monterey are reflected in 
CalSim II.  For instance, how does CalSim II account for the non-project water, turnback 
water, carrover water, and transferred and ground-banked water envisioned under 
Monterey’s provisions? 

 
“Paper Water” and Urban Water Management Plans 
 

UWMP’s:  One tool to explore the possible growth inducing effects of “paper water” 
may be UWMP data.  While there are hundreds of UWMP’s, an appropriate subset of the 
total could provide a window into local plans to rely on SWP water (in choosing this 
subset, DWR should check to see whether non-SWP contractors are relying on supplies 
from SWP contractors either in average or drought years).  For instance, how much SWP 
water do local agencies plan to use during the multiple-year drought scenario?  How does 
this planned amount of SWP water compare to what will likely be available during an 
extended drought?  Will that reliance hold if climate change exacerbates droughts?  We 
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are aware that UWMP’s often omit data.  By choosing a manageable subset of UWMP’s, 
any key missing pieces of data can be requested from the responsible agencies.  We have 
provided further comments on UWMP’s in our comments on paper water. 

 
Conclusion 
 

In sum, plaintiffs are concerned that DWR’s preliminary attempts so far to probe 
growth inducement and other environmental effects of the Monterey Amendments have 
fallen far short of a thorough and convincing effort.  The most sweeping “major contract 
modifications,” negotiated against the backdrop of the Bay Delta Accord and the 
maturing of SWP water demand during a lengthy drought, have so far been found to have 
little effect despite the apparently vigorous and far-ranging operation of their provisions.  
We look forward to a more searching analysis. 
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COMMENTS ON CHAPTER 9 OF THE EIR 
 

July 3, 2005 
By: Arve R. Sjovold 

 
 

UGeneral:U 

 
 Chapter 9 is titled “Water Supply” but gives the strong impression that anything 
that does not find its way into impacts in this chapter will probably not find any further 
analyses in the rest of the document. This is especially evident in the nature of the text 
throughout the document where impacts on supply have simply morphed into “impacts.” 
Given that the objective of the EIR is to analyze environmental impacts, it is curious to 
have a full chapter devoted to water supply impacts as if that were the sine qua non for 
impact analysis for this project. The fundamental assertion (or assumption) driving this 
chapter seems to be that if the project doesn’t change the amount of water exported from 
the Delta then there can be no environmental impact. This is of course too simple-minded 
to be taken seriously. Furthermore, there is substantial data to suggest that project 
operations do in fact alter project supplies beyond the quantitative analyses shown in the 
draft. 
 However, the main difficulty, even for the restricted scope of water supply impact 
analyses, is the fact the main quantitative tool seems to be incapable of addressing the 
effects of many of the Monterey Amendments provisions. It is also noteworthy that the 
draft, in characterizing the tool CALSIM II, acknowledges that many of the presently 
necessary environmental constraints on project operations are not included in the model 
(e.g. the Endangered Species Act). 
 A critical difficulty is that the structure of this model, which is being erroneously 
passed off as a “simulation,” is in fact an optimization model in which the objective 
function is to maximize exports subject to the few constraints that are included in the 
model. A true simulation would be able to produce as output information that could be 
used to deduce environmental impacts as a function of different operational scenarios. 
What we have here is the exact opposite; a model that produces a maximum export 
quantity for a given, fixed environmental constraint. This model is not what should be 
used to study the environmental effects of the project and its alternatives. 
 The model is also suspect because it has not been calibrated and DWR has refused 
to do so even after being put on notice over 4 years ago. Even an international set of 
experts that performed a peer review of this model stated that it should be calibrated if it 
is to be used for such purposes as environmental impact and reliability analyses. As it 
presently stands, the model predicts average deliveries of 1 MAF more than has been 
demonstrated in the past 10 to 15 years. A calibration would reveal where in the model 
the calculations allow such a result and point the direction for correction. A 1 MAF error 
is a 50% error and with this magnitude of error it is unduly dangerous to rely on its 
relative accuracy for comparison of results with different scenarios. In short, this model is 
an improper tool for impact analysis and its results should not be made part of the EIR. 
 The model is said to simulate the hydrology of the Sacramento River watershed. 
This is an overstatement. Fully 80% of the input to the so-called hydrologic simulation is 
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in fact gauged river runoff from the rivers as they exit the mountains. The only thing 
simulated is the rainfall and water use on the agricultural lands in the valley. 
Accordingly, a calibration of even this sub-model would contain 80% of the amounts of 
water in question of both sides of the calibration; the model’s calculations and its 
comparisons to the historical record. 
 There are other first order problems with the CALSIM II model. One, which is 
not of their creation but the nonetheless is vital to the model, is the use of water year 
categories derived from the Water Year Index, which I believe was first promulgated for 
the purposes of water quality regulations in the Delta by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB). It can be readily shown that the scientific bases for these 
designations are fatally flawed. (See my piece, “RESPONSE TO THE INFORMATION 
PRESENTED IN THE ‘Inventory of Water Year Types in CALSIM II’”) In that study, it 
was also found that the use of the SWRCB indices in CALSIM II gives the so-called 
simulation advance information of the coming water year in a manner that can never be 
realized in actual operations. This advance information deals primarily with establishing 
the water quality constraints on the project. The simulation assumes that if those 
constraints are satisfied the calculated exports by the optimization methods are 
reasonable. It is the same as saying; “If we knew how the water year was going to turn 
out, we could easily manage to export more water than we do under the actual 
uncertainties that appear to the project operators.” That is not a correct assumption upon 
which to base environmental impact. Since SWRCB regulations are the result of hearings 
on the evidence at the time demonstrating the need for such regulations, they cannot be 
taken as any absolute standards for constraints. In the case of the present regulations, they 
were promulgated when the project was diverting around 2 MAF per year and are based 
on the observations of undesired effects at that level of diversion. To now assume that 
those same standards are adequate to protect the Delta when diversions are predicted by 
CALSIM II to increase by 50% on average has no basis in fact. Indeed, it is the object of 
this EIR to analyze such impacts and find what changes in the constraints will be 
necessary to protect the Delta. This analysis does no such thing and therefore fails in the 
most fundamental requirement of all environmental impact analysis. 
 It is also noteworthy at this time to mention the very serious concerns with 
potential collapse of the basic Delta ecosystem. The very recent and precipitous decline 
appears to be correlated with changes in the pumping regimen since about year 2000. 
Could this be a consequence of the Monterey Amendments? The draft should address this 
very real concern. 
 Having stated my general concerns with the draft Chapter 9, I now turn to more 
specific comments on the actual text page by page. 
 
Page 4 
 
 Why is the hydrologic record for CALSIM II runs now only 67 years? Previously 
it was 73 years and there are even data for 102 years. In the middle of the second 
paragraph the draft asserts that “The Settlement Agreement commits the Department to 
various actions, but with a single exception these actions do not affect SWP and SWP 
contractor operations.” This cannot be so if we accept that the changes in urban and 
agricultural deliveries to contractors will cause at least some contractors to change 
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operations to incorporate changes in deliveries into their Urban Water Management 
Plans. 
 
Page 5 
 
 At the top of the page, the reference to operations being more complex than can 
be simulated by CALSIM II or any other model appears to be mere assertion. Can DWR 
provide some data or context for this statement? It is inadequate for DWR to relegate new 
water management methods to qualitative methods at this time. They must show why 
their chosen quantitative tool, CALSIM II, cannot do the job. If it is a problem because 
CALSIM II doesn’t have the fidelity to quantify such management methods then it is 
tenuous to assume that it has the fidelity to find supply impacts of the very small orders 
cited on this page as the thresholds of significance. 
 The draft needs some rationale to justify the chosen levels of significance. Here, 
they just appear out of thin air. This is not acceptable. It would also be desirable to list 
some standards for thresholds of significance for environmental impacts. 
 
Page 6 
 
 The first sentence engages in a little hyperbole. There are two years in the record 
where the project delivered substantially less than 1 MAF. The reference to Central 
California as a source of supply is also an exaggeration since the SWP has no dams on 
the Central Sierra streams.  
 The third paragraph refers to 25 contractors for 1994; I thought there were 29. 
Which contractors are they excluding? This paragraph also refers to Table WB-1. the 
table appears to be correct for 1994 but the values for Table A for 2003 and 2020 are 
unrecognizable. The values for 2003 do not correspond to the values in the table in 
Appendix C of the SWP reliability report which are supposed to be for 2001. We know of 
no transfers or other adjustments that could have occurred in that two year interval. Also 
the values for 2020 seem portend some significant changes from the present. Where did 
these originate. The reduction of 100,000 AF in MWD’s allocation for 2020 is 
unexplained, and there are others. In fact, this would be a good place to include a careful 
compilation of all the transfers that have been recognized by the settlement agreement. 
Some explanatory arithmetic would be helpful. Table WB-1 also needs to present those 
numbers that are truly operational for impact analysis. For example, the San Luis Obispo 
allocation is shown as 25,000 AF. That is correct for certain financial calculations, but is 
absolutely wrong for water supply operations. San Luis Obispo County has acquired only 
4800 AF of capacity in the Coastal Aqueduct which therefore represents its maximum 
demand function for the purposes of delivering water. It is known that CALSIM II 
assumes in its calculations that each contractor’s maximum Table A is the demand 
function, except for KCWA and MWD, that the model tries to satisfy. If that is indeed the 
case, any CALSIM II calculation based on 25,000 AF for San Luis Obispo County would 
deliver water that could not be physically carried through the aqueduct. 
 
Page 7 
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 The very first full paragraph in the page refers to Table WB-2 and it is very 
puzzling as to how this information is to be used. With respect to entities like Santa 
Barbara County, its citation that the County relies 100% on SWP deliveries is ill 
informed. The County is not a water wholesaler for all the County’s water. It is only an 
intermediary for SWP water. Each of the subscribing entities within the County have a 
number of other local sources and at this time SWP is not the major source except for 
Santa Maria City. I am not sure what to make of this table for the purposes of impact 
analysis. It could be very fruitful if DWR were to make comprehensive investigations 
into all users of SWP at the retail level to establish accurate demand functions for SWP 
water rather than merely assuming that maximum Table A allocations will be delivered 
whenever the water is available to be pumped from the Delta. 
 
Page 9 
 
 The statement concerning CCWA’s management authority for San Luis Obispo 
County’s Table A allocation is in error. CCWA only manages 4800 AF of the County’s 
Table A. Under Santa Barbara County, the statement alleging that CCWA delivers treated 
and untreated water is not correct. CCWA had constructed a regional treatment plant that 
necessarily treats all SWP water delivered to both San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara 
Counties. 
 
Page 13 
 
 The bottom paragraph dealing with the CVP does not mention how much water 
the CVP delivers to the Sacramento Valley, including settlement contractors. 
 
Page 14 
 
 The first paragraph states that the CVP and SWP divert about 8MAF from the 
Delta. This is not correct. According to historical records the correct amount is about 5 
MAF. Even a 1994 DWRSIM run predicted that together they would average 
approximately 6 MAF over the 73 year hydrologic record. That includes an average of 
nearly 3 MAF for the SWP which it has never attained in practice. 
 
Page 15 
 
 The second paragraph dealing with MWD’s Diamond Valley reservoir deserves 
more detail. Since Diamond Valley has come online post Monterey it would serve a 
useful purpose in the impact analyses to demonstrate how it may benefit from Monterey’s 
provisions, and it would be extremely enlightening to provide data on how and when it 
was filled. It is possible that it was first filled during the middle of the State’s energy 
crisis and it would be informative to show how the project interacts and impacts the 
State’s energy requirements over time. 
 
Page 16 
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 The second full paragraph states that the maximum delivery for SWP occurred in 
1990. According to the record it was 1989. It is also not necessary to speculate about 
whether the period 1995 through 2001 was wetter than normal since DWR has the data in 
hand to resolve this conjecture. 
 For the third paragraph, it would be extremely useful to any reader if arithmetic 
calculations were presented to show how allocations were determined before and after 
Monterey. 
 In the fourth paragraph it is puzzling why the period 1999 to 2004 was chosen for 
presentation of allocations of selected contractors. It would be more useful if rationales 
for the selection of contractors and that particular period were presented. The year 1999 
is 3 years after Monterey went into effect. 
 For all of page 16 it would be very useful to present in a table the yearly requests 
made by the contractors, which requests after all drive the system’s actual operations and 
its allocations. 
 
Page 17 
 
 The first paragraph dismisses the transfers to Napa and Solano counties as too 
small for significance. This is of course false on its face. The amounts transferred are in 
excess of the percentages cited upfront in the draft as significant thresholds. All the 
statements of changes in allocations need to be backed up by showing the arithmetic by 
which the changes were derived. 
 The third paragraph seems to suggest that analysis of impacts need go no further 
than citing a collection of anecdotal examples. This is inadequate. 
 The last paragraph is too quick to dismiss the importance of the historical record. 
In fact, the only reliable predictions we can make at this time must be based on the 
historical record as far as it can take us since the CALSIM II model is too flawed to 
develop such predictions for environmental impact analysis. 
 
Page 18 
 
 The first paragraph again refers to the 67 year record. We have already questioned 
why the record for these analyses was reduced from 73 years. 
 The second paragraph asserts that the increase between 1994 and 2003 shown in 
Table WB-5 is due to increased demand. Without contractor requests for this period it is 
facetious to make such a claim. In fact, it would be very illuminating to show actual 
contractor requests for these years along side the demand functions assumed for CALSIM 
II. 
 The fourth paragraph states the amount of Table A transferred under Monterey 
between 1994 and 2003 as 114 KAF. This is not in accord with the Settlement Agreement 
(which is supposed to be the context for this EIR) which specifically states that the 41000 
AF transfer from KCWA to Castaic is not included in the list of transfers assumed to be 
final. 
 The last paragraph again dismisses the changes in allocations due to transfers as 
not significant. Clearly, the amount for Castaic, with or without the 41,000 AF, is greater 
than the level of significance cited early in the draft. 
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Page 19 
 
 New management practices set into motion by Monterey are not included in the 
CALSIM II calculations. With regard to reservoirs Castaic, Perris, and San Luis, the draft 
needs to verify that these management practices will not compromise the primary 
purposes of these reservoirs. The initial requirements for these reservoirs stated that they 
were all for operations of the project, not for conservation. The uses to now be allowed 
by Monterey seem to change that requirement and it is not at all certain that these new 
uses will not impact the primary operational requirements. In the particular case of the 
San Luis Reservoir it is not obvious how it can serve to provide carryover storage when it 
is so essential to just maintaining promised in-year deliveries. 
 
Pages 20 to 34 
 
 I have not performed critical review of these pages as yet. 
 
Page 37 
 
 Figure WB-1 needs to identify what the percentages refer to. It is not at all 
obvious. 
 
Page 38 
 
 The same criticism as for page 37 
 
Page 39 
 
 The columns for 2003 and 2020 are not substantiated or accurate.\ 
 
Page 40 
 
 The purpose of this table is obscure. Also the entry for Santa Barbara County is 
very misleading. Also it seems that there should be no need to present only a partially 
filled table; aren’t there urban water management plans that could be use as refernces? 
 
Page 41 
 
 Why does the table stop at the year 2001? Surely there are data in hand for years 
2002 and 2003. 2003 is interesting because it is one of their chosen scenario years. 
 
Page 43 
 
 Since the title of the table refers to the historical analysis of the effects of 
Monterey on Table A allocations, it seems natural to ask what happened to the years of 
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1996 through 1998? Also the table presents in one evaluation, the combined effects of 
transfers and allocations. Not all transfers occurred in the same year. 
 
Page 51 
 
 The amounts shown for storage outside of service areas deserves more 
explanation as to how this process works. For example, storage by entities north of the 
water banks in Kern County don’t actually retrieve stored water from the bank, so it must 
be done by exchange of Table A allocations. Thus, water stored in Semitropic’s bank can 
be taken by having some of Semitropic’s allocation diverted to the more northerly entity 
and Semitropic can claim an equal amount for its own use. By that logic, Semitropic 
should never store more than its maximum annual Table A since calls for more than that 
amount from the bank cannot be met by exchange of Table A amounts. In the table it 
seems that Semitropic has actually stored more than its maximum Table A for entities 
north of Kern. This needs further explanation. 
 
Page 52 
 
 Before the data in Table WB-10 can be of any use, it will be necessary to show 
how, operationally, carryover storage in San Luis Reservoir is managed without 
impacting its traditional operations and also those of the CVP. 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE INFORMATION PRESENTED IN 
“Inventory of  ‘WATER YEAR TYPES’ used  

in CALSIM II” 
 

By: Arve R. Sjovold 
July 7, 2005 

 
 

There may be a fundamental problem within CALSIM II with regard to the use of 
various indices in the model code. Of particular concern are the indices that are used to 
establish what type water year is to be designated for each annual step in the model. 
 I have done some quantitative research on how the water year index and the water 
year type are determined. To date, I can find no scientific or logical rationale for the 
development of these indices. I realize that the “water year type,” derived from  the “40-
30-30,” and the “60-20-20” indices, have been in use for many years and have become 
embedded in the rules and regulations regarding Delta flows and salinity. Also, I am not 
sanguine on the view that the use of these indices and their impact can be determined by 
sensitivity studies using the CALSIM II model. We must proceed on the assumption that 
the amount of water that can be safely and reliably exported from the Delta depends to 
the first order on the requirements that must be first met to protect the Delta. After all, 
the allocation of the available water must be considered in a “zero sum” context. Any 
water that must be used to meet an environmental constraint must first be allocated before 
we can decide how much can be exported. It is here where I think that the indices are 
flawed and biased. How they are biased is to be determined, which is one of the 
fundamental reasons why the model needs to be calibrated. A competent calibration 
should reveal the source of any bias in the model. 
 The basis of my view on the inadequacy of the indices is based on the 
demonstrable lack of any logical analysis of their derivation and the clear demonstration 
that can be afforded by simply looking at the fundamental statistical nature of the raw 
input information. I have constructed simple histograms of the raw data input, its first 
convolution in to the “water year index”, and the resulting convolution in to “water year 
designation.” The results of this exercise are shown in the figure attached below. 
 If the problem of allocating water among the various objectives is viewed as 
decision making in the face of uncertainty as to what the coming water year holds, the 
problem is best exemplified by the histogram, “RIVER INDEX RUN-OFF.” This 
histogram defines the distribution that must be fundamentally dealt with in establishing 
the risk-payoff of the set of the operational decisions of the project operators. The 
“RIVER INDEX RUN-OFF” is the four-river index run-off for the Sacramento River 
basin and is statistically accepted as a very good surrogate for the actual run-off if all the 
stream inputs were aggregated for every year. It can be shown that this index reliably 
captures more than 80% of the true total run-off. Therefore, it depicts quite accurately the 
variation that can be expected over a long period (in this case, 98 years of record).  
 Some very obvious conclusions can immediately drawn by studying this 
histogram. First, it is very clear that there are really two central tendencies, in effect, two 
distributions. Second, if a correlation study is performed on the year-to-year correlation, 
it is readily demonstrated that there is no significant correlation. In other words, what 
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happened the previous water year has virtually no effect in the determination of the 
subsequent year’s run-off. This second conclusion is extremely important in that it calls 
in to question immediately any index that is based on a weighted average across two 
successive water year run-offs. Thus, we are in a very good position to question the 
validity of the “WATER YEAR INDEX.” 
 That the “WATER YEAR INDEX” is flawed is also immediately realized when 
examining the second histogram. There it is seen that the two distributions of the input 
data, “RIVER INDEX RUN-OFF,” have been convoluted into a distribution with one 
central tendency. The fundamental decision problem has been fundamentally and 
arbitrarily altered. It has been altered to degree that the basic decision problem posed by 
the two distribution raw data is completely different. I have seen no scientific or logical 
rationale to support this fundamental convolution. Without some credible defense of this 
index’s derivation, it cannot be accepted for modeling purposes. 
 The third histogram presents the third and final convolution of the “WATER 
YEAR INDEX” into the “WATER YEAR DESIGNATION,” or more correctly, “Water 
Year type.” There it is seen that even the “WATER YEAR INDEX” has been further 
adulterated to a distribution with an over abundance of “Wet Years.” Again the logic 
behind these designations deserves more scrutiny and explanation. 
 A further note: It is also clear that when looking at the basic “RIVER INDEX 
RUN-OFF,” there is no such thing as a “normal” year. Ordinarily, one usually assumes 
that a reference to normal is really a reference to the average. In this case, the average is 
at a minimum in the distribution profile. It is the least likely occurrence in any given year 
based simply on this past history. Accordingly, “normal” is a meaningless term in 
describing the character of the run-off history. 
 If one examines the designations of water year type, it is immediately clear that 
some so-called “below normal” years can be better than the average, and vice versa. This 
is the direct result of the reliance on the “WATER YEAR INDEX” to establish year type. 
The “WATER YEAR INDEX” includes a weighted contribution from the previous year’s 
run-off and is the reason that year types are wrongly designated. As I have already 
pointed out, the weighted combination of two successive years of run-off is without 
merit, and here it is biasing the designation of year types and I can think of no rationale 
for it, either in hydrologic terms or logical terms. 
 It is my view based on my examination, that the entire system of indices is 
suspect and should be revisited as to why they are being used. It is unfortunate that they 
have become embedded in the regulatory constraints emanating from the State Water 
Resources Control Board. Since the entire debate in the Delta is about protection of the 
Delta, we can demand no less than a reopening of all the regulatory constraints and 
developing a correct scientific basis for them.  

LETTER 30

ccase
Text Box
30-133
(con't.)

21456
Line



TO:    Delores Brown, DWR 
FROM:  PCL 
DATE:    July 22, 2005 
RE:    Assumptions for Monterey Plus EIR Baseline document 
 
Without reiterating our general comments on the use of Calsim II for this EIR, we 
provide the following comments on the Assumptions table distributed two days ago: 
 

1. Line 4:  the EIR should include a detailed explanation of the Table A request 
assumptions, particularly for the time series provided by the largest contractors. 

 
2. Line 6:  How will the turnback pool be reflected in modeling runs.  Discussion in 

this week’s meeting revealed that DWR modelers have not been asked to 
incorporate turnback pool and other Monterey Amendments management 
provisions in Calsim II modeling used for this EIR.  We ask that DWR 
incorporate these management provisions into any modeling it performs for this 
EIR. 

 
3. Line 7:  Demand for non-project water may have been affected by the Monterey 

Amendments, which include provisions guaranteeing the right to wheel non-
project water through project facilities at incremental costs.  Also, exchange 
agreements involving Kern Fan Element involve the wheeling of non-project 
water.  Finally, historic records seem to indicate an increase in SWP delivery of 
non-project water following implementation of the Monterey Amendments.   
“Same as baseline” cannot be assumed for this variable without further 
explanation. 

 
4. Line 9:  how will changes in the priority for use of Article 21 water be reflected in 

this analysis? 
 

5. Line 10:  Article 21 requests may not be “same as baseline.”  How will physical 
changes, such as E Branch Aqueduct and Diamond Valley be treated in baseline 
vs. no-project?  These, plus new groundwater storage such as KFE, could affect 
Artcle 21 water requests. 

 
6. Line 11:  We are very skeptical that DWR can assume that local storage in KFE is 

“same as baseline.”  The issue of local vs. SWP use of KFE storage was a difficult 
one prior to transfer of the property from state ownership into total local control.   

 
7. Line 12:  Under the MP option, SWP and KCWA either could have continued in 

stalemate over section 11258 agreement, or the state could have developed and 
operated a share of the storage.  This does not seem to be reflected in your 
“initially the same as baseline” plus transfer of La Hacienda water scenario. 
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8. Line 15:  We are concerned that the vague no-project assumption that “new 
storage programs develop” may obscure the impacts of the project.  What 
assumptions will be used on this specific issue of extended carryover storage? 

 
9. Line 17:  Please discuss the assumptions behind the proposed non-project water 

amounts. 
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December 18, 2006 
 
Delores Brown 
Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
RE: Comments on the Monterey Plus Administrative Draft EIR  
 
Dear Ms. Brown, 
 
The Planning and Conservation League, Plumas County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District, and Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara County, Inc. 
(Plaintiffs) submit the following comments on the Administrative Draft of the Monterey 
Plus Environmental Impact Report (Administrative Draft).  These comments are 
supplemented by separate comment on section 1.4 (“Uses of this EIR”) provided 
concurrently by Rossmann and Moore, LLP. 
 
As the original plaintiffs in the Monterey Amendments litigation, we share a common 
interest in ensuring that the Administrative Draft and subsequent drafts of the Monterey 
Plus EIR provide the public and decision makers with an accurate and thorough analysis 
of the proposed Monterey Plus actions and a thorough comparison of viable and feasible 
alternatives. We are concerned that after over ten years of Monterey Amendments 
implementation, six years since the Court of Appeal’s judgment, three years since the 
Settlement Agreement and writ of mandate, and significant time investments in the EIR 
committee process, the Administrative Draft is incomplete and includes inadequate and 
misleading analysis.   

We find it especially disappointing that the sections most pertinent to the central issues in 
the original Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (PCL 
v. DWR) litigation will be prepared during the final stages of the EIR development 
process, when participation of the Plaintiffs is most constrained by limited time and 
resources.  The Plaintiffs, based on the original schedule provided by DWR for EIR 
completion, have nearly exhausted the financial resources dedicated for our participation 
in the EIR Committee. Due to numerous project delays, without additional resources 
Plaintiffs will not be able to participate further in the development of the EIR, effectively 
terminating the collaborative process that was envisioned in the Settlement Agreement. 
 
Our comments below outline our primary concerns with the Administrative Draft. These 
comments are supplemented by the detailed comments submitted by our groups over the 
course of the EIR committee process, which we submit by reference. Many of the issues 
described in those past comments have not been addressed adequately in the 
Administrative Draft.  
 
While we remain hopeful that these issues can be resolved in subsequent drafts of the 
EIR, we are concerned that the current method of analysis and the approach established 
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in the Administrative Draft will fail to produce an EIR that meets the terms of the 
Settlement Agreement or the standards of CEQA.  
 
COMMENTS: 
1.) The Administrative Draft fails to address the lead agency responsibility and 
accountability issues brought by the Plaintiffs in PCL v. DWR in a substantive 
manner.  
 
A lead agency is charged with evaluating a project, proposing alternatives, determining 
the impacts of each alternative (including the implications of doing nothing - the No 
Project Alternative), and then deciding, based upon that information, whether and how 
best to implement the project.  
 
The Administrative Draft does not allow DWR to fulfill its obligations as the lead 
agency. The Administrative Draft proposes a No Project Alternative that includes project 
components, it fails to adequately distinguish the proposed project from continued current 
conditions, and it fails to provide alternatives distinguishable from the proposed action. 
These flaws prevent a sufficient analysis of the impacts and implications of moving 
forward with the proposed project. Worse, by limiting the outcomes of the alternatives 
included in the EIR, and thus constraining the range of potential management decisions, 
the Administrative Draft attempts to absolve DWR of its decisional responsibilities as a 
lead agency.  
 
2.) Significant elements critical to the analysis and comparison of the Monterey Plus 
project remain incomplete or missing in the Administrative Draft.  
 
Section 9.1-3.3 Cumulative Effects, Section 9.1-12 Water Quality, Section 5.4 
Alternatives, Appendix E Kern Water Bank Study, and other sections were missing or 
incomplete in the Administrative Draft. Other sections, including section 1.4 Intended 
Uses of This EIR, were provided very late in the comment period. Unfortunately, the 
unfinished sections are those sections that relate directly to primary issues raised in the 
PCL v. DWR litigation. Without completion of these sections, it is very difficult to 
evaluate the adequacy of the Administrative Draft.  
 
3.) The Administrative Draft confuses the project alternatives and the No Project 
Alternative. 
 
CEQA defines the purpose of a No Project Alternative in the following way, “The 
purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers 
to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not 
approving the proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125). 
 
The No Project Alternative in the Administrative Draft does not provide the basis for an 
accurate comparison of impacts as required by CEQA. Instead, the No Project Alternative 
includes key components of the proposed project, preventing accurate analysis of the 
impacts resulting from implementation of these decisions.  

 2

LETTER 30

ccase
Text Box
30-135
(con't.)

ccase
Text Box
30-138

ccase
Text Box
30-137

ccase
Text Box
30-136

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Line



 
As described in the Administrative Draft, the No Project Alternative includes a number of 
the Table A transfers facilitated under the Monterey Agreements, conveyance of non-
project water, and storage of contractor water outside of the contractors’ service area-all 
key components of the Monterey project. The Administrative Draft does not clearly 
disclose how other provisions of Monterey, including the use and transfer of the Kern 
Water Bank, carry-over storage and article 55 are treated in the No Project Alternative. 
 
Analysis of this limited set of policies, (as opposed to the entire suite of Monterey 
Amendments), properly belongs in the Alternatives section of the EIR rather than in the 
No Project analysis.   
 
The Administrative Draft argues that these projects and policies would have been 
approved by the Department regardless of the Monterey project. However, that argument 
is based on speculation, and in no way excuses analysis of a proper No Project 
Alternative, as required by CEQA.  
 
In subsequent drafts of the EIR, the No Project Alternative must reflect the actual ‘no 
project’ condition. Rather than speculate that the Department would continually provide 
exceptions to the original contract, the No Project Alternative should assume that DWR 
would have implemented the pre-Monterey SWP contracts as written, including 
enforcement of all limitations and conditions. 
 
 
4.) The Administrative Draft provides an inappropriate baseline.  
 
It is customary for the baseline in EIRs to be defined as current or pre-project conditions. 
Rather than reflect the reality of the baseline conditions prior to Monterey, the 
Administrative Draft considers full build-out of the SWP project as the baseline. 
According to that baseline, the SWP would deliver over 4 million acre feet of water (maf) 
per year. As the Court found, that assumption is not based on actual SWP delivery 
capability, but rather the “hopes and dreams” upon which the original water contracts 
were based – paper water.  
 
The baseline provided in the Administrative Draft could more accurately be described as 
a future expectation rather than a historic benchmark reflecting per-Monterey conditions. 
Thus, the baseline provided in the Administrative draft does not provide an accurate basis 
for comparison of environmental impacts associated with the proposed project or other 
alternatives. 
 
The baseline condition included in the Administrative Draft does not reflect provisions 
included in the original contract. Specifically, the baseline fails to analyze the 
implications of the original contract provision that prevented storage of SWP water 
outside of SWP service areas. This provision limited a contractor’s ability to take SWP 
water to the real-time customer demands plus the amount of water that could be stored in 
facilities within the contractor’s service area. Eliminating this provision in the Monterey 
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Amendments significantly expanded storage options available to contractors, and thereby 
enhanced contractors’ ability to take water.  
 
However, the baseline and alternatives do not reflect these implications. Instead, the 
Administrative Draft assumes that contractor demand is the same regardless of whether 
DWR enforces the contract provision to limit storage of SWP water within the service 
area or if DWR allows water to be stored outside of the contractors’ service area. Future 
drafts of the EIR must include a thorough analysis of the relationship of the storage 
provision to contractor demands. 
 
In addition, the baseline does not reflect Article 21(g)(1) of the original SWP contracts, 
which states that "[i]n providing for the delivery of surplus water pursuant to this article, 
the State shall refuse to deliver such surplus water to any contractor or non-contractor to 
the extent that the State determines that such delivery would tend to encourage the 
development of an economy within the area served by sustained delivery of surplus 
water." This article established a specific provision for delivery of Article 21 water that 
limited its use by contractors.  
 
This provision was eliminated in the Monterey Amendments. It is our understanding that 
several contractors now have economies that are dependent on continued delivery of 
Article 21 water. According to tables provided by DWR for water years 2004 and 2005, 
some urban contractors now take Article 21 and carry-over water in the winter months 
while taking little or no Table A supplies and take Table A supplies later in the year. This 
indicates that some contractors are using Article 21 supplies to meet the hard demands of 
their service area in winter months.  
 
Demands for Article 21 water supplies and in particular urban demand has increased 
since implementation of the Monterey project. However, the baseline in the 
Administrative Draft ignores the limiting conditions of Article 21(g)(1) in the pre-
Monterey baseline. In fact, the Administrative Draft fails to provide any analysis of the 
impacts of eliminating this article. Instead, the Administrative Draft assumes that 
baseline Article 21 demand (and operations to meet that demand) is identical to post-
Monterey Article 21 demand and operations regardless of the contract provisions 
directing delivery and use. Ignoring Article 21(g)(1) in the baseline and failing to disclose 
how elimination of this provision impacted operations and demands prevents a proper 
analysis of the impacts associated with the proposed project.  Subsequent drafts of the 
EIR must analyze the impacts of the presence of this provision in the baseline, and 
analyze the impacts of removing this provision in the proposed project. The EIR should 
further analyze whether proposed contract amendments have indeed resulted in hardened 
demand for Article 21 water, and corresponding shifts in delivery, demand, and request 
patterns for Table A supplies. 
 
In sum, the baseline assumes that DWR will operate the SWP to meet contractor requests 
regardless of contract provisions, and that contractor requests are not influenced by 
contract provisions limiting use or ability to take water. Subsequent drafts of the EIR 
must include an analysis of operations and demands resulting from the original contract 
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provisions, and the degree to which demands and operations have been or will be 
influenced by eliminating these contract provisions. 
 
In addition, the Administrative Draft fails to incorporate climate change in the baseline or 
in the alternatives analyses. The Administrative Draft incorrectly states that too little is 
known about climate change to warrant incorporation of findings into the EIR. This 
assertion is contradicted by numerous studies and findings, including research published 
by DWR well before the release of the Administrative Draft.  
 
DWR has prepared and released significant information on climate change impacts to the 
SWP system and to California water resources. The Department’s own “Progress on 
Incorporating Climate Change into Water Management,” outlines several feasible 
scenarios for climate change. CEQA does not require definitive information prior to 
incorporation into analysis. Indeed, as noted by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, it is very unlikely that future California hydrology will be the same as past 
hydrology: 
 

The IPCC (2001) ranked the confidence limits of major impacts to water 
resources due to observed and projected climate change as very high (0.95-
1.00), high (0.67-0.95), medium (0.33-0.67), low (0.05-0.33), and very low 
(0.00-0.05). There is high confidence that the timing and amount of runoff is 
changing, and very high confidence that watersheds with substantial 
snowpack will experience major changes as temperature continues to rise. 
The impacts of this trend are a decrease in available water resources in 
California, primarily during the summer months, and a potential increase in 
wintertime floods. There is high confidence that California’s Sierra Nevada 
will experience a continued trend of decreased snow accumulation and 
earlier snowmelt (e.g. Lettenmaier and Gan 1990; Jeton et al. 1996; Miller et 
al. 1999; Wilby and Dettinger 2000; Knowles and Cayan 2002; Miller et al. 
2003). TPD

i
DPT 

 
In fact, widely available data demonstrates that climate change is already occurring in 
California, with trends of declining snowpack and earlier annual peak runoff.TPD

ii
DPT 

 
In addition, several studies on climate change and its effects on water resources in 
California are available.TPD

iii
DPT 

 
Despite this overwhelming body of evidence of current and future climate change, DWR 
has based all analyses in the EIR on past hydrology. 
 
Subsequent drafts of the Monterey EIR should include impact analyses under a minimum 
of two feasible climate change scenarios. One analysis should be based on hydrology that 
extends into the future the current observed trends in temperature, sea level rise, amount 
and timing of rainfall, amount and timing of snowpack in the Sacramento and Feather 
River watersheds and the timing of peak runoff. A second analysis should utilize 
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hydrology based on one of the feasible scenarios identified by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change and by the California Climate Action Team. 
  
The baseline must be adjusted to reflect the pre-Monterey SWP contracts, pre-Monterey 
SWP operations and the impacts of climate change. Without such adjustments, the 
baseline is an inadequate reference from which to determine the impacts of the proposed 
project and project alternatives. 
 
5.) The Administrative Draft utilizes inaccurate, inconsistent and incomplete 
analysis. 
 
Inconsistent time periods used for analyses: 
The Administrative Draft uses different time periods for analyses in various sections of 
the EIR. These variations make it impossible to determine the full impact of any of the 
alternatives included in the Administrative Draft. No explanation is provided as to why 
certain sections are analyzed under differing time periods. Arve Sjovold previously 
submitted comments regarding the use of various time periods in his comment to DWR 
on Chapter 9. We resubmit those comments by reference. Subsequent draft EIR analyses 
must use a consistent time period throughout the EIR. 
 
Inappropriate tool for analyzing environmental conditions and subsequently 
determination of environmental impacts: 
The Plaintiffs have previously submitted comments expressing our concerns regarding 
the adequacy of CALSIM II for analyzing baseline conditions or assessing environmental 
impacts. The Administrative Draft has not adequately addressed our previous comments, 
and we resubmit those comments on CALSIM II by reference on the Administrative 
Draft. 
 
Plaintiffs recommend that subsequent drafts of the Monterey EIR include analysis 
conducted with tools other than the CALSIM II model.  
 
If DWR includes CALSIM II model analyses in future EIR drafts, we request clear 
explanations and justification of all assumptions made in the CALSIM II model runs. In 
addition, we request that DWR explicitly state when findings are based on post 
processing and when findings are based on direct model results. When findings are based 
on post processing, the rationale behind these post-processing decisions should be clearly 
articulated.  
 
New information including, the Pelagic Organism Decline (POD) and winter 
pumping impacts have not been incorporated into the environmental impact 
analysis: 
The Administrative Draft includes a brief description of the recent decline of pelagic 
organisms, including the endangered delta smelt. However, the Administrative Draft fails 
to incorporate findings from the POD science team into the impact analysis. The POD 
studies indicate that changes in timing, and in particular increased delta water exports in 
the winter and early spring have negatively impacted pelagic organisms. POD studies 
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also indicate that operations of the temporary barriers have impacts on sensitive 
species.TPD

iv
DPT 

 
A recent analysis conducted by Arve Sjovold found that since the implementation of the 
Monterey Amendments, SWP winter time exports (December through March) have 
increased while water releases from Oroville have decreased. In addition Mr. Sjovold 
found that in recent years SWP winter exports have exceeded Oroville releases, while 
previously Oroville winter releases had always exceeded SWP winter exports in the 
Delta. Mr. Sjovold further found that pumping of categories of water created in 
Monterey, including carry-over and turn-back pool and increased use of Article 21 water 
accounts for much of the increase in winter time pumping. (See attachments, 
Supplemental Information on SWP Pumping Regimes in the Delta, 1996-2004, 
September 18, 2004 by Arve Sjovold and Additional Data on Oroville Storage 1996-2004 
October 8, 2006 by Arve R. Sjovold). 
 
Subsequent drafts of the EIR must fully incorporate POD findings including findings 
presented at the October 2006 California Bay Delta Authority Science Conference. 
Furthermore, subsequent EIR drafts must explicitly state how Monterey provisions 
including turn-back pool, carry-over water and new allocations of Article 21 water have 
contributed to increased winter pumping and resulting Oroville lake levels and releases. 
Analyses should also include explicit studies on the degree to which increased winter 
demand has been or will be facilitated through storage outside of SWP service area, and 
the degree to which water pumped in the winter has been and will be stored outside of the 
SWP service area. 
 
Insufficient analysis of impacts resulting from eliminating and changing contract 
provisions: 
As stated in comment 4, the Administrative Draft failed to analyze the impact of 
eliminating Article 21(g)(1). Subsequent drafts must fully analyze how eliminating this 
provision and simultaneous transfer of the Kern Water Bank and allowance of water 
storage outside of the SWP service area has altered or will alter SWP contractor demand 
and ability to receive Article 21 water. 
 
In addition, subsequent drafts must analyze the degree to which eliminating use 
provisions for Article 21 and providing urban users with increased access to Article 21 
water resulted in new uses of Article 21 water, including serving new growth fostering 
water transfers. Analyses should also identify the degree to which altered Article 21 
previsions have shifted scheduling and delivery of Table A water and whether such shifts 
have resulted in changes to SWP operations (including changes in the timing or amount 
of water released from Lake Oroville and San Luis Reservoir). 
 
Impacts and costs to Environmental Water Account must be disclosed: 
The Monterey Agreement was signed the same month that the Bay Delta Accord was 
finalized (December, 1994). Due to the exclusive nature of the Monterey negotiations, it 
is not clear that the Bay Delta Accord or the subsequent CALFED analysis fully 
incorporated Monterey Amendment provisions. In particular, it is not clear that the 
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Environmental Water Account (EWA) is appropriately sized to accommodate the 
provisions of the Monterey Amendments. Monterey Amendment provisions including the 
turn-back pool, carry-over water and increased uses of Article 21 water have the potential 
to significantly alter timing and duration of Delta exports.  
 
The EWA is not currently sized to accommodate multiple winter fisheries actions, as 
could be necessary to accommodate Monterey-type pumping impacts. Subsequent drafts 
of the EIR must analyze and disclose impacts to the EWA resulting from revised contract 
provisions and changes to SWP operations. These analyses should incorporate the new 
information from the POD studies (see above) that indicate that winter and early spring 
pumping is having a significant effect on pelagic organisms. In addition, it should 
analyze the project’s impact on the necessary resources to achieve EWA objectives, 
including impacts to the number and duration of necessary fisheries actions and 
appropriate sizing of the account.  Lastly, the findings presented at the November 2006 
EWA technical review must also be incorporated. 
 
The Administrative Draft fails to adequately address growth inducing impacts: 
The Plaintiffs strongly object to the assertion in the Administrative Draft that DWR is not 
required to fully and extensively analyze the growth inducing impacts of water delivered 
by DWR. In particular, Plaintiffs disagree with the assertion that DWR does not need to 
differentiate between the impacts of water deliveries that stimulate new growth and the 
impacts of water deliveries used to enhance dry year reliability.  
 
CEQA requirements direct a lead agency, such as DWR to analyze the full implications 
of lead agency decisions. DWR’s proposed project has and, if adopted, will continue to 
fundamentally alter the operations and policies of the SWP. This decision has (and if 
adopted in the final EIR will continue to have) implications beyond water management 
that must be properly analyzed.  
 
In particular, the growth inducing impacts analysis must include an analysis of how, 
where and for what purpose water made available under the Monterey Amendments has 
been put to use, and will likely be used should DWR adopt the proposed project. This 
analysis must disclose the growth inducing implications of eliminating Article 21(g)(1) of 
the original contracts, facilitating transfers between agricultural and urban contractors, 
conveying non-project water, providing increased access to Article 21 to urban 
contractors, allowing storage outside of the service area, and implementing the turn-back 
pool. 
 
DWR must specifically state the percentage of water made available under the Monterey 
Amendments that is likely to be stored for dry year reliability, and the percentage which 
will be used for new growth. Also, DWR must disclose the degree to which water made 
available under the Monterey Amendments will be used for resource-intensive growth 
and urban sprawl. Impacts analysis should include a study of the type of growth likely to 
be induced by the proposed project water deliveries (i.e. resource intensive sprawl or 
infill development). 
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In addition, DWR must analyze how the transfer of the Kern Water Bank to local control 
has facilitated growth inducing uses of the facility as compared to operations that would 
prioritize dry year reliability. 
 
 
6.) The Administrative Draft includes inappropriate alternatives analysis: 
 
The discussion of alternatives in the Administrative Draft is misleading and incomplete. 
In order to provide for reasonable comparison, alternatives to the proposed project must 
be distinguishable from the proposed project. However, all alternatives in the 
Administrative Draft inappropriately include significant portions of the proposed project. 
By including similar provisions in each alternative, the Administrative Draft 
inappropriately concludes that all available courses of action have similar impacts and 
outcomes.  
 
The Administrative Draft asserts that many of the actions taken under Monterey could 
have occurred under the original contracts. Prior to Monterey, however, these policies 
were not widely adopted by the SWP and they were not commonly practiced under the 
previous contract. Had DWR decided to implement these actions under a different 
decision process, DWR would still have had to complete CEQA review prior to taking 
those actions. Therefore, it is not appropriate to include these actions in each alternative. 
Since DWR has proposed to take these actions as part of the Monterey amendment, these 
actions must be properly treated as potential decisions rather than assumed components 
of the pre-existing condition.  
 
Subsequent drafts should include alternatives that are distinguishable from the No Project 
and proposed project. These alternatives should not include polices or actions that are 
being proposed for implementation as part of the proposed project.  
 
 
7.) Recommendations for the missing sections of the Administrative Draft. 
 
The following comments provide recommendations for sections Section 9.1-12 “Water 
Quality”, Section 9.1-3.3 “Cumulative Effects”, and Section 5.4 “Alternatives to the 
Project” which were not provided in the Administrative Draft. The Plaintiffs received the 
draft Section 1.4 on November 15, 2006, and have had limited opportunity to analyze this 
section. A separate comment letter will be submitted to DWR with our comments on 
Section 1.4 “Purposes of the EIR.” 
 
USection 9.1-12 Water Quality  
All alternatives must analyze the full water quality implications of proposed courses of 
action. The alternatives analyses should specifically include water quality impacts 
associated with actions that result in changes in timing, salinity, or temperature of water 
in Lake Oroville, the Feather River, the Sacramento River and the Bay Delta Estuary. 
Alternatives (other than the No Project Alternative) should address the full impacts 
resulting from implementation of the turn-back pool (including the sale of water to non-
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contractors), carry-over water, Table A transfers, as well as water quality impacts from 
changes in the timing and amount of water demand facilitated by Monterey Amendment 
provisions including storage outside of the SWP storage area and expanded use of Article 
21.  
 
The EIR should also specifically state how each alternative would contribute to 
addressing the water quality concerns that resulted in the water supply constraints that 
prompted development of the Monterey Agreement.  
 
According to Bulletin 132-95, the following were significant events relating to water 
quality in 1994, the year the Monterey Amendments were negotiated: 

Significant Events 

• The NMFS winter-run chinook salmon and USFWS delta smelt biological 
opinions guided much of the SWP Delta operations during the first half of 1994.  

• All Decision 1485 critical year water quality and flow requirements were met 
during 1994.  

• Salvage estimates set by USFWS delta smelt incidental take permit were 
exceeded on May 23 and for 17 subsequent days into early June.  

• The NMFS 1994 incidental take permit limit (SWP/CVP) of 905 winter-run 
chinook salmon was not exceeded, and all operational measures in the biological 
opinion were met except for average QWEST minimum flows, which were 
exceeded for 6 days in February.  

• The 1994 forecast Sacramento River Index of 8.0 MAF resulted in a Decision 
1485 critical year designation and "drought watch" status. 

     (Bulletin 132-95, Chapter 6 Water Quality) 

As stated in Bulletin 132-95, endangered species issues directed the operation of the SWP 
for much of 1994. Accordingly, the draft EIR should include discussion of how each 
alternative will impact listed species. The EIR must also clearly indicate whether the 
actions included in the proposed project or the alternatives will prevent the recovery of 
listed species. These analyses should also indicate whether alternatives and the proposed 
project are consistent with DWR permits and agreements under the California and the 
Federal Endangered Species Acts. 

USection 9.1-3.3 Cumulative Effect 
The draft EIR must include a full analysis of cumulative impacts of the proposed project, 
all other projects now planned to be implemented by DWR (including SDIP), all projects 
that DWR has approved or plans to approve (such as the Intertie), all projects DWR has 
implemented, is implementing, or plans to implement in coordination with the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation, and all foreseeable water diversion projects that will reduce the 
amount of flow or change the timing, temperature or quality of flow in the Feather River, 
the Sacramento River and the Bay Delta Estuary. 
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The Draft EIR must also analyze the cumulative growth inducing impacts of allowing 
water to be stored outside of SWP service area, permitting Table A water to be sold to 
non-project contractors, eliminating the provision 21 (g)(1) in the original contract 
(specifically, allowing urban growth to rely on Article 21 supplies), the continuing trend 
of transferring agricultural water to urban users, and the wholesale approval of transfers 
and transport of non-project water for contractors and non-contractors. 
 
The cumulative impacts analysis should include an analysis of all greenhouse gases 
generated by the project and other projects in California. The EIR should include 
measures to reduce, avoid, fully mitigate, and minimize these impacts. 
 
The cumulative impacts analysis should include an analysis of how the project and other 
projects in California may increase other impacts of Climate Change.  
Climate change is rapidly changing water conditions in California, including changing 
the timing and amount of peak flows, the frequency of storms and drought, the balance 
between rain and snow, water quality and temperature of water. These changed 
conditions will impact species, and affect the flood management capabilities of the SWP 
system. Cumulative impacts analysis should include a discussion on the cumulative 
effects of the proposed project and all other foreseeable projects (including but not 
limited to the re-licensing and operation of Oroville Reservoir) on cold water pools, water 
temperature, water quality, salinity and habitat loss that will be exacerbated by the 
already stressful conditions of climate change. The analysis should also analyze whether 
the project will exacerbate flood or drought conditions that are likely to occur with 
climate change. In particular, EIR should include an analysis of the degree to which the 
proposed project and all other DWR project will restrict the use of Oroville Reservoir as 
a flood control facility. 
 
USection 5.4: Alternatives to the Project: 
 
The Plaintiffs propose the following set of alternatives for inclusion in subsequent drafts 
of the Monterey Plus EIR. Some of the proposed alternatives suggest refinements, 
revisions, and re-characterization of the alternatives included in the Administrative Draft. 
We also propose these alternatives in order to target analysis of various potential impacts 
and in order to provide proper points of comparison for the proposed project. Other 
suggested alternatives are offered as measures that could reduce conflicts that prompted 
the Monterey Amendments, while significantly reducing the negative impacts of 
implementation of the Monterey Amendments.  
 
The alternatives discussed below are titled as follows: “the Full Build Out-2020 
Alternative”, the “18b No Project Alternative”, the “Monterey Today-Current Operations 
Alternative”, the “Urban Preference and Dry Year Reliability Alternatives”, the 
“Coordinated CVP-SWP Systems Alternative”, the “Kern Fan Retention Alternative” the 
“Kern Fan Transfer with Trust Conditions Alternative, the “Improved Reliability through 
Environmental Enhancement Alternative,” and the “No Kern/ Castaic Transfer 
Alternative.” 
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Proposed revisions and re-characterization of information provided in the 
Administrative Draft: 

 
UThe “Full Build Out to 2020 Alternative” 
This alternative should include the set of assumptions currently included in the 
Administrative Draft’s baseline. As discussed above, the assumptions included in the 
Administrative Draft baseline do not represent a historical frame of reference or 
conditions prior to implementation of the project and are more appropriately 
characterized as an alternative. 
 
This suite of assumptions represents a promise to fully build-out the SWP and achieve 
100% delivery reliability for 4.185 maf annually of Table A amounts.  As the Court 
found in PCL v. DWR, this promise may not be achievable, and it would perpetuate the 
problems associated with paper water. However, if DWR chooses to analyze this 
alternative, all environmental impacts associated with a decision to carry out these 
actions would have to be analyzed. 
 
UThe “18b No Project Alternative” 
This alternative captures the plausible circumstance under which environmental and 
water quality degradation in the Delta would significantly and permanently constrain the 
timing and/or the volume of water exported from the Delta. Such additional constraints 
on Delta exports are reasonably foreseeable given the present condition of listed species 
in the Delta and given the multiple legal challenges associated with operations of the 
SWP and CVP (including, but not limited to current challenges regarding SWP 
compliance with the California Endangered Species Act).  
  
Therefore, the 18b No Project Alternative should assume (as required by the Court of 
Appeal) that the original contracts, including Article 18b would be implemented. SWP 
Table A amounts for this alternative should total 1.9 maf (the historical average annual 
delivery of the SWP up to 1994) and each contractor’s Table A allocation would be 
recalibrated according to Article 18, including recognizing the rights of the five area of 
origin contractors. Unlike the 18b alternative provided in the Administrative Draft, this 
18b No Project Alternative would not include implementation of aspects of the Monterey 
Amendment.  
 
The Plaintiffs recommend that DWR use the current Bulletien160-05 and the Investment 
Strategy for California Water prepared by PCL as references for developing demand 
scenarios and to identify alternate water supply management options that should be 
included in the analysis of this alternative. 
 
UThe “Monterey Today and Current Operations Alternative” 
This alternative should include implementation of all post-1995 actions undertaken by 
DWR. In order to determine the impacts specific to actions proposed in this alternative, a 
clear distinction should be made between pre-1995 actions and the post-1995 suite of 
actions. The bulk of the impacts analysis currently included in the Administrative Draft 
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would be appropriately placed in this section. These analyses should be removed from 
discussions and analyses of the No Project and baseline sections of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Proposed additional alternatives that better disclose and more broadly analyze the 

implications of potential project actions. 
 
UThe “Urban Preference and Dry Year Reliability Alternatives” 
These alternatives are intended to provide a frame of reference for comparing impacts 
(including growth inducing impacts) associated with water priority provisions of pre-and 
post Monterey. 
  
These alternatives should include analyses of alternate methods of allocating water 
between urban and agricultural contractors during shortages. The first alternative should 
consider the re-institution of the pre-Monterey urban preference and a separate second 
alternative should consider the continued “elimination of urban preference in dry years” 
included in the Monterey Amendments. Both the urban preference and the non-urban 
preference alternatives should describe how the SWP system would be re-operated to 
capture, convey, and store “wet year” water in groundwater banks and storage reservoirs 
within and outside of the SWP service area in order to guarantee “wet water” to urban 
development during multiple-year droughts.  
 
These alternatives should assume that DWR would monitor use of groundwater storage 
and use of storage in non- project reservoirs. Specifically, DWR would ensure proposed 
actions would result in increased drought reliability for urban contractors, and would not 
result in inducing new urban growth. These alternatives should also analyze whether it 
would be reasonable and foreseeable that agricultural contractors would transfer Table A 
water to urban contractors rather than shift to permanent crops.  
 
These alternatives would also recognize that new developments cannot be approved 
without adequate water supplies, and that DWR as a result of the PCL v. DWR must 
provide local governments with an independent and accurate assessment of SWP delivery 
reliability during multi-year droughts. Absent the Monterey Amendment provisions 
providing favorable delivery priority for SWP contractors with low drought reliability, 
these alternatives should assume that a 75% to 100% percent reliability standard would 
be necessary before water supplies should be relied on to accommodate urban growth. 
 
UThe “Coordinated CVP-SWP Systems Alternative” 
This alternative should analyze a scenario in which pumping and storage of additional 
surplus and Table A water from the Delta would be maximized through the coordinated 
re-operation of the CVP and SWP systems.  
 
This alternative should recognize and analyze the essential role played by coordinated 
CVP and SWP storage north of the Delta in capturing “wet year” water (surplus water 
and floodwaters).  
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This alternative should analyze coordination beyond the CVP-SWP pumping and 
conveyance coordination that is presently described in the Administrative Draft. This 
alternative would specifically analyze and identify impacts of coordinating operations of 
Northern California reservoirs (Shasta, Folsom, Millerton, and Oroville) in order to 
maximize capture and export of CVP-SWP contract and surplus water from Northern 
California for delivery in Southern California.  
 
This alternative would be designed to disclose the methods and impacts resulting from 
use of coordinated CVP-SWP operations to provide the desired 4 maf of deliveries in all 
water year types.  
 
This alternative should also comprehensively analyze operations and conditions 
occurring in 2003. The Administrative Draft used 2003 as a basis for analyses of impacts 
in several places, including in determining the impacts to Lake Oroville storage levels. In 
2003, the SWP held record carry-over storage in Lake Oroville and SWP exported record 
levels of surplus water from the Delta.  It is also important to note that 2003 followed a 
“dry” water year and proceeded a “below normal” water year.  
 
This alternative should use actual data from 2003 to determine the impacts of operations 
necessary to move water through system, including operations of Oroville, Folsom, 
Shasta, and Millerton reservoirs, operations of the CVP and SWP pumps, operations of 
the three terminal reservoir areas, Castaic, Perris and the Kern Water bank, and delivery 
of water to groundwater banks, storage in non-SWP reservoirs, or to new urban 
developments.  This alternative should analyze how 2003 operations and deliveries 
affected 2004 (a below average water year) and how 2004 operations differed from 
operations in 2003. 
 
UThe “Kern Fan Retention Alternative” 
This alternative should analyze the impacts and benefits that would result with State 
ownership of Kern Water Bank. This alternative should assume that the State would 
operate the Kern Water Bank to enhance dry year reliability and not for the purpose of 
increasing water supplies.  
 
UThe “Kern Fan Transfer with Trust Conditions Alternative”U 

This alternative should analyze the impacts and benefits that would result with the Kern 
Water Bank transferred out of State ownership, but with conditions installing a public 
trust on the Bank’s operation to maximize benefit and minimize cost to provide Statewide 
environmental benefit from that operation. 
 
UThe “Improved Reliability through Environmental Enhancement Alternative” 
Poor environmental conditions in the Bay Delta Estuary resulting in degraded water 
quality and declines in important fish species all contributed to SWP water supply 
constraints that compelled DWR to enter into the Monterey Amendments negotiations. 
The Monterey EIR process provides an opportunity for DWR to assess an alternative that 
would increase SWP contractor water reliability and reduce the stress on the Delta that 
results in pumping constraints. 
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Under this alternative, all water use efficiency, water recycling, stormwater capture and 
other local water enhancements would be aggressively implemented in order to stabilize 
water demand and improve water supply reliability in SWP contractors’ service areas. 
DWR should utilize the estimates provided in Bulletin 160-05 to determine the potential 
yields of these measures. For this analysis purposes, DWR should assume that article 56 
contract funds would be provided to fund, in part, these water supply enhancements. Fifty 
percent of all water produced through these measures would be assumed to directly 
reduce the water demand of SWP contractors. 
 
Water demands for this alternative should be based on the demand projections included 
in Bulletin 160-05.  
 
In addition, this alternative should assume that equal priority for access to Article 21 
water would be provided for environmental purposes, including environmental 
enhancements in the Delta. DWR would work with the Department of Fish and Game 
and the federal fisheries agencies to determine the best use of all water acquired for the 
environment under these conditions. Uses of water could include increased Delta outflow 
or storage in the state owned Kern Water Bank. (For purposes of this analysis, it should 
be assumed that DWR retains the Kern Water Bank and operates it to increase drought 
water supplies and enhance environmental resources of the Bay Delta and its 
watersheds.) 
 
This alternative would emphasize development of local water supplies to increase SWP 
water contractor water reliability, and reduced stressors on the Bay Delta Estuary. This 
analysis should include a full accounting of the environmental enhancements that could 
be achieved from the above outlined actions.  
 
UThe “No Kern/ Castaic Transfer Alternative” 
 
The contested transfer of 41,000 acre-feet of State Water Project Table A amount from 
Kern County Water Agency (acting through one of its member districts, the Wheeler 
Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District) to Castaic Lake Water Agency has been 
implemented only on an interim basis, and was excluded from the list of transfers 
designated as “final” in the Settlement Agreement.  This alternative would assume that 
this transfer would not be approved as a “final” transfer, and would analyze the impacts 
and benefits of alternative dispositions of the amount of that transfer. 
 

Conclusion: 
 

The Plaintiffs maintain a strong interest in the Monterey EIR process and will continue to 
work toward a document that meets the standards of CEQA and the Settlement 
Agreement. However, given the extended schedule, the apparent lack of progress in 
addressing the substantive issues raised in the original Monterey litigation, and funding 
constraints, the Plaintiffs reaffirm their grave concern with the existing Monterey EIR 
development process. We hope that subsequent drafts of the EIR will address the 
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comments enumerated above and look forward to discussing with DWR how to resolve 
these concerns. 
 
 
Respectively, 
 
 
Mindy McIntyre, 
Planning and Conservation League  
 
 
 
Brian Morris,  
Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
 
 
 
Arve Sjovold,  
Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara County, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
TP

i
PT California Climate Change, Hydrologic Response, and Flood Forecasting , Norman L. Miller  

Earth Sciences Division, Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, California, USA . Presented at the 
International Expert Meeting on Urban Flood Management 20-21 November 2003, World Trade Center 
Rotterdam, The Netherlands April 30, 2004. 
HTUhttp://www.lbl.gov/Science-Articles/Archive/assets/images/2004/Apr-30/California_Flooding.pdfUTH  
 
TP

ii
PT Potential effects of global warming on the Sacramento/San Joaquin watershed and the San Francisco 

estuary. Noah Knowles and Daniel R. Cayan 
Geophysical Research Letters, VOL. 29, NO. 18, 1891, doi:10.1029/2001GL014339, 2002,  
HTUhttp://natypete.andradedowns.googlepages.com/knowles2002.pdfUTH  
 
No. 119. Effects On Water Resources: Monitoring Snowmelt Runoff And Sea Level for Climate Change, 
Maurice Roos, California Department of Water Resources, presented at the The U.S. Climate Change 
Science Program (CCSP) workshop on November 14-16, 2005, in Arlington, Virginia 
HTUhttp://www.climatescience.gov/workshop2005/posters/P-WE2.8_Roos.pdfUTH  
 
TP

iii
PT Many studies have been conducted that estimate the impacts of climate change on California water 

resources. These studies include: 
HTUDocumentation of Inputs to Macroeconomic AssessmentUTH of the 2006 Climate Action Team Report to the 
Governor and Legislature, Final Version. Posted: March 24, 2006.  
 
HTULearning From State Action on Climate ChangeUTH. Pew Center On Global Climate Change, November 2005 
Update, reprinted with permission. Posted: December 8, 2005.  
 
HTUScenarios of Climate Change in California: An OverviewUTH. FINAL report from California Energy 
Commission, Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) Program, California Climate Change Center, 
publication # CEC-500-2005-186-SF, posted: February 27, 2006. 
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HTUAn Assessment of Impacts of Future CO2 and Climate on AgricultureUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-187-SF, posted: 
March 15, 2006. 
 
HTUAnalysis of Climate Effects on Agricultural SystemsUTH.,FINAL white paper from California Climate 
Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-188-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change: Challenges and Solutions for California Agricultural LandscapeUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-189-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change and Wildfire In and Around California: Fire Modeling and Loss ModelingUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-190-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUThe Response of Vegetation Distribution, Ecosystem Productivity, and Fire in California to Future Climate 
Scenarios Simulated by the MC1 Dynamic Vegetation ModelUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-191-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUFire and Sustainability: Considerations for California's Altered Future ClimateUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-192-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change Impact on Forest ResourcesUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-193-SF, posted: 
March 16, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change Impacts on Water for Agriculture in California: A Case Study in the Sacramento ValleyUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-194-SF, posted: 
March 15, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Warming and Water Supply Management in CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper from California 
Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-195-SF. March 16, 2006. 
 
HTUPredicting the Effect of Climate Change on Wildfire Severity and Outcomes in California: A Preliminary 
AnalysisUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-196-
SF, posted: March 22, 2006. 
 
HTUPublic Health-Related Impacts of Climate Change in CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper from California 
Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-197-SF, posted: March 22, 2006. 
 
HTUPreparing for the Impacts of Climate Change in California: Opportunities and Constraints for AdaptionUTH,  
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-198-SF, posted: 
March 22, 2006. 
 
HTUClimate Change Impacts on High Elevation Hydropower Generation in California's Sierra Nevada: A Case 
Study in the Upper American RiverUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, 
publication # CEC-500-2005-199-SF, posted: March 22, 2006. 
 
HTUPredictions of Climate Change Impacts on California Water Resources Using CALSIM-II: A Technical 
NoteUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-200-SF, 
posted: February 27, 2006.  
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HTUClimate Change and Electricity Demand in CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate 
Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-201-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUProjecting Future Sea LevelUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # 
CEC-500-2005-202-SF, posted: March 15, 2006. 
 
HTUClimate Scenarios for CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication 
# CEC-500-2005-203-SF, posted: March 15, 2006. 
 
HTUClimate Change Projected Santa Ana Fire Weather OccurrenceUTH, FINAL white paper from California 
Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-204-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
TP

iv
PT 2006 California Bay Delta Authority CALFED Science Conference  

 
On October 23-25, 2006, the California Bay Delta Authority held its biennial science conference at the 
Sacramento Convention Center. Many of the presentations and posters at the conference contained 
information that has direct bearing on the baseline conditions and potential environmental impacts of the 
Monterey EIR. Due to their complexity and broad scope, these findings must be included in the analysis of 
the Monterey EIR.  
 
We specifically urge DWR to analyze the scientific hypotheses, methods, data and conclusions from the 
following presentations:  
 
“Delta Smelt Growth and Survival during the Recent Pelagic Organism Decline: What Causes Them 
Summertime Blues?”  
 
On Tuesday, October 24P

th
P, William A. Bennett of the Center for Watershed Sciences & Bodega Marine 

Laboratory presented his latest findings from research into the growth and survival of Delta smelt (see 
attached 10/24/06 Contra Costa Times article). His research shows that, during the years of the Pelagic 
Organism Decline, only those smelt that are spawned while springtime export pumping is reduced as part 
of the implementation of the Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan (VAMP) survive to adulthood. The 
female smelt that spawn during the VAMP period are generally smaller and weaker than females who 
spawn earlier in the season and their offspring are generally smaller and weaker as well. Because the larvae 
of the healthier fish are destroyed during periods of higher pumping, the only offspring that survive are 
overall weaker and less resilient to environmental stressors. Bennett believes these less-fit offspring face a 
higher risk of mortality from other changes in the estuary such as increased fall salinity caused by water 
project operations. Bennett’s research should be analyzed because it demonstrates the positive impact to the 
threatened Delta smelt from reduced exports and the detrimental impact to Delta smelt from periods of high 
exports. 
 
“South Delta Fish Studies: Do Our Fish Have Behavioral Problems” 
 
On Tuesday, October 24P

th
P, Lenny Grimaldo of the Department of Water Resources presented his 

preliminary findings from ongoing research into the Pelagic Organism Decline. Using particle tracking 
analysis, Grimaldo showed that changes to hydrology caused by the South Delta barriers draw Delta smelt 
deep into the South Delta towards the export pumps. This information should be carefully analyzed as it 
raises serious concerns about the potential impacts on threatened and endangered species of  SWP 
operations, including operations under the proposed Monterey principles. 
 
Grimaldo also found that nighttime salvage of striped bass and Delta smelt has increased during the POD 
years, likely due to increased nighttime exports. As the smelt and striped bass in the South Delta migrate 
from the bottom of the water column to the top during the night, they are more susceptible to salvage and 
entrainment, especially at the Banks Pumping station. The increases in nighttime exports since 2000 would 
therefore cause considerably more Delta smelt and striped bass to be drawn into the export facilities than 
increases at times when these species are less susceptible to pumping. This information should be analyzed 
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to ensure that water managers place adequate restrictions on nighttime exports to eliminate increased 
nighttime entrainment and salvage of threatened and endangered aquatic species. 
  
“Spatio-Temporal Variability in Delta Smelt Stock Structures during Pre-POD and POD Years” 
 
On October 24P

th
P, 2006, James A. Hobbs of the Bodega Marine Laboratory presented his findings 

documenting the decrease in Delta smelt stock habitat during the POD years, especially in the Western 
Delta. Dr. Hobbs noted correlations between changes in X-2 and declining spatio-temporal variability of 
Delta smelt. This information should be carefully examined in light of the potential impacts of the 
implementation of the proposed project on Delta salinity.  
 
“Hydrodynamic Influences on Historical Patterns in Delta Smelt Salvage” 
 
On October 24P

th
P, 2006, Peter E. Smith of the USGS presented his latest findings on the effects of 

hydrodynamics on Delta smelt salvage. He and his colleagues also prepared a poster summarizing their 
work (see attached). His research shows that high salvage of Delta smelt strongly correlates to periods with 
low San Joaquin inflows, moderate to high exports and negative flows on Old and Middle River. He also 
found that pulses on the Sacramento River may trigger the movement of Delta smelt towards the South 
Delta. This information should be analyzed to determine how the proposed project may exacerbate the 
effects of these hydrodynamics on the Delta environment.  
 
“Ensemble Analysis of Climate Change Impacts for Central Valley Project and State Water Project 
Operations” 
 
On October 25P

th
P, 2006, Levi D. Brekke of the US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) presented the latest efforts 

by the BOR to model the impacts of climate change on the CVP and SWP. He stated that the BOR’s 
modeling efforts were more robust than those described in DWR’s July 2006 “Progress towards 
Incorporating Climate Change into Management of California’s Water Resources.” For example, the BOR 
effort analyzes a much larger array of climate scenarios, utilizes more advanced development predictions 
and includes other modified assumptions. Mr. Brekke expects BOR’s modeling to be available for public 
review in six months, approximately late April 2007.  
 
“Climate Change Impacts on Evapotranspiration in California” 
 
On October 25P

th
P, 2006, Roy M. Peterson Jr. of DWR presented findings from the DWR/USBR climate 

change team on the impacts of climate change in plant evapotranspiration. He noted that a 3 degree 
increase in temperature could result in an 18.7 percent increase in evapotranspiration. DWR must analyze 
this and similar studies to determine how the areas of origin for the water deliveries under the proposed 
project, including agricultural areas in the Sacramento Valley, will be impacted by these increases in 
evapotranspiration.  
 
Judge Robie’s recent decision for the Third District Court of Appeal in the State Water Resources Control 
Board Cases, 136 Cal.App.4th 674 (2006), concludes that impacts to the area of origin, including impacts 
to wildlife and habitat, take precedent over other beneficial uses. If increased evaportranspiration in the 
areas of origin require changes in hydrodynamic regimes to protect habitat, this may reduce the availability 
of water for delivery south of the Delta. The Monterey EIR must determine the likelihood and potential 
severity of these changes to determine the foreseeable impacts from the proposed action.  
 
Many other presentations and posters at the CALFED science conference had bearing on the proposed 
action and should be analyzed as well. We include those presentations and posters into the record by 
reference.  
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ATTACHMENT D: CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
 

As DWR itself has repeatedly emphasized, climate change is occurring and will have 
major consequences for water management in California, including the management of 
the State Water Project. DWR has clearly acknowledged that climate change is occurring, 
will have major effects on California’s water resources generally and the State Water 
Project in particular, and must be addressed in any water supply planning study.  For 
example: 
 
• DWR’s website contains a page entitled “Climate Change in California,” which 

observes:  
 

Climate change is already impacting California’s water resources. In the 
future, warmer temperatures, different patterns of precipitation and runoff, 
and rising sea levels will profoundly affect the ability to manage water 
supplies and other natural resources. Adapting California’s water 
management systems to climate change presents one of the most 
significant challenges for the 21st century. 
 
California can improve its flexibility to cope with an uncertain water 
future by working to reduce water demand, increase water supply, 
improve water quality, practice resource stewardship and improve 
operational efficiency. The Department of Water Resources is committed 
to preparing for the effects of global warming while finding new ways to 
reduce its contribution to climate change. 

 
See http://www.climatechange.water.ca.gov/.  A link takes a viewer to DWR’s 
“Climate Change Fact Sheet,” which provides more specific information about 
climate change consequences. 

 
• DWR’s current water plan describes climate change’s major consequences for water 

management: 
 

[a]s a result of global climate change, California’s future hydrologic 
conditions will likely be different from patterns observed over the last 
century.  Predictions include increased temperature, reductions to Sierra 
snowpack, earlier snowmelt, and a rise in sea level, although the extent 
and timing of the changes remain uncertain.  The changes could have 
major implications for water supply, flood management, and ecosystem 
health…. Managing water resources with climate change could prove 
different than managing for historic climate variability because climate 
change could produce hydrologic conditions, variability, and extremes that 
are different from what current water systems were designed to manage; 
may occur too rapidly to allow sufficient time and information to permit 
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managers to respond appropriately; and may require special efforts or 
plans to protect against surprises or uncertainties. 

 
CALIFORNIA WATER PLAN UPDATE 2005 at 4-32 to 4-34.   
 
Because of the magnitude of those changes, the Water Plan Update concludes that 
“[s]tate government must help predict and prepare for the effects of global climate 
change on our water resources and water management systems.”  See CALIFORNIA 
WATER PLAN HIGHLIGHTS (2005). DWR has committed that it “will evaluate 
management responses to potential impacts of global climate change on the State 
Water Project and California’s hydrology” and “will work with climate change 
experts to develop alternative flow data to help State and regional planners test 
potential effects of global climate change on different management studies.”  Id. at 5-
16.  In measuring compliance with that goal, DWR stated that it specifically would 
use as a performance measure its “[p]rogress in implementing of the plan responding 
to the impact of global climate change on the management of the State Water Project” 
and also would specifically consider the “[n]umber of planning studies that evaluate 
the potential impacts of climate change on the alternative management strategies and 
infrastructure they consider and select.”  Id.   

 
• In a California Water Plan appendix entitled Accounting for Climate Change, DWR’s 

Maurice Roos wrote “the prospects of significant changes warrant examination of 
how the State’s water infrastructure and natural systems can accommodate or adapt to 
climate changes….”  He acknowledged that “many uncertainties remain, primarily on 
the degree of change to be expected,” but concluded that “[r]esponsible planning 
requires that the California planning community work with climate scientists and 
others to reduce these uncertainties and to begin to prepare for those impacts that are 
well understood, already appearing as trends, or likely to appear.”  The report closed 
by stating that “[i]t is time to try to quantify the effects of projected climate change on 
California’s water resources.  Being aware of potential climate changes should help in 
preparing better for an uncertain 21st century.”  Id. at 14. 

 
The body of the report discusses the many anticipated changes, including decreased 
snowpacks (an impact the report characterized as “relatively certain”; see id. at 5, 6 
(“All models so far show less snowmelt runoff in the northern Sierra.”)) and 
increased storm intensity.  “Warmer air and less snowpack,” the report states, “would 
be expected to raise average stream and estuary water temperatures.  This would 
increase the problem for cold-water fisheries, including salmon and steelhead.”  
Likewise, “[l]ess spring snowmelt could make it more difficult to refill winter 
reservoir flood control space during late spring and early summer of many years, thus 
potentially reducing the amount of surface water available during the dry season.  

 
• In July 2006, in response to an executive order from Governor Schwarzenegger, 

DWR published a report entitled Progress on Incorporating Climate Change into 
Management of California’s Water Resources (“Progress Report”).  Like the Water 
Plan Update, Appendix Report, and DWR’s website, the Progress Report 
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acknowledges that climate change is already occurring, is affecting California’s 
hydrology, and will have particularly important effects on water storage projects.  For 
example, the executive summary observes that “California water planners are 
concerned about climate change and its potential effects on our water resources.  
Projected increases in air temperatures may lead to changes in the timing, amount and 
form of precipitation – rain or snow, (and) changes in runoff timing and volume... .”  
Progress Report at I.  After acknowledging California’s heavy reliance on the State 
Water Project, the executive summary states:  

 
DWR and Reclamation have formed a joint Climate Change Work Team 
to provide qualitative and quantitative information to managers on 
potential effects and risks of climate change to California’s water 
resources.  The mission of the team is to coordinate with other state and 
federal agencies on the incorporation of climate change science into 
California’s water resources planning and management.  The team will 
provide and regularly update information for decision-makers on potential 
impacts and risks of climate change, flexibility of existing facilities to 
cope with climate change, and available mitigation measures. 

 
Id.  In a statement that provides an ironic contrast with DWR’s present DEIR, the 
executive summary closes by assuring the reader that “DWR is working with other 
agencies and researchers to provide leadership in incorporating climate change 
impacts and risks into the planning and management of California’s precious water 
resources.”  Id. at VII. 
 
The body of the report contains similar statements.  Chapter 2 contains a detailed 
discussion of the reasons for climate change and expected impacts upon California 
hydrology.  That analysis acknowledges, among other things, that “loss of the State’s 
snowpack will affect the operation of most major multipurpose reservoirs at low and 
mid-elevations in the Sierra.”  Progress Report at 2-31; see also id. at 6-31 to 6-33 
(discussing changing flood risks in the Feather River Basin).  It also warns that 
climate change will increase water temperatures, which in turn will “pose a threat to 
aquatic species that are sensitive to temperature, including anadromous fish.  
Increased water temperatures will also cause decreased dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in water and other water quality changes, and will likely increase 
production of algae and some aquatic weeds.”  Id. at 2-60.  Those changes could lead 
to significant consequences for reservoir management.  Id.  While the authors make 
no claim to know exactly how much temperatures will change or exactly where and to 
what extent the resultant impacts will be felt, the chapter leaves little doubt that 
warming will occur and that significant environmental consequences will follow. 

 
Chapter 4 of the report is entirely devoted to analyzing climate change effects on the 
SWP and the Central Valley Project.  It notes that historically, planning and design of 
those projects “assumed an unchanging climate,” but cautions that “a changing 
climate may threaten to destabilize the infrastructure and operations dependent on 
that assumption.”  Id. at 4-1.  The chapter then provides the results of a modeling 
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analysis of the effects of multiple climate change scenarios upon the CVP and 
SWP—including discussion of effects upon water temperatures and upon Lake 
Oroville inflow, outflow, and storage.  The authors caution that their analysis is 
preliminary and (like any modeling analysis) contains uncertainties and simplifying 
assumptions, but nowhere in the chapter do they suggest that modeling climate 
change impacts is a pointless exercise.  Instead, the chapter and the report as a whole 
both indicate that DWR is aware that climate change is occurring and must be 
factored into planning, and that while the tools for engaging in such planning will 
improve, they already are available and should be put to use.  “While there were 
limitations to our analysis,” the authors concluded, “the results were nevertheless 
significant.”  Id. at 4-49.  They also cautioned that “future studies should consider 
measures to relieve the negative effects of climate change.”  Id. at 4-50. 

 
Many other studies have been conducted that estimate the impacts of climate change on 
California water resources.TPF

1
FPT These studies include: 

 
 
HTUDocumentation of Inputs to Macroeconomic AssessmentUTH of the 2006 Climate Action 
Team Report to the Governor and Legislature, Final Version. Posted: March 24, 2006.  
 
HTULearning From State Action on Climate ChangeUTH. Pew Center On Global Climate 
Change, November 2005 Update, reprinted with permission. Posted: December 8, 2005.  
 
HTUScenarios of Climate Change in California: An OverviewUTH. FINAL report from 
California Energy Commission, Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) Program, 
California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-186-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006. 
 
HTUAn Assessment of Impacts of Future CO2 and Climate on AgricultureUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-187-SF, posted: March 15, 2006. 
 

                                                 
TP

1
PT In addition, The California Climate Change Center, a joint project of the CEC and the 

University of California, has published a series of reports, most of which identify the 
importance of addressing water resource impacts on climate change.  See, e.g., 
CALIFORNIA CLIMATE CHANGE CENTER, OUR CHANGING CLIMATE: ASSESSING THE RISKS 
TO CALIFORNIA (2006), available at 
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/index.html; AMY LYND 
LUERS AND SUSANNE C. MOSER, PREPARING FOR THE IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE IN 
CALIFORNIA: OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS FOR ADAPTATION (2006), available at 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-198/CEC-500-2005-198-
SF.PDF; see also CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, CLIMATE ACTION 
TEAM REPORT TO GOVERNOR SCHWARZENEGGER AND THE LEGISLATURE (2006), 
available at http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/2006-04-
03_FINAL_CAT_REPORT.PDF. 
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HTUAnalysis of Climate Effects on Agricultural SystemsUTH.,FINAL white paper from 
California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-188-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change: Challenges and Solutions for California Agricultural LandscapeUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-189-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change and Wildfire In and Around California: Fire Modeling and Loss 
ModelingUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-190-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUThe Response of Vegetation Distribution, Ecosystem Productivity, and Fire in California 
to Future Climate Scenarios Simulated by the MC1 Dynamic Vegetation ModelUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-191-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUFire and Sustainability: Considerations for California's Altered Future ClimateUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-192-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change Impact on Forest ResourcesUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-193-SF, posted: March 16, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change Impacts on Water for Agriculture in California: A Case Study in the 
Sacramento ValleyUTH. 
FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-194-SF, posted: March 15, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Warming and Water Supply Management in CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper 
from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-195-SF. March 16, 
2006. 
 
HTUPredicting the Effect of Climate Change on Wildfire Severity and Outcomes in 
California: A Preliminary AnalysisUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change 
Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-196-SF, posted: March 22, 2006. 
 
HTUPublic Health-Related Impacts of Climate Change in CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper 
from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-197-SF, posted: 
March 22, 2006. 
 
HTUPreparing for the Impacts of Climate Change in California: Opportunities and 
Constraints for AdaptionUTH,  
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FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-
2005-198-SF, posted: March 22, 2006. 
 
HTUClimate Change Impacts on High Elevation Hydropower Generation in California's 
Sierra Nevada: A Case Study in the Upper American RiverUTH, FINAL white paper from 
California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-199-SF, posted: March 
22, 2006. 
 
HTUPredictions of Climate Change Impacts on California Water Resources Using CALSIM-
II: A Technical NoteUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change Center, 
publication # CEC-500-2005-200-SF, posted: February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUClimate Change and Electricity Demand in CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper from 
California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-201-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006.  
 
HTUProjecting Future Sea LevelUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change 
Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-202-SF, posted: March 15, 2006. 
 
HTUClimate Scenarios for CaliforniaUTH, FINAL white paper from California Climate Change 
Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-203-SF, posted: March 15, 2006. 
 
HTUClimate Change Projected Santa Ana Fire Weather OccurrenceUTH, FINAL white paper 
from California Climate Change Center, publication # CEC-500-2005-204-SF, posted: 
February 27, 2006.  
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Sage Sweetwood 
President Emeritus, Planning and 
Conservation League 
6344 Palm Dr 
Carmichael, CA 95608 

Delores Brown 
Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

January 14, 2008 
 
RE: Monterey Plus DEIR Comments 
 
Dear Delores 
It was with hope and optimism that I took my seat as a member of the newly created Monterey EIR 
advisory committee as 2002 transitioned to 2003. Approximately seven years of litigation and settlement 
talks were complete and then DWR Director Tom Hannigan emphasized that he wanted to make this a 
model EIR process, characterized by a thorough exploration of the issues and grounded in sound 
science.  I found this to be a welcome change from the private negotiations that led to the dramatic State 
Water Project (SWP) contract revisions and the subsequent 1995 EIR process. These ‘Monterey’ 
contract amendments eliminated the urban preference for drought year water, transferred a one million 
acre foot underground reservoir from state to quasi-private ownership, changed operating rules to allow 
for increased water exports from the Delta, transferred agricultural water to suburban districts on the far 
fringe of urban areas, and relived all water contractor of up to $40 million a year in payments to the 
SWP capital improvements fund.   For reason I still do not understand, this original EIR, that analyzed a 
major restructuring of the operations of the SWP, was delegated to a small, Santa Barbara based joint 
powers agency rather than to the California Department of Water Resources. With minimum publicity, 
this agency produced an inadequate EIR. PCL challenged this EIR; in 2000, the EIR was decertified, 
and the court tasked DWR with the responsibility for completing and certifying the new EIR; in 2003, a 
difficult settlement process concluded, and the new SWP EIR began. DWR Director Hannigan played a 
significant role in the successful conclusion of the settlement, and his opening remarks to the committee 
were consistent with our expectations.  Monthly meetings with spirited debate followed and the outline 
of the EIR slowly took form. 
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While the committee members had substantial differences of opinion, the facilitated discussion led to a 
number of decisions that, in my opinion, improved a still deficient DEIR. Because PCL viewed 
CALSIM modeling as an uncalibrated tool that consistently over-projected potential water exports from 
the Delta, DWR agreed to our compromise of conducting a parallel historical analysis of actual delta 
exports. This alternative analysis, while more limited than we would like, identified smelt kills directly 
associated with the project’s increased winter pumping. Not surprisingly, CALSIM analysis failed to 
detect this impact.  

With the unanticipated recall election, the change of administrations and the departure of Director 
Hannigan, the EIR process drifted, with meetings becoming less frequent and the discussion less 
detailed.  From my perspective, the process lost its search for solutions and became an ‘old school’ 
political exercise in defending the status quo and minimizing project impacts. Perhaps the best example 
of this shift is the framing of the permanent water shortage alternative.  

 As the appeals court ruling indicates, the original SWP contracts anticipated the possibility of a long 
term shortages -- as appears to be the case today.  DWR has the contractual authority to reduce –across 
the board--water contract deliveries to reflect current reality. This approach would avoid chronic 
shortages by reducing expectations and encouraging water users to plan for lower, but more reliable 
SWP yields. This would encourage – just as the Delta Vision Task Force recommends -- conservation, 
reuse and the development of alternative water supplies. The appeals court found the previous EIR to be 
deficient because it failed to evaluate this alternative.  DWR does address this option, but does so with 
smoke and mirrors. First DWR determines that the SWP contract yield should be reduced from the 
current 4.2 million acre feet (maf) per year to 1.96 maf. This is reasonable. But in the next step, DWR 
simply re-labels the water and delivers an amount identical to the original 4.2 maf yield. Thus DWR 
claims that there is no difference between the project and the long term shortage alternative. This defies 
common sense and the intent of the appeals court ruling. The purpose of this alternative was to assess 
the impacts of reducing water exports to a realistic level, not to play a game of accounting slight-of-
hand. In playing this accounting game, DWR failed to analyze one of the most likely options available 
to policy makers today.  

In the last year, the courts have taken control of Delta water deliveries because DWR, as the lead 
agency, has failed to prudently manage California’s precious delta resources. By over promising water 
exports and ignoring existing environmental laws governing the Delta, the ecosystem plunged into a 
steep decline. This is the story of killing the goose that laid the golden egg. Because DWR was killing 
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the goose, the courts have stepped in and mandated lower pumping levels. Had DWR taken a 
responsible executive role in 1995 and implemented the long term shortage provision, I doubt the courts 
would be doing so today; the delta would be healthier and water agencies would not be faced with 
unexpected cutbacks. Yet, 12 years later, in this SWP EIR, DWR refused to simply study this option, 
even though they were directed to do so by the courts in 2003. It is ironic that the Governor’s Delta 
Vision Task force has, in less than one year of work, done a better job of framing this issue than DWR 
has done in 12 years. This EIR will not comply with CEQA, or common sense, until DWR performs a 
proper analysis of the long term shortage alternative. 

Furthermore, this EIR fails to explore other viable alternatives to the Monterey Plus project. The current 
set of alternatives fails to explore any option that de-emphasizes increased Delta exports and instead 
emphasize both conservation and the development of regional supplies.  Since the costs of stabilizing the 
Delta for water transport will be in the multiple billions of dollars, it makes public policy sense to look 
at options that meet California’s water needs in other ways. In fact, if sea level rise continues to trend to 
the high side estimates, it may be impossible from a practical point of view to harden the Delta for 
exports, and substantial export reductions may become the new reality. Weather this worst case scenario 
comes to pass or not, its probability of occurrence is too high to ignore. Would any Californian vote to 
spend billions of dollars on Delta improvements, knowing that a rising sea level would eliminate their 
water transport value? I think not. Yet who is educating the public and the policy makers? This Project 
is pushing the State down this path of an armored Delta strategy without examining other viable options. 
I urge DWR to take a step back and rethink its approach to this EIR. The goal should not be to shuffle 
paperwork to satisfy a court order; the goal should be to find a solution to California’s water needs that 
will protect the environment and be resilient in the face of climate change. The current DEIR fails this 
test. 

 The Governor’s Delta Vision Task Force has recently developed a set of recommendations that are 
consistent with the comments we have made throughout this EIR process. The full documents is 
available at 

 http://deltavision.ca.gov/BlueRibbonTaskForce/FinalVision/Delta_Vision_Final.pdf  

Recommendation #4 
 
California’s water supply is limited and must be managed 
with significantly higher efficiency to be adequate for its 
future population, growing economy, and vital environment. 

LETTER 31

http://deltavision.ca.gov/BlueRibbonTaskForce/FinalVision/Delta_Vision_Final.pdf
ccase
Text Box
31-5
(con't.)

21456
Line

ccase
Text Box
31-6

ccase
Text Box
31-7

21456
Line

21456
Line



Sage Sweetwood 

 

 

4   

 

 

It is possible to achieve our co-equal goals [The Delta ecosystem and a reliable water 
supply for California are the primary, co-equal goals for sustainable management of 
the Delta], but only if we Californians change our policies and our habits of water use. 
There is no unlimited supply of cheap water in California. Greater conservation, 
increased regional self-sufficiency in water supplies, more conjunctive uses, 
integrated water system management and demand management, and 
new technologies will all be essential. In addition, the State of California 
should encourage equitable access to higher quality water sources and 
seek to reduce conflict among water users for diversion from the highest 
water quality locations. As the vision is achieved, all areas of California have increased 
regional self-sufficiency, and water conservation is the ethic underlying water 
policy. Additional, alternative ways to move water among areas of the 
state are being developed. A revitalized ecosystem at critical times 
requires reduced diversions or changes in the patterns or timing of those 
diversions, upstream, within the Delta, and exported from the Delta. 
 
Recommendation #6 
 
The goals of conservation, efficiency, and sustainable use 
must drive California water policies. We must start by requiring 
and investing in water use efficiency by all users throughout the state. 
The fastest ways to address the growing demands for water are to 
conserve and to increase the efficiency of the water supply system. These 
efforts can start almost immediately. Vigorous conservation efforts are 
essential as far as we can see into the future. Some areas of California and some sectors 
of the California economy are already leaders in water use efficiency measures such as 
conservation and recycling. Because competition for California’s limited water 
resources is growing, we must continue these efforts and be innovative 
in our pursuit of efficiency. Water use efficiency will continue to be a 
primary way that we meet increased demand. In the future, we must broaden our 
definition of efficient water use to include other ways of getting the most utility out of 
our groundwater and surface water resources and water management systems: 
 

Increase levels of urban and agricultural water use efficiency; 
Increase recycled municipal water and expand its uses; 
Change water facility operations to improve efficiency; 
Facilitate environmentally, economically, and socially sound 
transfers to avoid regional shortages; and 
Reduce and eliminate groundwater overdraft. 

 
As the vision is achieved, water use efficiency and conservation practices 
in California are among the best in the world, relying on a combination 
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of building standards, best management practices, and pricing to ensure 
the most effective use of water resources. 

Similar language is found in the State Water Plan, published by DWR as Bulletin 160. In those 
documents, DWR estimates that up to 6.5 maf of water can be generated through conservation, reuse, 
and conjunctive use. This contrasts with the SPW yield of 1.96 maf as projected by DWR. Even though 
DRW promotes conservation/reuse/conjunctive use in their own planning documents, they have refused 
our repeated requests to explore any such alternatives in this EIR. The findings of the Delta Vision Task 
Force re-enforce the relevance of exploring these options so that policy makers can make well informed 
decisions. Furthermore, the Delta Vision Task Force goes on to say that an EIR that fails to take this 
statewide perspective will not provide adequate policy guidance to decision makers. 

Unless policy-makers clearly call for a statewide perspective, a CEQA 
process on conveyance and storage projects will not examine crucial 
elements of these decisions that are identified in this vision. Analytic 
processes focused just on proposed projects are unlikely to reveal the 
full economic impacts or life cycle costs of water system improvements. 
They are also unlikely to address all Delta ecosystem problems. The 
analyses needed must go beyond conveyance, storage, and project 
mitigation and assess how the full set of policy choices from this vision 
will serve California for 70 to 100 years. In final policymaking, the 
specifics of conveyance and storage can be expected to be less than half 
of what is needed to meet the charge to the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon 
Task Force found in Executive Order S-17-06. (Page 14) 

 

As the Delta Vision Task Force reports, California’s water system is currently in crisis. Solutions to this 
problem will be extremely difficult and will cost billions of dollars. The Monterey Plus amendments 
made changes that profoundly alter the operation of the State Water Project. We have no way of 
knowing whether these changes are more or less environmentally harmful than other alternative that 
have been discussed for years, and have been re-enforced by the Governor’s Task Force as recently as 
Dec. 2008, but have not been examined by this EIR. The Monterey Plus project needs to be evaluated 
against other credible alternatives that may achieve superior results with less environmental impact.  

Climate change and rising sea level also may have profound differential impacts on the project and other 
conservation based or dispersed regional development alternatives. The current EIR’s analysis of 
climate change was tacked on at the end of the process, only after our repeated requests that climate 
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change be integrated into the basic analysis. DWR resisted any climate change assessment, but finally 
included the superficial chapter in the DEIR. DWR and others have conducted more sophisticated 
climate change analyses that consider such factors as sea level rise, reduced snow pack, and increased 
rainfall variability. DWR should conduct an integrated climate change analysis of the project and of 
alternatives that are based on conservation and/or dispersed regional development alternatives. This 
analysis will give policy makers the required information to make sound decisions that will protect our 
environment and preserve a reliable water supply for California.  

I urge DWR to stand up strong against the political winds of narrow special interests and revise this EIR 
so that it will become a meaningful tool for policy makers and the public alike.  

 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Sage Sweetwood 
President Emeritus, Planning and Conservation League 
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January 14, 2008 
 
Ms. Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources  
3251 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
Via email: delores@water.ca.gov 
 
RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Monterey 
Amendments to the State Water Project (including Kern Water Bank Transfer) 
and Associated Actions as Part of a Settlement Agreement - SCH#: 2003011118 
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
The undersigned organizations submit the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Monterey Plus (DEIR).  
 
The proposed project in the DEIR would represent a major change to the State Water 
Project contracts which govern the operation of State Water Project (SWP). We urge DWR 
carefully to consider the implications for California’s environment, citizens, and economy 
before finalizing a decision on the Monterey Amendments. Already, the interim 
implementation of the Monterey Amendments has contributed to significant environmental 
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degradation in the Bay Delta Estuary and reduced water reliability for residents in 
Southern California. 
 
Since the interim implementation of the Monterey Amendments in 1996, the Bay Delta 
Estuary has fallen into a critical decline with several species, including the delta smelt, at 
historic low abundance. Increases in SWP pumping have been identified as a primary 
contributor to this decline. Such impacts were in part the result of the increased winter and 
the spring export of Article 21 and turnback pool. Provisions of the Monterey 
Amendments have in part facilitated these increased exports from the Bay Delta Estuary 
and the resulting environmental degradation. 
 
In addition, elimination of Article 18 (b) (the permanent shortage provision) has 
perpetuated the reliance on paper water.  By eliminating of Article 18(b), DWR would also 
be giving up a critical safety valve that allows SWP entitlements to be cut back in light of 
changing climate conditions and/or regulatory constraints imposed to restore the Bay Delta 
ecosystem. Elimination of the urban preference for SWP water delivery, contained in 
Article 18(b), has also contributed to reduced water reliability for millions of Californians. 
 
DWR has many alternatives to the proposed Monterey Amendments. For instance, DWR 
could assist SWP contractors in aggressively implementing the 3.1 million acre feet of 
urban water conservation and the 1.4 million acre feet of recycled water potential 
identified in the California Water Plan. Such implementation would increase water 
reliability of SWP contractors while avoiding the environmental impacts associated with 
the Monterey Amendments. 
 
We strongly urge DWR to reject the Monterey Amendments as proposed in the DEIR, and 
to adopt an alternative that can better serve California. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Gary Patton, Executive Director 
Planning and Conservation League 
 

 
Lynn Barris 
Butte Environmental Council 

 
Ron Bottorf 
Friends of the Santa Clara River 
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Steve Evans, Conservation Director 
Friends of the River 

 
Conner Everts 
Desal Response Group 

 
Zeke Grader, Executive Director 
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's 
Associations 

 

 
 
Wenonah Hauter, Executive Director 
Food and Water Watch 

 
Bill Jennings, Executive Director 
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance 

 
Suzanne Michel 
Southern California Watershed Alliance 

 

 
David Nesmith, Facilitator 
Environmental Water Caucus 
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Through the Monterey Agreement, DWR first gave the Kern Water Bank to the Kern 
County Water Agency.  The Kern Water Bank is a 19,900 acre underground reservoir 
capable of storing a million acre-feet of water complete with canals, extraction pumps, 
and conveyance facilities to connect the water bank to the State Water Project aqueducts.  
The underground reservoir water bank enabled State Water Project water, floodwater, 
and other waters to be stored during years when water was more available and extracted 
and delivered during years of drought and DWR cutbacks of State Water Project water.  
The purpose of this transfer of public property to Kern County was twofold.  One, to 
force Kern County to give up a fixed portion of its share of State Water Entitlement for 
purchase by municipal users only; and secondly, as discussed in documents, to make it 
available “generally” to Kern water agency farmers to dampen the affect of water 
cutbacks in the future.  Farmers unlike urban users are particularly vulnerable to water 
curtailments. 
 
 The Kern County Water agency agreed to allocate the Kern Water Bank to the various 
farming water districts in Kern County and one district in Kings County.  The Kern 
County Water Agency signed a joint powers agreement—which enabled various Kern 
County Water Districts to cooperate in their exercise of common powers—under the 
Kern Water Bank Authority umbrella.  The result was that the Kern Water Bank 
Authority was formed of two water storage districts (Semitropic Water Storage District 
and Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District), two water districts (Dudley Ridge 
Water District and Tejon-Castac Water District), one special district (Kern County Water 
Agency), and one private company (Westside Mutual Water Company).  Westside 
Mutual Water Company is a holding of Roll International Corporation.  Roll International 
Corporation also holds complete ownership of Paramount Citrus, the largest grower, 
packer, and marketer of citrus in the country; Paramount Farming, the largest producer of 
almonds and pistachios in the country; and Paramount Farms, Inc., the largest pistachio 
processor and the second largest almond processor in the world.  Roll International 
Corporation is owned and directed by Stewart and Linda Resnick.  Westside Mutual 
Water Company is wholly owned by and exclusively for Paramount Farming Company; 
thus, privately held be the Resnicks’.   
 
Paramount’s success would not be possible without water—indeed enough water to 
satiate over 100,000 plus acres of permanent orchard crops with year-round irrigation in a 
semi-desert.  In today’s environment the Kern Water Bank can hardly be considered 
“local” and/or under “local” control.  Paramount Farming Company through Paramount’s 
water company owns 48.06%, easily the largest share of the Kern Water Bank.  Through 
Dudley Ridge Water District, Paramount’s farming entity owns an additional 8.66% of 
the Kern Water Bank.  The Dudley Ridge share prohibits the district from ever venturing 
into this water bank area except for the benefit of Paramount.  The State of California 
could have hardly foreseen that a private individual would own, control, and monopolize 
such a valuable public asset.  The situation as it exists today seems to “game” the State of 
California’s water policy.  Meeting in “closed sessions”, rewriting public policies, 
tailoring their edits to the interests of monopoly-like agribusiness corporations.   
                                                                                                                                                        
The Kern Water Bank was nominally offered to some of the many water districts such as 
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Lost Hills, Berrenda Mesa, and Belridge; to a few that had not true underground water 
and hence this could balance the water supply to the many varied farming interests at the 
time.  Unfortunately Paramount had a significant interest in all these districts and in most 
cases they held controlling Board seats.  Paramount controlled the information and 
influenced the Boards of those very districts to allow these districts to give their rights to 
the Kern Water Bank to Paramount through a bogusly named “Westside Mutual Water 
Company”.  Bogus, in that this company is wholly owned by Paramount but named 
something different to disguise the intent as much as possible.   
 
Within the EIR the impacts of this asset not being placed as intended must be analyzed.  
While one may argue that at the time this result was not in need of study because it was 
not intended and was not likely to happen; the facts now show that it has happened.  If 
the benefits of the 20,000 acre Kern Water Bank was intended for the broad ownership of 
the various water districts that it was originally allocated to, then possibly the soon-to-be 
revised Monterey Agreement must assure that the Kern Water Bank should be returned to 
the various water districts for public agency use with public agency oversight so it can 
benefit all the water users of these districts rather than a few.  This water bank must be 
maintained for broad and equitable use as intended or the consequences of single control 
must be properly studied.  If one assumes the voting and voting influence in the intended 
water districts was improper and against the tenements any contemplated environmental 
documents then conditions must be made to undue the unlawful acquisition of the Kern 
Water Bank by one private entity.                                                                                                                        
 
The following concrete steps are recommended for accomplishing this goal: 1. Return the 
Kern Water Bank to the various water districts as intended for public agency control, 
oversight, and operation.  This will have no effect on the various public districts that now 
own a minority portion of the Kern Water Bank.  Paramount and it’s Westside Mutual 
Water Company should never been allowed to own and monopolize the water bank by 
using their land owner voting powers to monopolize seats on the boards, and then as 
directors, voting this asset for acquisition to a company controlled by Paramount.  This in 
itself may be a violation of the Political Reform Act, but the impact must be studied 
thoroughly if this is what the intent was. The privatization of this vital public resource 
should be reversed.  2.  Water and irrigation districts that receive water deliveries from 
the State Water Project should be public and transparent. No editing water policy 
decisions during “closed session” meetings.  Any closed session should be monitored 
appropriately by the Kern County Water Agency for the purpose of ensuring equitable 
allocation of water for beneficial use to ALL WATER USERS and any transfer of a 
public asset to one water user should require Kern County Water Agency approval. 3. 
Presently, Westside Mutual Water Company is allowed to recolor regulated water for sale 
or transfer by making paper transfers of the water through the Kern Water Bank.  This is 
a benefit that is not allowed for other farmers in the districts that Paramount controls.  
This gives them a special monopoly power to the detriment of other water users.  This 
should be allowed for all users of these water districts regardless of their minority voting 
status in these districts. 
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The Kern Water Bank was granted to Kern County in exchange for the county agreeing 
to allow transfer of water out of its borders for municipal use elsewhere.  The asset was 
intended to broadly assist the various water districts and be equitably allocated within the 
districts. The monopolization is unfair to the process and must be studied or the 
allocation should be done in a manner as intended.  In addition, two cases, one in Federal 
Court and one in Superior court in Bakersfield can further review the monopolistic and 
improper allocation of waters by Paramount’s power of voting.  The information on the 
cases is located on internet access:  United States District Court Eastern District Of 
California, Case No. 1:05-CV-00603-OWW-SMS.  Superior Court Of California, Count 
Of Kern Metropolitan Division-Unlimited, Case No. S-1500-CV 259407 SPC. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.                   
                                            Sandridge Partners 
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SCOPE 
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 

 

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 

 

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386  
 

1-14-08 
 
Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources  
Email: delores@water.ca.gov 
(916) 651-9560 
 
Re: Comments on the Monterey Plus EIR State Clearing House #2003011118 
      Submitted via email 
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment is a California non-profit planning and 
conservation group serving the high growth Santa Clarita Valley in Northern Los Angeles County 
since 1987.  State Water Project water is supplied to the Santa Clarita Valley by Castaic Lake Water 
Agency (CLWA), a state water contractor that is a signatory to the Monterey Agreement.  The 
General Manager of CLWA, Dan Masnada, now president of the State Water Contractors, was 
General Manager of Central Coast Water Agency at the time it decided to become the subsequently 
unauthorized lead agency for the now decertified Monterey EIR.  Prior to that time, he was General 
Manager of the Valencia Water Co., wholly owned subsidiary of a company that was one of the 
largest developers in California, Newhall Land and Farming Co., developers of the 21,000 unit 
Newhall Ranch project, now owned by Lennar Corp. and associated companies.  Newhall Land and 
Farming owned large tracts of land in the Santa Clarita Valley and Central Coast area that would 
benefit financially from the approval of the changes sought in the Monterey Agreement. 
 
Comments on the Public Process 

We would first like to comment on the public scoping process.  While we appreciated the Dept. of 
Water Resource’s effort to provide local scoping venues, there were many problems that would have 
impeded most public participants from attending, at least at the Ventura location.  (We cannot 
comment on venue problems elsewhere).  The hearing location was extremely difficult to locate on 
the DWR’s website.  The hearing was held in a large government complex, closed except for the jail 
and meeting location.  The complex was dark.  There were no signs directing attendees to the location 
of the basement room in this large complex that appeared to be closed.  Lastly, the meeting that was 
supposed to last from 6-8PM closed down at 7PM, so any member of the public that thought the 
meeting would last until 8pm, found a closed facility. Such a process did not support good public 
outreach for this CEQA process. 
 
Comments on the DEIR – Growth Inducement 

Our Valley and the watershed of the Santa Clara River is greatly impacted by the growth enabled by 
the largest transfer allowed under the Monterey Agreement, the 41,000AF transferred to Castaic Lake 
WA.  In addition, the Monterey Amendment allowed a change in the ratio of water for urban and 
agricultural purposes, i.e. article 18a, changing the deliveries to equal amounts instead of the prior 
“Urban Preference” ratio of 80/20 %.  This change specifically benefited CLWA because their state 
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water project “Devil’s Den” agricultural water acquisition of 12,500AF, formally subject to 18a did 
not allow sufficient reliability on which to approve housing. After Monterey, it did. 
 
Additionally, the changes to Article 21 water and the change to allow storage outside the contractor’s 
service area granted by the Monterey Agreement, allowed CLWA to bank an enormous amount of 
water in the Semitropic Water Storage Project, acquired as a result of the transfer of the Kern Fan 
Element.  This also acted as a growth inducement in the Santa Clarita Valley because CLWA now 
evaluates its reliability at a higher amount, some 72%, rather than a more prudent, 50%, due to the 
back up storage in these water banking projects.1 
 
Changed pumping regimes in the Delta have caused serious impacts to endangered fish species as 
identified in the DEIR in Chapter 7.3, Biological Resources.  Those changes also enabled CLWA to 
take Article 21 water for storage2 that in turn produced serious growth inducing impacts to the Santa 
Clarita Valley and in particular, the Santa Clara River by purporting to increase water supply 
reliability of SWP water and thus increase water supply. 
 
Further, the DEIR states that eliminating the 18b declaration of a water shortage had no effect on 
growth  
inducement.  In fact, local non-profit entities including SCOPE have had to initiate numerous legal 
challenges in an attempt to see that water supply and in particular, the State Water Supply reliability 
is accurately represented to decision-makers.3  Many of these legal challenges are still in process.4 
Such ambiguity in local environmental documents would be greatly decreased by re-instatement of 
Article 18b. And in turn, local planning agencies would not be able to rely on exaggerated figures or 
mis-understandings of existing water supplies.  There would be little possibility of over-stating 
supplies for the purposes of complying with SB 610 and SB 221.  Elimination of Article 18b has 
allowed approvals that would not otherwise have occurred without strong water conservation and 
efficiency requirements, and might not have occurred at all, had the public and the decision makers 
had a clear understanding of State Water Reliability and availability. 
 
The Santa Clara River is the last mostly unchannelized river in Los Angeles County and home to an 
array of endangered species.  Since 1999, an enormous number of units have been approved along its 
tributaries and primary reaches, enabled by the Monterey Agreement.  These projects include the 
2500 unit West Creek Project, the 1100 unit Tesoro del Valle project and the 2000 unit Valencia II 
project on San Francisquito Creek in the City and County areas; the 2000 unit Valencia I project, the 
1100 unit Riverpark project, the 500 unit Soledad project along the main stem of the Santa Clara 
River in the City of Santa Clarita; the 21,000 unit Newhall Specific Plan and the 500 unit Spring 
Canyon Project on the main stem of the River in the County area.  Other projects affecting tributaries 
and relying on the Monterey Agreement for their water source in the City and County areas are the 
huge Gate King industrial project, the Valencia Industrial Center expansion, the 500 unit Golden 
Valley project, the 2000 unit Fair Oaks Ranch project.  (All unit numbers are rounded up or down to 
the nearest 100 units for the sake of simplicity.  Exact numbers can be supplied upon request). We did 
not include projects under 500 units in the list, but those projects cumulatively total at least another 
1000 units. These approvals total some 10,000 units, 31,000 with the additional approval of the 
                                                 
1 See Santa Clarita Valley Water Supply Report, and CLWA 2008 Water Supply Update, attached 
2 Ref Agreement between DWR and Semitropic Water Storage District, signed May 1995; Agreement between 
CLWA and Semitropic Water Storage District, 2002 and 2004.  All these contracts were overseen and 
approved by the Dept. of Water Resources and are on file in their offices.  We hereby incorporate them by 
reference in this comment letter. 
3 SCOPE v. County of Los Angeles, 2003 (SCOPE I), California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa 
Clarita, 2004 
4 Sierra Club v. City of Santa Clarita, filed 2005 against the Riverpark Approval, C-Win v. Castaic Lake Water 
Agency, filed 2005 against CLWA’s Urban Water Management Plan, etc. 
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21,000 unit Newhall Ranch Specific Plan now in tract map review, plus numerous large industrial 
projects.  Another 4500 hundred units are in the review process (North Lake and Tick Cyn.) in 
addition to other smaller projects.5 
 
Therefore, we believe it is obvious that the Monterey Agreement has had enormous growth inducing 
impacts on the Santa Clarita Valley by enabling this auto-oriented urban sprawl form of land use to 
continue.  These projects have created enormous traffic problems and some of the worst air pollution 
in the nation in a federal non-attainment zone for ozone and particulate matter.  They have hardscaped 
recharge areas and tributaries to the Santa Clara River that serves as one on the main sources of local 
ground water. They have enabled building in the flood plain of the river where many of the projects 
occur.  They have created enormous water quality problems.  
 
The projects enabled by the Monterey agreement have impacted California Species of Special 
Concern, including the unarmored three-spined stickleback fish by eliminating its habitat and creating 
water quality problems that affect its survival. Another CESA species of special concern, the white-
tailed kite has experienced destruction of nesting sites.  Endangered migratory birds such as the 
willow flycatcher and least bell’s vireo have also experienced loss of habitat and nesting areas.  
Threatened bird species including hawks and falcons are affected.  The endangered arroyo toad and 
red-legged frog, the threatened California pond turtle, three-striped garter snake and black-eared 
jackrabbit are all threatened by growth that is directly attributable to the water transferred to the Santa 
Clarita Valley by means of the Monterey Settlement.  These biological impacts are of course in 
addition to those incurred by species in the Sacrament/San Joaquin Delta area.  
 
Because of the additional and ready availability of the Monterey Agreement transfer water that is 
causing such substantial impacts to the Sacramento Delta, the growth described above occurred in 
Southern California without requirements for drought tolerant landscape ordinances, recycled water 
infrastructure and protection of local re-charge areas.  It enabled the building industry to make vast 
short-term profits while deferring the long-term costs of such irresponsible growth behavior to future 
taxpayers. 
 
Information to allow assessment of these growth-inducing impacts is readily available through the 
County of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita.  Had the Dept. of Water Resources wanted to 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act in a good faith effort to disclose growth 
inducing impacts, such information, including EIRs for the above listed projects are readily available 
on the County Regional Planning and the City of Santa Clarita websites and are detailed in many of 
the Castaic Lake Water Agency project EIRs.  Those EIRs detail impacts to traffic, air quality and 
endangered species by the named projects.  The water sections of those EIRs also all specifically state 
their reliance on the State Water project Monterey Transfer as a source of the water supply for the 
projects.   
 
Such information is also undoubtedly readily available for other transfer areas.  We therefore request 
that the DEIR be re-circulated to include such information as required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act.  We believe such an action is imperative for the health and well being of 
the State of California and for the protection of wildlife which the State holds in the Public Trust for 
all Californians. 
 
Much of the economic well being, as well as the physical well being of the population, depend on a 
healthy Delta.  The Governor’s Blue Ribbon Task Force, referenced by the Monterey Plus EIR, along 
with several recent Court decisions, including the Wanger Federal Court decision on Dec. 17th, 2007 

                                                 
5 Several excerpts including the water supply chapters from these EIRs were submitted in a separate reference 
material packet 
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and the decision setting aside the CalFed Record of Decision, all indicate that withdrawals from the 
Sacramento Delta must be reduced.  Yet the interim operation of the Monterey Amendment, without 
benefit of a certified EIR that would have addressed these issues and hopefully provided mitigation or 
solutions to the problems, was allowed to proceed.  This action has had serious negative 
consequences, including failure in the receiving areas to make planning decisions that would conserve 
and reduce water usage.  After all, there was plenty of water, so such conservation reforms and land 
use planning to preserve local sources wasn’t really necessary with such a cheap and abundant source 
of additional water. 
 
Conclusion 

 
It is SCOPE’s firm belief that we must change land use planning in the state of California if we are to 
provide water for a healthy economy and healthy communities, both human and wildlife, in the 
future.  We cannot continue to use water from Northern California to pave over our local recharge 
areas and destroy our local water resources.   
 
Such a change could be brought about by the careful examination of growth inducing impacts in the 
Monterey Plus EIR.  We urge the Dept. of Water Resources, acting on behalf of all Californians, to 
take this action. 
The Department should also develop an alternative that re-instates article 18b and a no project 
alternative that addresses whether there is a need for this project after all available water efficiency 
measures are instituted. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lynne A. Plambeck 
 
Lynne Plambeck 
President 
 
Attachments: 
1. Excerpts from Santa Clarita Valley Water Supply Report, 2007  
2. CLWA 2006 Water Supply Planning Update 
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Dixie Coutant.txt
From: dixie@coutant.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Environmental Impact Report - Monterey Draft

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

As a concerned citizen, I urge the Department of Water Resources to reject the 
proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report. 
Implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments would endanger water 
supply reliability and encourage further damage to the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

When laws are enforced and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs 
promise of water will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Thank you.
Thank you,

Dixie Coutant
248 San Gabriel Court
Sierra Madre, CA  91024
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Ann M. Gallon 
3340 Jenkins Road • Bakersfield CA 93314 • 661-589-7796 • amgallon@atg1.com 

 
 
January 14, 2008 
 
Delores Brown, Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
3251 S Street 
Sacramento CA 95816 
 
Delivered via Email: delores@water.ca.gov    
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
RE: State Water Project Draft EIR, Monterey Amendments, Kern Water Bank, etc. 
 
I would like to put in writing some of my comments delivered at the 12/5/07 Public Hearing.   
 
I am concerned about the privatization of water across America.  The People of California 
should hold ownership of our water – not corporations.  By coincidence, the movie 
Chinatown is airing on television tonight.   
 
The Kern Water Bank has been handed off through layers of bureaucracy to what is 
essentially a bunch of “water districts” set up and controlled by employees of large 
corporations (including Paramount Farms with a 48% interest in the Kern Water Bank, plus 
smaller percents controlled by Tejon Ranch and Newhall Land & Farming) who likely answer 
to their owners and stockholders, not to the People of California.  There is a lack of 
transparency in their decisions, and the structure of the water districts seems to place them 
outside CEQA review.  Though they deny it, I believe that the Monterey Amendments 
allowed these corporate controlled “water districts” to trade paper water (Table A amounts).   
 
Transfers, or trading, of water runs up the price (profit).  This is like a red flag reminder of 
the energy transfers between power traders that ran up costs and contributed to California’s 
energy crisis.   
 
Water is a fundamental environmental and societal need.  Water supply must be realistically 
measured, conserved, protected and equitably distributed.  To protect California’s water: 
 

 The Monterey Amendments should be repealed and water contracts rewritten 
 Paper water (Table A amounts) should be eliminated 
 Water contractors should not be allowed to profit from reselling water 
 Kern Water Bank should be returned to control of the People of California 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
Ann M. Gallon 
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Wayde Hunter.txt

From: WHunter01@aol.com [mailto:WHunter01@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a past Environmental Affairs Commissioner for the City of Los 
Angeles where I learned several years ago that the watertable in the San Fernando 
Valley where I live has been drained to supplement supplies until now it is over 
100-feet below normal.  While the DWP has said they would recharge it in wetter 
times (that was 2 years ago) it has not happened and I believe that changed weather 
patterns (caused by global warming or not) will prevent this and ultimately force us
into depending on future supplies from the Delta. I urge the Department of Water 
Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus 
Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments would 
endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to the fragile Bay 
Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while inflating 
the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is recklessly increasing the 
demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced and dry years occur, those 
communities that trusted DWRs promise of water will be left with serving more people
with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can help 
regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on Delta water 
by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water 
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other innovative 
techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban water use efficiency 
and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million acre feet of water for 
California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the water users
of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public and local communities. 
Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the continued degradation of the Bay Delta 
Estuary while decrease drought water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Wayde Hunter
12354 El Oro Way
Granada Hills, CA  91344
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Peggy Kennedy.txt
From: Peggy Kennedy [krauskennedy1@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2007 5:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Don't Adopt the Monterey Amendments

Dear Chief Brown: 

Please do all in your power not to amend the State Water Project with the “Monterey 
Amendments” originally negotiated in the mid-1990’s. These amendments would 
jeopardize the sustainability of water resources throughout the state. The 
Department of Water Resources must continue to be responsible for determining the 
reliable safe yield of water that can be pumped from northern California and the Bay
Delta estuary. The DWR much continue to oversee and operate the Kern Water Bank 
rather than hand it over to another entity. These amendments would weaken or 
eliminate urban safeguards for water in droughts and shortages and would eliminate 
the prohibition on the use of surplus Delta water for permanent development. Please,
for the safe of all of us who live in California and love our State, follow the 
water policy that sunsets the Monterey Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

Peggy Kennedy
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Mary Ann Lockhart.txt
From: Brown, Delores
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2008 9:17 AM
To: Cross, Monica
Subject: FW: comments on Monterey agreements revision Delores Brown, Chief Office Of
Environmental Compliance, California Department Of Water Resources.

 

 

Delores Brown

Department of Water Resources 

Office of Environmental Compliance

901 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

916 651-9560 (Work)

916 651-9563 (FAX)

delores@water.ca.gov

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Mary Ann Lockhart [mailto:jmal@frazmtn.com] 
Sent: Sunday, January 13, 2008 5:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: comments on Monterey agreements revision Delores Brown, Chief Office Of 
Environmental Compliance, California Department Of Water Resources.

 

 

  To   Delores Brown, Chief &#8232;Office Of Environmental Compliance, 
&#8232;California Department Of Water Resources.  

 

January 13, 2008

 

To all it may concern:

 

Thank you for your attention to these comments.

 

            Conservation of water is the first area that needs attention. According 
to the U.S. Geological Survey, individual Californians use 40% less water today than
they did 30 years ago, a truly remarkable achievement that has received far too 
little attention.   This approach , if truly addressed and helpfully implemented 
with incentives to individuals,  can produce amazing results.  The more we can 
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Mary Ann Lockhart.txt
conserve, the less need we have for building huge, expensive  dams that are 
environmentally damaging.  

 

            Protection for urban water users but with strong  qualifications. 

            Those water companies that are energetically promoting water 
conservation should be given credit for their efforts when decisions are being made 
as to size of water allocations in drought years.  Activities that merit credit 
should include  metering of water use with adjusted pay rates…one rate up to basic 
amount, increased charges per gallons used above base rate, etc…, promoting and 
actually produced xeriscaping (no lawns), incentives to promote installation of 
water saving appliances, etc. etc. Those companies and the communities they serve 
that are doing nothing to encourage conservation should be penalized for not doing 
so.  

            Another major concern relates to  proposed new housing developments. 
First: This question must be answered: Is a particular project really necessary and 
truly meeting a need for more housing?  Are proposed developments really designed to
provide basic housing or are they designed to be third or fourth houses for the 
wealthy? The latter should  be last on the list for protected water supplies.  

            Emphasis should be on infill housing proposals carefully screened as to 
the local  needs for the type of housing being provided with detailed and 
scientifically verified  water sources  as well as strict requirements for water 
conservation in all aspects. 

            Many water deals for housing developments  appear to be made by water 
companies making deals with the developers in order to get money to run their 
companies.  The deals are closed without adequate, scientific analysis as to what 
quantities and quality of  water supply are available.  Impacts on neighboring areas
when water is offered to sell are not considered. This happens when two or three 
people are enough to start  water company.  Finding solutions to the effects of this
law must be scrutinized and action taken to rectify its consequences.

            It has been reported that more and more ground water is being presented 
as a major source of water.  But the reliability of  geological reports on how much 
water is truly available immediately and would be available over the long run is 
truly suspect. Some reports seem to be based on the idea that water supply is bound 
by property lines, not recognizing the flow and spread of water as dictated by 
nature.   Water companies seem willing to say they have extra water to sell but with
little basic, sound scientific work to prove it.   Paper water abounds and when the 
time comes to provide all the water, particularly in times of drought, there will be
none to provide. 

            Selling of water by water companies to developers rather than using 
water to grow crops should be very carefullyanalyzed.  Allowing water companies to 
make profits on water that is underpriced in the first place as it comes from the 
feds is incredible.  What are those water companies doing with the money gained by 
selling water?  That is a question that needs to be answered in full.    We need to 
have this investigated very thoroughly and new controls put into practice, controls 
that are developed by neutral experienced water specialists. 

            Water needs of agriculture must  be carefully considered. We do not want
to send all the water to urban areas  because we do  need water for agriculture 
which provides us with much needed foodstuffs.  Ag interests should be encouraged to
grow only foodstuff products; leave the cotton to the south. All means of conserving
water in ag projects must be experimented with and the information quickly forwarded
on to the farmers.  It was very impressive to have visited a farm that was growing 
grapes.  They had been watering between every row every day.  They experimented by 
watering every other row every other day. The growing results were more than 
adequate.  The farmer also reported that the need for control of mold growth was 
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Mary Ann Lockhart.txt
much reduced, an unexpected side benefit. 

             Water for preserving endangered species must be put willingly and 
adequately  in the equation for water use and  not just because it is the law.  
Remember that preserving endangered species relates to preserving human species.  
Just one example: protection of habitat protects lands that can be directly 
connected to human needs as often these protections serve  to also protect the  
water sources in quality and quantity that provide water for all living things and 
that includes us.

            Control of water supplies should never be privatized.  One example:  The
Kern Water Bank is California’s largest ground­water storage facility; it must be 
managed by the state for the benefit of all citizens. Currently it is under the 
management of private interests. 45% of the KWB authority is controlled by Westside 
Mutual Water Company, a private company set up by Paramount Farming, and 24% of the 
KWB is under management of a water district controlled by Tejon Ranch.   The legal 
rules that allow this to  happen should be changed. Water is a necessity for all and
should not be in the hands of those who wish to control it for profit.

            There is much more to be said but my final word is this: the 
negotiations of these new amendments to the Monterey Agreements should have been 
more fully discussed publicly.  Secrecy makes a public very suspicious particularly 
when so many moneyed private interests appear to be wanting to control the spigots.

 

Thank you for  your consideratiion of these comments.

 

Sincerely

Mary Ann Lockhart

PO GG

Frazier Park,  CA 

93222.  

 

residential address:  

16016 Zurich

Pine Mountain Club

93222

 

Telephone:  661.242.0432 
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Jocelyne Mainland.txt

From: Edward Mainland [mailto:emainland@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, December 30, 2007 4:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Stop State Give-Away of Water Resources

for Delores Brown, Chief
Office of Environmental Compliance
California Department of Water Resources Sacramento, CA

Ms. Brown:

We hope you'll spurn so-called "Monterey amendments" which would give away one of 
the largest water-storage facilities in the state and eliminate drought safeguards 
for urban areas in California.  DWR should reject these amendments and instead 
decrease demand for Delta water through the myriad possible conservation measures 
for cities and agriculture that we know work but somehow don't get implemented by 
DWR and the rest of government and private customers.

Jocelyne C. Mainland
Marin County, CA

Page 1

LETTER 49

ccase
Text Box
49-1

21456
Line



 



Jeanne Michaels.txt

From: jeannemic@aol.com [mailto:jeannemic@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 3:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can help 
regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on Delta water 
by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

Jeanne Michaels
3068 C Via Serena No.
LAGUNA WOODS, CA  92653
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Eileen Murphy.txt
From: Murphyeile@aol.com
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2007 2:39 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: please stop the Monterey Amendments from being implemented permanently

these are the facys as I know them."In 1994, the Department of Water Resources (DWR)
secretly negotiated a behind closed doors deal with water interests to alter the 
allocation of California water by amending the State Water Project (SWP) contracts. 
As part of that deal, which led to the so-called "Monterey Amendments," the State 
agreed to eliminate drought assurances for urban areas, and to give away State owned
water storage facilities. The State also agreed to provisions that have contributed 
to the current crisis in the Delta. A successful lawsuit by the Planning and 
Conservation League and two other plaintiff groups resulted in a decision in 1995 
that required DWR to analyze the impact of the proposed Monterey Amendments in a new
Environmental Impact Report, and to issue a new decision based on that EIR analysis.
On October 19, 2007, DWR released a new Draft EIR (DEIR), and announced that it 
planned to implement the Monterey Amendments on a permanent basis. "

Water must not be something that can be traded. Water is a necessity of life and 
must be available to everyone. I am protesting the Monterey Amendments being 
implemented on a permanent basis.

Sincerely

Eileen Murphy

201 21st Street

HB CA 92648

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Check out AOL Money & Finance's list of the hottest products and top money wasters 
of 2007.
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Yuko Nakajima.txt

From: yn24@uclink.berkeley.edu [mailto:yn24@uclink.berkeley.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 7:26 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Misguided Draft Monterey Plus EIR

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

As a concerned Californian I want the Department of Water Resources to
reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus
Environmental Impact Report. Permanent implementation of the State Water
Project contract amendments would endanger water supply reliability and
encourage further damage to the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is would be
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

-   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

-   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Yuko Nakajima
63 Oakvale Ave.
Berkeley, CA  94705
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Glenn Shellcross.txt
From: Glenn Shellcross [gshellcross@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2007 5:07 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Fw: Department of Water Resources Hearing in Bakersfield

Surely, this is not being seriously considered! Please protect our Kern Water Bank.

**Glenn Shellcross**
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From: ARVE SJOVOLD [mailto:arveva@verizon.net]  
Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2008 2:07 PM 
To: Brown, Delores 
Subject: Additional comments on the EIR 
 
Dear Delores:  Attached is a recent analysis I performed for some citizens in Santa 
Barbara County regarding a proposed development, which was intended to be solely 
supported by SWP water. I believe it is a very good example of how local planners are 
seduced by "paper water." What I show is that the local case planner analyzed was not a 
correct interpretation of SWP reliability according to the information documented in 
DWR's Reliability Report. I would like to ask that it be made a part of the EIR record 
even though the deadline for comments has lapsed. DWR may at its discretion want to 
respond. 
  
                                                                                   Sincerely, 
  
                                                                                    Arve R. Sjovold 
                                                                                    186 Sierra Vista 
                                                                                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE WATER SUPPLY  
FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF  

ENGLISH-JOSEPH PROPERTY INVESTMENTS 
Pursuant to  

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, KEY SITE 11 
07DVP-00000, 07CUP-00000-00058 

05SPP-00000-00002 
 

By: Arve R. Sjovold 
February 12, 2008 

 
  
 The Negative Declaration states that the development shall be supplied with water 
via a purchase from the City of Santa Maria to be delivered to Golden State Water, 
thence to the development. The amount being transferred from Santa Maria to Golden 
State is 500 acre-feet of Santa Maria’s State Water Project (SWP) entitlement, which 
according to the Negative Declaration, is reckoned at 75% of the face value of the 
entitlement as the reliable supply. This is offered as the finding that the development will 
not tap the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin as required by Santa Barbara County’s 
policies. The Negative Declaration also implies that this transferred SWP water will be 
the sole source of water for the development. This finding cannot be sustained according 
to the data in the State Department of Water Resources (DWR) Reliability Report. (the 
latest version is the 2007 version, which is just now being released and which I have not 
seen yet. The 2005 version is the most recent one available to me.) 
 The 2005 Reliability Report clearly states what percentages of entitlements are 
reliably available to State Water Contractors under several hydrologic conditions. The 
condition that applies to any one State Water Contractor depends on that contractor’s 
(here Golden State or Santa Maria) other sources. Since it is stated that the SWP delivery 
is the sole source for the Negative Declaration’s evaluations, then conditions of drought  
cited in the Reliability Report apply since there is no other source to offset reductions in 
deliveries due to drought conditions. The 2005 report identifies several drought 
conditions and the deliveries that can be expected. The conditions cited are: the driest 
year of record, 2 consecutive dry years, 4 consecutive years, and 6 consecutive years. The 
corresponding percentages of entitlement delivery are: 
 
 1 year        4 to 5% 
 2 years      40 to 48% 
 4 years      32 to 37% 
 6 years      37 to 42% 
 
None of these is close to the 75% asserted in the Negative Declaration. 
 What this means is that a development predicated on 75% will experience severe 
restrictions on deliveries for any of the drought conditions, which are not that 
unexceptional in the record. It is noteworthy that if no groundwater is ever to be tapped 
for this development, the correct condition is the single dry year for which the restricted 
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delivery is 4 to 5%. Clearly, this would not be allowed to happen so where will the water 
come from? 
 Santa Maria, the originating source of the SWP transfer, may elect to pass on 
more of its own reserved SWP supplies, which it can do because it has groundwater 
rights it can rely on. However, this would in effect be a tapping of the groundwater basin 
to support this development and it would be at the expense of the citizens of Santa Maria, 
which contracted for SWP water to improve the quality of their supply. Thus, under this 
possibility there would be impact on the citizens of Santa Maria. It is also noteworthy in 
this regard that for a 6 year drought Santa Maria will not have sufficient SWP entitlement 
to assure itself of enough SWP deliveries to meet normal demand without drawing on the 
groundwater. To the degree that Santa Maria sells off entitlement t makes this potential 
predicament worse. 
 The Negative Declaration has wrongly stated what the reliable supplies will be for 
this development. And for realistic scenarios, should this development go to fruition, the 
Negative Declaration has not evaluated the impacts on Santa Maria’s supplies. 
 Since the development has no alternative sources of  supply it must either reduce 
the scale of the development significantly or arrange to buy substantially more SWP 
entitlement form Santa Maria. An EIR would be the appropriate document to explore and 
evaluate the water supply scenarios and their attendant impacts. 
 It should be noted at this time that the just released 2007 Reliability Report will 
show reduce delivery percentages for almost all conditions in recognition of the current 
court mandated restrictions on project pumping in the Delta. The evaluations for this 
development should be based on the 2007 report. 
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Diane Straus.txt
From: dianestraus@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:41 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report Needed

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

As a concerned citizen of California, I urge the Department of Water Resources to 
reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact
Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments would 
endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to the fragile Bay 
Delta Estuary.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can help 
regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on Delta water 
by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water 
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other innovative 
techniques.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the water users
of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public and local communities. 
Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the continued degradation of the Bay Delta 
Estuary while decrease drought water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Diane  Straus
210 Hillcrest Road
Berkeley, CA  94705
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Juana  Torres.txt

From: jmtorres@clunet.edu [mailto:jmtorres@clunet.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I live in the San Fernando Valley and am a concerned citizen of California. I urge 
the Department of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the 
Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments would 
endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to the fragile Bay 
Delta Estuary.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Thank you for your time.

Juana  Torres
6600 Wilbur Ave. #101
Resead, CA  91335
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LETTER 60

ccase
Text Box
60-2

ccase
Text Box
60-1

ccase
Text Box
60-3

ccase
Text Box
60-4

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Line



 



Randall Tyers.txt

From: tyersome@nature.berkeley.edu [mailto:tyersome@nature.berkeley.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Ill-advised Draft Monterey Plus EIR

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

As a concerned citizen of California I request that the Department of
Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report. Permanent implementation of the
State Water Project contract amendments would endanger water supply
reliability and encourage further damage to the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is would be
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

.   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

.   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Randall Tyers
63 Oakvale Ave.
Berkeley, CA  94705-2403
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Sent from my GoodLink synchronized handheld (www.good.com) 
 
 -----Original Message----- 
From:  Arthur D Unger [mailto:alunger@juno.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2008 02:33 PM Pacific Standard Time 
To: Brown, Delores 
Subject: Comments on the EIR on the Monterey Amendment to the State 
Water Project 
 
Delores Brown, 
Chief 
Office of Environmental Compliance 
California Department of Water Resources 
 
 
The attachment and the below text are identical. 
 
  
 
Here are my comments on the  
<http://www.des.water.ca.gov/mitigation_restoration_branch/rpmi_section
/projects/EIR_index.cfm> Draft Environmental Impact Report on the 
Monterey Amendment to the State Water Project Contracts (Including Kern 
Water Bank Transfer) and Associated Actions as Part of a Settlement 
Agreement (Monterey Plus)  
 
  
 
These are the times that try California’s soul. The summer water supply 
is depleted by early melting in the Sierra due to global warming. The 
endangered fish of the San Joaquin-Sacramento Delta command us not to 
look there for water. Certainly then, this EIR must become a guide to 
water conservation.  
 
  
 
CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
  
 
This is one of the first water EIRs to be decided after the affects of 
Climate Change on California’s water supply have been widely 
recognized. Effects of climate change on the state’s water are:  
 
1 increased temperatures which might increase crop water demand and 
will increase evaporation of any water stored on the surface, such as 
dams. 
 
2 early melting of the Sierra snows that feed our rivers and supply our 
fisheries and crops. 
 
  
 
These effects, plus our soaring population, compel us to manage 
California water for the benefit of our entire population.  
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Saving energy is one of the benefits of reducing agricultural water 
use. I should say how much energy pumping water from the Delta to San 
Joaquin Valley crops takes and how much ambulatory air pollutants and 
global warming gas is produced by generating that energy; I know it is 
a significant amount and the EIR must supply the numbers.  
 
  
 
URBAN SAFEGUARDS  
 
  
 
Urban safeguards are needed to insure water to flush toilets and 
provide drinking water. The EIR asks urban areas to store water from 
the Delta in wet years for use in dry years. The EIR does not show that 
pumping water in wetter years will not harm Delta smelt or that there 
are enough wet years to build a surplus. 
 
  
 
URBAN WATER CONSERVATION 
 
  
 
Urban safeguards must not permit watering of non edible crops like 
lawns or non permeable ground like driveways. Just as we need compact 
housing to reduce air pollution and global warming, we must no longer 
allow sprawling development to tap into the California Aqueduct or 
other sources of water needed to grow our food.  
 
  
 
Many San Joaquin Valley developments are built around shallow 
enclosures of water; many have a surface area of several acres. The EIR 
should determine the amount of water they now use and the amount they 
would use if they were devoted to xeric plants or native plants that 
use little water. Maintenance cost of this land should also be known; I 
think cactus is easy to maintain and has striking flowers. 
 
  
 
During a recent drought restaurants asked customers if they wanted 
water and if they did, whether or not they wanted ice in their water.  
How much water and energy did that save?  If that number is not 
available, the EIR should make an estimate. Of course the public may 
not be as convinced that global warming and drought are as much of an 
emergency now as they were in those dry years. 
 
  
 
AGRICULTURAL WATER CONSERVATION    
 
  
 
Four fifths of California’s water is used by agriculture.  Since some 
of our crops, such as Almonds, are exported, we can say our farmers 
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export a significant amount of California’s water. Since they export 
water for profit, farmers have an even bigger responsibility to 
conserve water. 
 
  
 
We can save water by not retiring farm land that produces the most 
food, fiber and jobs per unit water. That occurs when developers offer 
farmers more money for their land than they can earn from farming it. 
That land is then retired from farming and devoted to suburban sprawl. 
We should build on the work of Gordon Nipp of the Kern Kaweah Chapter 
of the Sierra Club. He and his lawyer have negotiated with developers 
so that the developers have agreed to mitigation for taking farmland 
for development. The developers pay a fee for each acre they develop 
and each successive buyer of anything built on that land also pays. The 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust receives that money and hopes to buy easements 
on large blocks of farmland whose owners agree never to develop their 
farmland.  
 
  
 
The salt laden land in the San Joaquin valley mostly results from the 
high saline water table in the low areas of the Valley which allows 
saline water to move to the soil surface, evaporate and concentrate the 
salts.  If a drainage system had been designed and included when the 
Valley was first irrigated, the salinity problem could have been 
managed. We have now added so much salt with irrigation water that some 
farm land requires too much water to push the salt down below the root 
level and thus produce a profitable crop. That land should be retired 
from farming. 
 
  
 
Claude & Jim Phene are in the business of installing Subsurface Drip 
Irrigation (SDI). They claim deep drip irrigation can reduce the use of 
water by California agriculture by 2.4 million acre feet (MAF) a year. 
They think almost any crop can be on drip. The water lines should be 
too deep for gophers to access them. They can be reached at  
<mailto:claudejp@quixnet.net> claudejp@quixnet.net and  
<mailto:c.phene@sbcglobal.net> c.phene@sbcglobal.net . They are 
preparing a publication to support their claim. The EIR should estimate 
how much water can be conserved by Subsurface Drip Irrigation.  
 
  
 
Limiting flooding and storing water by building dams evaporates water. 
The USA Corps of Engineers may agree that each acre of surface of 
Isabella Reservoir on the Kern River evaporates over five acre-feet in 
an average year. The EIR should state the evaporative loss from each of 
the dams in and around the Central Valley. This loss should be compared 
to the evaporation when water runs down a river into underground 
storage, as at the Kern Water Bank. Is this the time to compare the 
energy to store and recover underground water with the energy to build 
and use a dam?  
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The EIR should discuss using tier pricing to encourage cities and 
agriculture to conserve water. 
 
  
 
KERN FAN ELEMENT PROPERTY 
 
  
 
Legislation should prevent undeveloped land that is suitable for water 
recharge from being used for anything else. 
 
  
 
The goal of the state is to see that all citizens have enough water to 
drink, dispose of wastes and supply industries such as agriculture. In 
contrast large businesses, including agriculture, are legally bound to 
increase the near term profits of their stock holders. This could mean 
selling water that was used for irrigation to developers of suburban 
sprawl; see below Kern Valley Sun article. The Kern County Water Agency 
should not manage the KWB because the Agency is controlled by large 
agricultural businesses that could also divert water from irrigation to 
urban sprawl. My information on this comes from a report by “Public 
Citizen” that they call “Water Heist”  
<http://www.citizen.org/california> www.citizen.org/california . The 
EIR should verify this report by talking to those I mention or using 
business records. Water Heist says that if the Kern Water Bank was 
given to the directors of the Kern Water Bank Authority, Paramount 
Farms would own 48% of the Kern Water Bank and Dennis Mullins formally 
of Tejon Ranch Corporation would represent Wheeler Ridge Maricopa Water 
Storage District which would own 24% of the Kern Water Bank. 
 
  
 
Is the storage capacity of the Kern Water Bank one million acre feet, 
as I have often heard the Kern County Water Agency say years ago, or is 
it more, as some have said?  
 
  
 
As the Kern Water Bank and other facilities are made to store more 
water, endangered species habitat within them will be reduced. The EIR 
should discuss how water conservation can minimize this impact. I 
appreciate the mitigations of Table ES 1, 7.4-3; but, they do not 
address replacing dry land with ponds. Table ES 1, 7.5-3 mentions 
conversion of 1200 acres of the Kern Fan Element dry land into ponds. I 
hope the third and last sentence of mitigation measure 7.4-2 of Table 
ES 1, summary p 27, says that this loss should be mitigated at least by 
off site habitat for fully protected, endangered and threatened 
species. Most Habitat Conservation Plans replace one acre of current 
habitat with three acres of off site mitigation. 
 
  
 
The twenty thousand acre Kern Water Bank (KWB) surrounds the 2800 acre 
City of Bakersfield Recharge Area. Bakersfield has sprawled to these 
22,800 acres. Today’s children are deprived of contact with land that 
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approaches its natural state. It is well that the Kern Water Bank 
Authority allows several supervised walks a year on these lands. If the 
KWB is owned by the public, we might find a way for unsupervised kids 
to explore nature on their own in this hazardous area. The EIR should 
consider the effect this opportunity would have on inner city youth. 
 
  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment,    
 
Arthur Unger  661 323 5569 
 
  
 
Valerie Cassity 
 
Kern Valley Sun 
 
Jan. 17, 2007 
 
  
 
Two water districts in Bakersfield have been negotiating a deal with a 
Santa Clarita agency to sell water for future housing development 
there.  The deal will send 11,000 acre feet of Kern County’s water per 
year to the Castaic Lake Water Agency to be distributed to 
approximately 11,000 new homes in the rapidly growing suburb.  Even 
though the agencies are in the process of negotiating contracts and no 
money has been exchanged yet, all parties involved say it’s pretty much 
a “done deal.” 
 
  
 
According to the Assistant Manger of Bakersfield’s Buena Vista Water 
Storage District Dan Bartel a recharge project was developed in 2002 as 
a way to take Kern River high flow water, flood water we would 
otherwise lose, and recharge it in the water table.   Buena Vista 
purchased “a couple hundred acres” of property in the western 
Bakersfield area at $35,000 an acre, and built infrastructure, 
including recharge pumps and weir structures, for additional millions 
of dollars in order to generate revenue which will be used to buy other 
supplies to support the program.   According to Bartel, the project is 
set up to store and recover water and market it to different customers, 
both wholesale and retail.  “We’ve been in the process of negotiating 
various water sales out of the project,” he said.   
 
  
 
“[The recharge project] is a pretty good program because it only takes 
water that has flooded Tulare Lake, and captures the water instead of 
letting it leave the county or causing flooding.  We use it in a sales 
program to Castaic Lake instead, which generates revenue so that we can 
bring more water in and build infrastructure to help enhance the future 
need for water,” explained Hal Crossley, Manager of Rosedale-Rio Bravo 
Water Storage District.  
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The water being sold by Buena Vista Water Storage District, along with 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water District, will get to Santa Clarita 
indirectly.  When the high flow water comes down the canyon it will be 
recharged into the groundwater basin using the new groundwater storage 
facilities built by the two water districts.  According to Bartel, the 
Kern County water agencies won’t deliver the water directly to Castaic; 
it will be put into the groundwater basin and stored.   The farmers 
will then pump their contractually allotted water out of the 
groundwater basin and deliver it to their crops, while the water that 
would have been delivered to them from the state aqueduct will be sold 
to Santa Clarita.  “It’s not like water is going down the river and 
flowing to Santa Clarita,” said Bartel, adding, “There is no danger for 
the water running out for the farmers; we have to put the water into 
the groundwater basin before we sell it.” 
 
Despite those assurances, Dan Masnada, General Manager of Castaic Lake 
Water Agency (CLWA) says that even in drought years, his company will 
be contractually assured of the 11,000 acre feet of water per year 
whether the farmers get to water their crops or not, but he feels 
confident that the Kern County water agencies will be able to handle 
any natural fluctuations in water supply and still deliver the water to 
Santa Clarita.  “Drought years will be made up by stored water and 
Buena Vista is taking the appropriate actions to ensure that the supply 
is there for us each year,” he said. 
 
But some people are not convinced that the project will be harmless.  
The California Water Impact Network (CWIN) filed a lawsuit against the 
proposed water project last month in Los Angeles Superior Court.  
CWIN’s suit was filed to protect Kern County farmers and the Santa 
Clarita Valley watershed, which the organization believes will be 
damaged if the water in question is used to support urban sprawl.  
 
CWIN’s lawsuit calls into question whether the water promised to CLWA 
actually exists, or if it is “paper water,” which is the difference 
between the actual amount of water and that which exists in theory.  
“We are convinced that these 11,000 acre feet is paper water.  The 
farmers are going to be shorted by that water if it doesn’t exist and 
if it is taken away from them.  If you build homes, the water will be 
taken for that purpose before it is given to agricultural purposes.  
There are a lot of developments being planned for the Santa Clarita 
area and they are all based on paper water,” said Dorothy Green, board 
Secretary for CWIN and founding President of Heal the Bay. 
 
CLWA, a public water agency that services an area of 195 square miles 
in Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, as well as being the water 
wholesaler that provides about half of the water that Santa Clarita 
households and businesses use, is no stranger to litigation against its 
projects.  In fact, since the dawning of the new millennium, the agency 
has spent $6.4 million fighting litigation from environmental groups. 
 
“The fact of the matter is the Santa Clarita area is an area of high 
growth and we have been trying to do our job to meet the demands, but 
there are certain entities who feel that stopping the water will stop 
the growth.  Worst case scenario for CLWA is that we would have to redo 
the Environmental Impact Report or amend it because we didn’t fully 
address the environmental impacts,” commented Masnada.  
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But CWIN, along with some Kern County residents, fear that this deal 
could leave the Kern River in the predicament that the Owens Valley has 
faced after selling water to Los Angeles; dry riverbeds and a washed-
out economy as a result.  Even though officials at CLWA, Rosedale-Rio 
Bravo, and Buena Vista water districts assure the public that this is 
not the case, it is always a possibility in the current climate where 
water is quickly becoming the most sought after commodity in the 
country. 
 
CWIN alleges that the water for the deal between the two Kern County 
water agencies and CLWA is not coming from the State water table, as 
stated, but from the Kern River, which is already fully allocated.  
“This is a prime example of trying to use water rights more than once,” 
said Carolee Krieger, President of CWIN, “The major issue is the 
appropriation of the Kern River.  We’re trying to determine whose water 
has been appropriated and how much can be appropriated without 
destroying the environment of Kern County.”  Krieger is also concerned 
about the critical issue of global warming and how that will affect 
water supply in the future, explaining that most of California’s water 
is stored in snow pack, and when it melts earlier than expected the 
amount of resulting water cannot be reliably estimated. 
 
Fortune Magazine calls water the oil of the 21st century; "The precious 
commodity that determines the wealth of nations," and the Central 
Intelligence Agency has reported that by 2015, access to drinking water 
could be a major source of international conflict around the world.  In 
2003, then-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Chief Christie Whitman 
warned that water quality would be "the biggest environmental issue we 
face in the 21st century." 
 
Although the sale of Kern River water should not have a noticeable 
effect to the amount of water that is available to Bakersfield 
residents any time soon, it is an issue that should be paid close 
attention to as our state becomes more populated and the water supply 
is split between development and farming.  
 
“The precedent is long established for municipalities to move waters 
from their original point of use to another point of use.  The only 
long term protection for [Kern County] is to pursue well planned 
working landscape conservation easements tying the existing surface 
water rights to the properties,” said Bob Robinson, Upper Kern 
Watershed Coordinator for the Mojave Desert & Mountain RC&D.   
 
                                                                                       
30 
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Patricia Wormington .txt
From: Pat Wormington [mailto:airecrew@netzero.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2008 11:01 AM Pacific Standard Time
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Comments:  Monterey Amendments Draft EIR 

Patricia A. Wormington
7370 County Road A23
Beckwourth, CA 96129
January 4, 2008

Department of Water Resources
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Comments:  Monterey Amendments Draft EIR

Dear Department of Water Resources;

    I am writing this letter in the largest valley in the Sierra, Sierra Valley, 
which is also said to be the largest sub-alpine valley on the North American 
Continent.
    It has been brought to my attention that your agency intends to adopt a water 
policy that has no bearing on the current state of our water supply in California.  
An ill conceived plan made behind closed doors in 1994 that will serve to enrich a 
few with California taxpayers footing the bill.  We have had enough of these schemes
over the last few years.  The Savings and Loan debacle that enriched the few who 
bailed out early with the loot, at our expense.  Then the Enron power scheme that 
drained the pockets of Californian's.  Then the Mortgage fiasco.  And now DWR thinks
Californian's will roll over for another scheme, selling off the Kern Water Bank and
the selling off and privatization of Municipal Water Supplies.  Household budgets 
are already stretched thin with gas prices pushing up the price of everything we 
buy.

    Our Government is supposed to be for the "Common Good."  Not the enrichment of a
few.  Greed has Ruled the Day for too long! 

    Basing water policy on "paper water" instead of the real lack of water in 
California is insane.  California's water policy should be based on real water, or 
the lack of it.  Not a plan conceived in 1994, but a plan based on current water 
availability, our best science, and the Global Warming factor in 2008 and beyond.  
The governor's plan to build more dams and wipe out the fishery, the food chain of 
many species, is not realistic either.  The rehabilitation of meadows and valleys to
store as much water as possible underground is cheaper and conserves our precious 
water without the evaporation factor.  Conservation and population control is also a
must for this beautiful State if wildlife is to survive. 
     I happen to know first hand about the lack of snow pack in the Sierra, 2007.  I
was above 13,000 feet on the John Muir Trail in July.  I did not walk across one 
snow patch in 230 miles.  Half of the springs were dry South of Mr. Whitney.  Mt. 
Rainier had more water than the entire state of California.  We are currently 
getting bailed out of our drought conditions by this series of storms.  But there 
will be dry years in the future equal to, or worse than 2007.  With California's 
uncontrolled population growth the demand for water will only get more intense.
    In closing, we need a realistic plan based on current water conditions.  The 
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report should not be approved.  Please reject 
this plan.  As a native Californian for 59 years, I know we can do better and must 
do better to maintain the health of our ecosystems and open landscapes,  landscapes 
that developers want to fill with houses including the flood plain in Sierra Valley.
 We must conserve our farmland and support local farmers.
 
Sincerely,
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Patricia Wormington .txt
Patricia A. Wormington
Sierra Valley
Feather River Watershed

cc 
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 1           MR. ANDERSON:  Okay, the first speaker we have is James 
 
 2   Brobek. 
 
 3            MR. BROBEK:  Good afternoon and thanks so much for 
 
 4   traveling up here to this beautiful watershed that supplies 
 
 5   much of the water for the State Water Project.  My name is 
 
 6   James Brobek, I'm a water policy analyst for Butte 
 
 7   Environmental Council, represents over eight hundred members 
 
 8   located in the Sacramento River watershed.  I'm also on the 
 
 9   Water Advisory Committee and the Butte County Department of 
 
10   Water Resource Conservation, though I'm not here officially 
 
11   representing them.  I am here representing Butte Environmental 
 
12   Council today. 
 
13            The Monterey Amendment to the EIR fails to analyze or 
 
14   disclose impacts to the environmental economy of Butte County 
 
15   that are likely to occur as a result of the increased water 
 
16   exports that are enabled by the Monterey Amendment.  The 
 
17   environmental review for the Sacramento Valley Integrative 
 
18   Regional Water Management Plan and the Sacramento Valley Water 
 
19   Management Agreement, the phase eight settlements has not 
 
20   occurred and yet these two water management plans are key to 
 
21   the continued operation in the Deltas and operation of the 
 
22   Monterey Agreement. 
 
23            Unfortunately, the draft fails to identify the 
 
24   relationship between these Northern California water management 
 
25   schemes and the Delta exports.  This analysis should be done in 
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0004 
 
 
 
 1   the final environmental impact report.  In fact by our analysis 
 
 2   the environmental review for these two plans in Sacramento 
 
 3   valley should be done prior to the Monterey Amendment. 
 
 4            We are concerned that growth inducing impacts 
 
 5   associated with the increased water supply have been 
 
 6   inadequately analyzed.  And this analysis should be done in the 
 
 7   final environmental impact report. 
 
 8            The settlement agreements between agricultural and 
 
 9   urban contractors that remove water shortage provisions create 
 
10   incentives for contractors to replace annual crops with 
 
11   permanent crops.  This will reduce flexibility and increase 
 
12   demands to develop drought water supplies, such as conjunctive 
 
13   use of the Sacramento valley ground water as well as deeper 
 
14   draining of the Oroville Reservoir. 
 
15            The Butte County is the host of the Oroville 
 
16   Reservoir.  When this reservoir was built in Butte County, 
 
17   Butte County was promised that this would be a great boom to 
 
18   the economy of Butte County.  However, a recent analysis done 
 
19   by the Department of Water Resources as well as Butte County 
 
20   indicate that it costs Butte County at least $10 million and 
 
21   much more likely $20 million to host this reservoir because of 
 
22   the lack of recreational opportunities and the increase cost of 
 
23   law enforcement and infrastructure that is required by Butte 
 
24   County to maintain access to the reservoir. 
 
25            More aggressive operation of the Oroville Reservoir 
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 1   will result in increased financial hardships to Butte County. 
 
 2   For those people who did come up Highway 70 and went over the 
 
 3   bridge over the Oroville Reservoir, I'm sure that you notice 
 
 4   that it was difficult to even see the water in the reservoir as 
 
 5   the reservoir returns to its more river like structure.  So we 
 
 6   hope that the final will actually analyze some of the impacts 
 
 7   to the economy of Butte County associated with the more 
 
 8   aggressive operation of the Oroville Reservoir that will be 
 
 9   necessary during drought conditions where the decrease 
 
10   flexibility that is inherent in the installation of permanent 
 
11   crops where temporary crops are currently existing. 
 
12            In Butte County we rely upon, the large majority of 
 
13   the people and the economy and the environment in Butte County 
 
14   rely on a healthy Aquifer system.  We live on top of a tilted 
 
15   Aquifer system.  The regional area interfaces the creeks along 
 
16   the foothills of the Sierra Cascade Range during much of the 
 
17   year of this Aquifer system actually feeds the larger creeks 
 
18   rather than, the creeks don't drain into as much as the Aquifer 
 
19   drains into the creeks when the Aquifer is in a charged 
 
20   condition. 
 
21            The creeks in Butte County support the last 
 
22   populations of Wild Run Salmon in Butte County and Tehema 
 
23   County.  Both of these interface this Aquifer that is being 
 
24   targeted by water marketers to be developed to meet state water 
 
25   supply.  And if this Aquifer is more aggressively drained there 
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 1   is concern that the creeks will become losing creeks, perhaps 
 
 2   even going underground as several of the small creeks in Butte 
 
 3   County have already done and thereby decreasing habitat 
 
 4   spawning and rearing habitat fish, the last native drawn fish 
 
 5   in the Sacramento Valley.  Unfortunately, the native drawn fish 
 
 6   in San Joaquin Valley have already been impacted in the 
 
 7   spawning area because the continuity between the ground water 
 
 8   and surface water has been disrupted. 
 
 9            We are very concerned that this will occur. 
 
10   Unfortunately, the draft environmental impact report fails to 
 
11   analyze this.  And we expect to see some detailed analysis of 
 
12   the potential for this if the ground water in Butte County is 
 
13   developed as a ground water bank to meet the Monterey, the 
 
14   amendment demands that we expect during dry periods. 
 
15            The draft environmental impact report failed to 
 
16   analyze and consider the impacts to the Aquifer in the 
 
17   Sacramento Valley that are being targeted by the water 
 
18   marketers as a so-called new source of water to meet demand 
 
19   resulting from continued and expected exports enabled by the 
 
20   Monterey Amendment. 
 
21            Independent peer review research will be necessary 
 
22   prior to considering any transfers or conjunctive use of the 
 
23   ground water in the Sacramento Valley.  The ground water 
 
24   section of the Monterey Amendment failed to analyze at all the 
 
25   areas that, the source areas that are being considered as 
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 1   sources of water to meet the demand that this project will 
 
 2   inevitably result in, and we expect to see analysis done in the 
 
 3   final EIR because so many contractors in the valley marketers 
 
 4   have identified the Tuscan Formation Aquifer which underlies 
 
 5   Butte County, Tehama County, Colusa County and Glenn County as 
 
 6   a key factor in meeting state water supply in the future and 
 
 7   yet it's not even mentioned in the draft report. 
 
 8            Independent peer review research is necessary prior to 
 
 9   developing this.  And this would include all the WHEY that is 
 
10   W-H-E-Y acronym for a water model parameter such as water 
 
11   inputs, water outputs, aquatic species, economic and 
 
12   terrestrial links. 
 
13            We would like to know how impacts to areas of origin 
 
14   will be monitored.  Who will gather the data and report the 
 
15   possible impacts to the economy and the environment of Butte 
 
16   County.  One of the grave concerns in Butte County as the 
 
17   ground water is moving toward integrated into the state water 
 
18   supply, because demands precipitated from this agreement would 
 
19   be the dewatering of the root zones underneath our residual 
 
20   hard wood growths, our native plants.  We still have beautiful 
 
21   growths of Valley Oaks and Sycamores that are valued for the 
 
22   humans that live in Butte County and Tehama County for their 
 
23   beauty, for their recreational availability and of course, 
 
24   these residual harbor strands are extremely important to the 
 
25   habitat to the creatures that have lived here for a millennium. 
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 1            We would like to know what the adaptive mitigation 
 
 2   measures would be available to those who live in Butte County 
 
 3   who rely on this ground water and to the environment that 
 
 4   relies on the ground water, if the ground water is tapped as it 
 
 5   was during the mid '90s as a drought water bank by the State of 
 
 6   California and it's likely to occur again should this agreement 
 
 7   go through and increase exports through the Delta are allowed 
 
 8   to continue. 
 
 9            We would like to see some detailed analysis on both 
 
10   how climate change impacts will be factored into adaptive 
 
11   management and some analysis of the pallial climatological 
 
12   record of the areas of origin.  It's rare to see any mention of 
 
13   the mega droughts that have occurred in the watersheds that 
 
14   feed the demand in California.  These are droughts that have 
 
15   occurred in the past 1200 years.  There has been two droughts 
 
16   that have occurred that lasted well over a hundred years and we 
 
17   think that analysis of how the state will deal with these 
 
18   droughts, how impact areas of origin will be mitigated need to 
 
19   be part of the final environmental impact report.  Thank you. 
 
20            MS. McDONNELL:  Thank you very much. 
 
21            MR. ANDERSON:  Next speaker card we have is for 
 
22   Michael B. Jackson. 
 
23            MR. JACKSON:  My name is Michael B. Jackson, I am here 
 
24   for two groups today.  One is the California Sports, Fish and 
 
25   Protection Alliance, which is a nonprofit that works in water 
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 1   quality and in fishers management and has been active in the 
 
 2   Delta for the last 25 years. 
 
 3            The other group that I am representing today is the 
 
 4   California Water Impact Network, CWIN, which is a more recent 
 
 5   group 5013C, that has been organized to deal with the transfer 
 
 6   of water to north and south, from north to south through the 
 
 7   San Francisco Bay Delta, pretty much as a result of the last 
 
 8   Monterey Agreement. 
 
 9            Those of us who followed those amendments closely 
 
10   realized that the changes in the contracts have been, are 
 
11   immense and both groups believe and I will now simply go 
 
12   through the information that in at least ten areas and more, 
 
13   which we will try to bring to you at the other public hearings. 
 
14   I am a member of the board of directors of both organizations. 
 
15   I happen to live here in Quincy.  Thank you very much for 
 
16   coming, it saved me a long trip.  I don't have to go to 
 
17   Bakersfield, I don't have to go to Ventura, I don't have to go 
 
18   to Sacramento.  It's a real delight. 
 
19            The problems with the new Monterey plus EIR are in my 
 
20   opinion greater than the original problems with the original 
 
21   Monterey Agreement EIR.  And they stem from some of the same 
 
22   things that the court recognized when he sent this project back 
 
23   to DWR after finding that DWR had failed in explaining to the 
 
24   public and to the decision makers prior to the decision the 
 
25   full ramifications of the contract amendments. 
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 1            I am going to talk in terms of a couple of the 
 
 2   contract amendments.  This is not to be exhaustive, there will 
 
 3   be more information about the other amendments presented in 
 
 4   writing and presented at the other hearings, but we believe 
 
 5   that it was important at this first meeting to try to get some 
 
 6   of these issues out on the table so that you will fully 
 
 7   understand it, and we also believe that we would have more 
 
 8   opportunities to talk here because it would be less people. 
 
 9   You will probably be pretty jammed up at the rest of the 
 
10   meetings, and so I appreciate you bearing with me for the two 
 
11   hours you have set aside for Plumas County. 
 
12            The first problem that we found when we took a look at 
 
13   the draft EIR is that the proposed project description is too 
 
14   narrow.  It is ambiguous, it is changing depending on which of 
 
15   the elements you are discussing.  And in order to give you a 
 
16   little specifics in that regard I would say that there is an 
 
17   overlying theme in your project description that is there but 
 
18   not really disclosed to the public if you haven't spent the 
 
19   last 25 years working on California water.  And that is that 
 
20   the change in Articles 18A and 18B, the change in Article 21 in 
 
21   regard to surplus water, the change in Article 56, the illegal 
 
22   sale of the Kern Fan or transfer of the Kern Fan by DWR to Kern 
 
23   County Water Agency and through Kern County Water Agency the 
 
24   next day to a private corporation managed by Stuart Resinic 
 
25   (phon) from Paramount Farming has resulted in the violation of 
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 1   the water code, a violation of the original state water project 
 
 2   bonds and is outside of DWR's authority to do. 
 
 3            It is our understanding at CWIN and CSPA that the 
 
 4   court ordered you folks to take a look at disclosing the real 
 
 5   impacts of the Monterey contract changes, and we don't define 
 
 6   you have done that.  You have narrowly circumscribed what you 
 
 7   believe your project description is to include, it's just not 
 
 8   accurate.  This is a much bigger project than is disclosed. 
 
 9   This is a much more important project than is disclosed.  And 
 
10   this project is part of a cumulative package Monterey, CalFed, 
 
11   the Delta Accord, the Sacramento Valley Water Management Plan 
 
12   known as Phase 8, and a number of other transfer programs that 
 
13   have taken place that under the new, the operation of the new 
 
14   contract provisions that would not have been allowed under the 
 
15   old provisions.  And we would suggest to you that you take a 
 
16   look at your project description and try to actually point out 
 
17   what was legal under the old contracts and what has been 
 
18   enabled under the new contracts so that you yourselves have 
 
19   some idea of how this links with all of the other things that 
 
20   are going on in the Delta. 
 
21            An important part of that then moves into the second 
 
22   inadequacy in the document beyond the project description, 
 
23   which is the environmental setting in the Delta.  There is 
 
24   reference in a number of the sections of the Monterey plus EIR 
 
25   draft to the pelagic fish crash in the Delta.  In between the 
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 1   time that you did the original Monterey Agreement and today the 
 
 2   environmental setting in the Delta has completely changed.  The 
 
 3   pelagic fish crash has numbers as low for the endangered Delta 
 
 4   smelt as has ever been seen in history.  Judge Wanger in 
 
 5   response to a lawsuit about the biological opinions found very 
 
 6   clearly that there was too much water going out in the winter, 
 
 7   going into the ponds in the winter.  And yet that is what 
 
 8   Monterey enabled.  It would not have been possible for DWR to 
 
 9   destroy the pelagic fishery without Monterey and yet you can go 
 
10   through this full document and not see any analysis of that. 
 
11   It's as if Monterey's refusal to, as the court told you to 
 
12   recognize that your water entitlements were nothing more than a 
 
13   hope and a wish and a prayer didn't make any effect on the 
 
14   people who wrote this document at all. 
 
15            There are certainly straw man alternatives that are 
 
16   insufficient to carry out what the judge told you to do, and I 
 
17   presume that will be addressed later but I am sort of pleading 
 
18   with you to try to take the bull by the horns and actually put 
 
19   it into the final environmental document and really do some 
 
20   analysis of what role the Monterey contract amendments play in 
 
21   the destruction of the pelagic fishery in the Delta. 
 
22            For those of us who were around at that time and who 
 
23   are still around, it is clear that the combination of Monterey 
 
24   Amendment changes shifted pumping into the winter period in an 
 
25   attempt to get Article 21 water, and that's exactly the period 
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 1   where the mothers of the Delta smelt were creamed.  Now, when 
 
 2   fish who have children in the thousands, if not hundreds of 
 
 3   thousands of kids in eggs, if you want to kill them, 
 
 4   particularly a species like the Delta smelt that is, lives only 
 
 5   a year, the way you kill them is to get the mothers before they 
 
 6   reproduce.  And we believe that Monterey encouraged that, and 
 
 7   it encouraged it by changing Article 21 to allow surplus water 
 
 8   to be picked up at no cost and not attach to table A.  So it 
 
 9   was basically a way to collect surplus water, turns out to the 
 
10   damage of the estuary in December, January, February, March 
 
11   while retaining in your reservoirs the ability to move your 
 
12   stored water out of Oroville in the summer.  And that change in 
 
13   the operational system and the delivery system brought about by 
 
14   Monterey is probably the smoking gun in regard to the pelagic 
 
15   fish crash, and we would certainly appreciate you going back 
 
16   and taking another look at that, because we don't find any 
 
17   analysis of that whatsoever, the effect of the time shifts, the 
 
18   effect of the availability of water, and the increases that 
 
19   resulted on the Delta estuary from the years 1996 to last year. 
 
20            The third problem that we find with the EIR at this 
 
21   point is that there really is, there are no real alternatives 
 
22   here.  I mean basically you are arguing with yourselves about 
 
23   whether alternative number five is even feasible.  So we have a 
 
24   suggestion for a feasible alternative and that suggestion is 
 
25   that you actually don't change the contracts, you exercise 18B, 
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 1   that you withdraw the amendment of Article 21, that you reclaim 
 
 2   the Kern Fan that was illegally transferred to Kern and that 
 
 3   you operate that Kern Fan if you are going to do conjunctive 
 
 4   use for the benefit of all of the people in California rather 
 
 5   than for the benefit of Paramount Farms. 
 
 6            Your mitigation in the alternatives of the EWA and a 
 
 7   later biological opinion is illegal under the law.  You cannot 
 
 8   defer mitigations, you cannot pass them off to something that 
 
 9   will be taken care of later. 
 
10            It's particularly important because of the problem 
 
11   created by your treatment in Chapter Five of the base line. 
 
12   This is the most confusing, and I would say misleading document 
 
13   that has been my experience to read in California, and I read 
 
14   the CalFed and I have read the OCAB document and this one is 
 
15   without question the most confusing base line I have ever seen. 
 
16   There seem to be three base lines.  Those base lines are 1995 
 
17   pre Monterey with an export of about 1.8 million acre feet as a 
 
18   maximum possible, and then you would compare the Monterey 
 
19   contract changes to that situation in a normal base line 
 
20   program.  However, because Monterey was rejected the first time 
 
21   and because the litigation took some time and because there has 
 
22   been an endless process of rewriting this document, we have now 
 
23   reached the point where you now have a 2003 base line which 
 
24   allows you to mask all of the increase in pumping allowed by 
 
25   the Monterey Amendment contract changes from 1.8 million acre 
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 1   feet to 3.2 acre feet, and it is reflected in Chapter Five in 
 
 2   your own 2003 base line. 
 
 3            Well, as you can imagine, if you compare what you are 
 
 4   doing today, what you are enabling today by reapproval of the 
 
 5   project, you are comparing it to a 3.2 million acre export out 
 
 6   of the Delta with the time shift that I talked about earlier 
 
 7   from summer to winter and the only impacts that are reflected 
 
 8   are those over and above 3.2 million acre feet.  That's not 
 
 9   what the court told you to do.  The court told you to take a 
 
10   look at exercising the original contract provisions, 18A and 
 
11   18B, and I see no analysis of what would have happened if you 
 
12   had done that, that is not obscured by this second 2003 base 
 
13   line discussion.  It absolutely cannot be followed, I don't 
 
14   believe.  So could you please rewrite that in a way that is 
 
15   comprehensible to any decision maker or any member of the 
 
16   public.  I have been working on this problem for 25 years and 
 
17   this document is almost impossible to follow in regard to the 
 
18   base line. 
 
19            Then there is a third base line and that is the base 
 
20   line as if you didn't do anything in the Monterey Agreement but 
 
21   you allowed demand to creep up to 2020, and then you satisfied 
 
22   it.  So, in other words, in a document in which the court told 
 
23   you that your entitlement water supply was mostly hope and 
 
24   wishes and dreams, paper water is the phrase they repeatedly 
 
25   used.  You have now set up a straw man alternative of a 2020 
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 1   base line in which 4.2 million acre feet of water gets used and 
 
 2   said well, see how much better the Monterey is than what would 
 
 3   have happened without it, which is simply misleading and 
 
 4   hopefully not intentional. 
 
 5            The fifth problem is that you have used a scientific 
 
 6   tool that is the best tool you could use for water routing, and 
 
 7   that's CALSIM 2, but you have misused it in that you have used 
 
 8   it for impact analysis.  Now, there have been peer reviews of 
 
 9   CALSIM, which we will put into the record in the final written 
 
10   information, but which are on websites that the DWR has, peer 
 
11   reviews say you can't use CALSIM 2 for impact analysis, because 
 
12   it's an export operational model that is hard wired to treat 
 
13   every environmental impact the same, does it meet state 
 
14   regulations, if so, all other water above that goes to the 
 
15   pumps, and that's true in every alternative. 
 
16            So, in other words, your alternatives are set up so 
 
17   that they all result in as this document says, no impact and it 
 
18   is done by manipulating the concept of CALSIM in areas in which 
 
19   the peer review of CalFed and CALSIM's own model say is not an 
 
20   appropriate use of the tool. 
 
21            The problem with that is that if you treat in your 
 
22   modeling everything as satisfied by meeting state law, the 
 
23   environment can never get better, so you have created a floor 
 
24   conformance with the regulations that is the same no matter how 
 
25   you run CalFed on any alternative.  And so you have also 
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 1   created a floor that is a ceiling and the Delta ecosystem is 
 
 2   trying to live between a floor and a ceiling that are exactly 
 
 3   the same number. 
 
 4            The next problem is that CALSIM 2 also is a model that 
 
 5   is hard wired to determine that there is never a shortage of 
 
 6   water.  What CALSIM 2 does and it really is apparent in this 
 
 7   document, is that it comes to the conclusion that there is an 
 
 8   infinite amount of source water in the Sacramento Valley, and 
 
 9   listening to the Butte Environmental Council they are right on 
 
10   about that, when your modeling document relies in order to meet 
 
11   export of 4.2 million or 3.2 or 1.8 or wherever the base line 
 
12   is, as long as you can take ground water, your computer thinks 
 
13   it can, it masks every damage to the source area and in this 
 
14   particular circumstance results in what has happened with the 
 
15   running of the Monterey Agreement. 
 
16            In the 19, before it went into effect the average 
 
17   export from the Delta was 1.86 million acre feet and it's 
 
18   displayed as such in your document.  By 2003 exports under the 
 
19   new Monterey contract were 3.2 million acre feet.  And by last 
 
20   year as you well know the exports were the highest in history 
 
21   3.7 million acre feet and the estuaries, environmental health 
 
22   was at the lowest ever seen and those two things are connected 
 
23   but they are not revealed as connected in this document. 
 
24            Now, the way they do that -- 
 
25            MR. ANDERSON:  Mr. Jackson, if I could just quickly 
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 1   interject, we do have other speakers and in the spirit of 
 
 2   providing everyone approximately equal time, maybe we could go 
 
 3   to the next speaker and then if there is time at the end we 
 
 4   could return to yours. 
 
 5            MR. JACKSON:  I think that makes a lot of sense. 
 
 6            MS. McDONNELL:  Thank you. 
 
 7            MR. JACKSON:  I was going to go last just to sop up 
 
 8   the time. 
 
 9            MR. ANDERSON:  I was trying to divvy up the time. 
 
10            MR. JACKSON:  That will be just fine. 
 
11            MR. ANDERSON:  Next speaker card here is Barbara 
 
12   Hennigan. 
 
13            MS. HENNIGAN:  I also appreciate you making this trip 
 
14   up here, I hope you had a good drive.  My name is Barbara 
 
15   Hennigan, I'm the executive director of the Butte/Sutter basin 
 
16   area ground water users, which is an organization formed 
 
17   primarily to protect the Lower Tuscan Aquifer.  We have 
 
18   approximately a hundred families as members both agricultural 
 
19   and domestic well owners, approximately 20,000 acres of 
 
20   orchards represented and what we consider that our constituency 
 
21   are the 99 percent of the people living over the Lower Tuscan 
 
22   Aquifer who are not members of water districts.  And that 
 
23   becomes important when as stated here the reliance on 
 
24   environmental water account as a mitigation measure, because of 
 
25   the way that plays out in the Sacramento, in the lower Tuscan 
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 1   region.  People, landowners in water districts with surface 
 
 2   rights sell their surface water to the environmental water 
 
 3   account and pump ground water instead, which of course, they 
 
 4   have historically never done. 
 
 5            In the Lower Tuscan Aquifer 37 percent of it is over 
 
 6   lain by Butte County, 31 percent of it is over lain by Tehama 
 
 7   County, and those two counties also provide what we now believe 
 
 8   is the recharge zone for the lower Tuscan.  According to the 
 
 9   last ten years of the farm crop reports more than 50 percent of 
 
10   Butte County's agricultural income comes from orchards and 
 
11   almost 70 percent of Tehama County's agricultural income is 
 
12   from orchards.  And orchards are on ground water for a variety 
 
13   of reasons. 
 
14            My husband's family started farming in Butte County 
 
15   raising almonds in 1918 and so we have a long family historical 
 
16   memory of both water use, cultivation practices and stream 
 
17   flows. 
 
18            The early orchards, the trees were planted very far 
 
19   apart so they could capture rain water over a large area to 
 
20   keep the trees alive.  With irrigation the orchards are now 
 
21   planted in close rows and the reason that irrigation water is 
 
22   important, that ground water is important is for the water 
 
23   quality because most of the orchards are now on solid set 
 
24   sprinklers.  Almonds were brought to Butte County by John 
 
25   Bidwell, he looked at similar climate areas and brought in 
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 1   trees and plants that he thought would grow there.  And so the 
 
 2   sprinkler system allows the farmer to very carefully meter 
 
 3   water to a plant that, a tree that cannot stand to have wet 
 
 4   roots. 
 
 5            The other purpose for having ground water and pumping 
 
 6   and sprinkler systems is for frost control.  So very little 
 
 7   flood irrigation goes on and a lot of our orchards are doing, 
 
 8   are on integrated pest management systems to protect the 
 
 9   environment and the water quality. 
 
10            The reliance on the State Environmental Water Account 
 
11   as a mitigation endangers all of those orchards, all of that 
 
12   family, those are mostly family farms.  We have very little 
 
13   corporate farming in Sacramento Valley.  I would also point out 
 
14   that in the crop per drop theory the almond orchards in the 
 
15   Sacramento Valley are more productive.  They use less water to 
 
16   produce crops than do orchards that are now being planted in 
 
17   the San Joaquin where they have only three inches of rain. 
 
18   They must apply up to seven acre feet of water per acre.  In 
 
19   the Sacramento Valley where we have 26 inches of rain, we only 
 
20   need to apply two and a half to three acre feet of irrigation 
 
21   water to bring in the crop. 
 
22            We are very concerned that changes of the Monterey 
 
23   Amendment to the state water, contractors will end up with a 
 
24   much heavier use of the Lower Tuscan Aquifer.  North of the 
 
25   Sutter buttes we look at the area around Davis where the ground 
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 1   water has been pulled down to the point where it is no longer 
 
 2   feasible for Davis and Woodland to use ground water for their 
 
 3   municipal supplies.  They are now moving to Sacramento River 
 
 4   water because of the water quality.  We know that underlining 
 
 5   that aquifer is you know, miles of brine from the ancient seas 
 
 6   that once filled the Sacramento Valley.  So the understanding 
 
 7   of how thick that lens of fresh water is, is of deep concern to 
 
 8   us. 
 
 9            Last year at this time we were visiting an area in 
 
10   Northern Oregon-Southern Washington where the local people had 
 
11   just learned that every year they had been pumping out 
 
12   10,000 years of recharge.  One generation got to put in big 
 
13   center pivot irrigation systems and sell a lot of wheat, but it 
 
14   is over.  Half a million years it will be as good as new but we 
 
15   do not know what the recharge of the lower Tuscan is.  Because 
 
16   I have a historical memory, we do know that it is being pulled 
 
17   down.  Rock Creek once ran year round through my husband's 
 
18   family's ranch, there was an Indian village on it that Chico 
 
19   State anthropologists said was continuously inhabited for 
 
20   3,000 years.  It was surrounded by piles of fresh water muscle 
 
21   shells and the piles that were deep enough that certain areas 
 
22   of the orchard had to be treated differently because of the 
 
23   residual from the shells. 
 
24            The family talks about pitch forking salmon out for 
 
25   canning but almost no one is alive who can remember when Rock 
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 1   Creek ran year round.  It has become a seasonal stream and it 
 
 2   would be, we see that the same possibility for big Chico Creek, 
 
 3   for Butte Creek and these are the creeks that cross the 
 
 4   recharge zone, this is the source of recharge for the Lower 
 
 5   Tuscan Aquifer. 
 
 6            So for the issues of protecting the water quality, 
 
 7   protecting the stream flow in the Sacramento, one of the things 
 
 8   that we have learned is that the Sacramento River becomes a 
 
 9   permanently losing stream at the Sutter buttes.  When I first 
 
10   started looking at the water issues that point was at Grimes 
 
11   south of the buttes, now it is at Princeton, moving north of 
 
12   the buttes.  As the Sacramento becomes a losing stream farther 
 
13   and farther north because of loss of the Lower Tuscan Aquifer, 
 
14   that means that it, there will be less water that the rest of 
 
15   the State relies on. 
 
16            One of the things that we are very aware of up here is 
 
17   the fact that the State relies on not merely the water quantity 
 
18   from the Sacramento and Feather Rivers, but also the water 
 
19   quality, and the most important thing you can be doing is 
 
20   protecting that water quality and this document needs to 
 
21   address protection of the water quality, protection of the 
 
22   connectiveness of the aquifers that are still viable and still 
 
23   connected to the environment that filters the water that goes 
 
24   into the rivers.  It's a whole area that needs to be addressed, 
 
25   and when I go to the state water meetings I find a lot of 
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 1   people in the southern part of the state who complain that 
 
 2   their constituents don't know where their water comes from, and 
 
 3   I am sitting around with a lot of people who know where the 
 
 4   water comes from but don't know anything about the region that 
 
 5   actually produces the water. 
 
 6            I think a more useful approach to dealing with the 
 
 7   water issues would be to identify areas that are net producers 
 
 8   of water and net consumers of water, and while to the rest of 
 
 9   the state it appears that the Sacramento Hydrologic Region is a 
 
10   net producer of water, we know that from the Sutter buttes 
 
11   south it is a net consumer of water. 
 
12            So ironically at a time when the State is going to be 
 
13   needing more water, the area that physically produces that 
 
14   water is going to be getting smaller and that needs to be 
 
15   addressed in this document. 
 
16            So I am very concerned that this is a chance to have a 
 
17   really good analysis of the effect of all of these water 
 
18   transfer plans and that need to be done with a view towards 
 
19   what is, what is the best long term for the state, and of 
 
20   course, up here we believe the best thing that could happen is 
 
21   that you turn the north state into a giant sponge that funding 
 
22   for flood meadows at one of the last water plan meetings, 
 
23   someone said that we need to start thinking about saving water 
 
24   higher and higher in the water sheds, and I see this as a 
 
25   process of merely, you know, milking the cow and we hope that 
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 1   you don't kill the cow.  And thank you for your time. 
 
 2            MS. McDONNELL:  Thank you. 
 
 3            MS. HENNIGAN:  And we will be submitting written 
 
 4   comments. 
 
 5            MR. ANDERSON:  Thank you.  The next speaker card in 
 
 6   front of me is Allison Dvorak. 
 
 7            MS. DVORAK:  Hello, I'm Allison Dvorak State Water 
 
 8   Contractors.  We are an association of 27 of the 29 entities 
 
 9   that contract with the State for statewide project water 
 
10   supply.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment here.  My 
 
11   comments will be very brief, but I basically just want to cover 
 
12   what the Monterey Amendment is and what it does, just 
 
13   background kind of what you gave in your presentation the 
 
14   amendment developed after it became apparent that the State 
 
15   Water Project was not going to be able to deliver supply as was 
 
16   originally envisioned in the 1960s when the contracts were 
 
17   developed.  Restrictions due to then unforeseen environmental 
 
18   conditions and concerns and regulations, as well as hydrology 
 
19   led to severe statewide project water supply cut backs in the 
 
20   early 1990s and that resulted in disputes between agricultural 
 
21   and urban contractors about how the limited supplies should be 
 
22   allocated. 
 
23            The Monterey Amendment addresses these disputes about 
 
24   the water allocations, additionally allows flexible management 
 
25   of the limited state water project supply and it provides 
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 1   funding for the local projects in the contractor surface areas, 
 
 2   and since the amendment is really about updating the contracts 
 
 3   to flexibly manage the supply and reflect the current liberal 
 
 4   conditions the environment impact as shown in the environmental 
 
 5   impact report are less than significant in almost all resource 
 
 6   categories.  Additionally, the Monterey Amendment provides the 
 
 7   flexibility that has allowed the State Water Project to weather 
 
 8   the recent drought in the past year without the hardships that 
 
 9   have been previously seen in the 1990s. 
 
10            And that's the extent of my comments.  We will be 
 
11   submitting formal written comments by the deadline.  Thank you. 
 
12            MR. ANDERSON:  Thank you.  I don't have anymore 
 
13   speaker cards in front of me.  Are there others in attendance 
 
14   that would like to comment?  There is not, I guess we can 
 
15   return to Mr. Jackson. 
 
16            MR. JACKSON:  Thank you.  I appreciate you letting me 
 
17   come back because I had just gotten to Chapter Six.  The 
 
18   Monterey Amendment of the original contracts of the State Water 
 
19   Project ought to be reassessed completely by DWR contractors. 
 
20   It is clear from looking at Chapter Six, page 621 you have a 
 
21   wonderful table that demonstrates the difference between the 
 
22   old contracts and the new contracts.  And the year I would like 
 
23   to highlight is 2001, which is the year in which the withdrawal 
 
24   of the original contract provision 18A is likely, was in that 
 
25   year the urban water users lost 412,000 acre feet of water that 
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 1   they would have gotten under the old contracts. 
 
 2            MS. McDONNELL:  Would you reference that table again, 
 
 3   please? 
 
 4            MR. JACKSON:  Sure, it's on page 621, and on page 622 
 
 5   there is the corresponding table which is that in the year 2001 
 
 6   ag got an increased delivery of in that year of 412,000 acre 
 
 7   feet.  And so basically over the ten-year period that is 
 
 8   reflected in the tables ag's take out of the Delta was 
 
 9   400,000 acre feet more than it would have been under the old 
 
10   contracts. 
 
11            Now, I would like to see an analysis based upon that 
 
12   table that compares last year and this year and what you can 
 
13   expect out of the Wanger decision.  I mean which is a 
 
14   regulatory drought, as I hear it explained by all of the people 
 
15   in the urban areas.  But the idea that, the description of your 
 
16   project is that you want to reconcile the disagreements between 
 
17   ag and urban may be a very good one, but the reconciliation is 
 
18   completely different now than it was in 1995 and it is just not 
 
19   reflected in the document. 
 
20            I would expect that if you do address the substantial 
 
21   change, I mean 412,000 acre feet is getting fairly close to 
 
22   what the metropolitan lost on the Colorado with the QSA in 
 
23   terms of their surplus water.  This is a huge section of their 
 
24   water. 
 
25            Now, we would expect that they are going to try to 
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 1   defend that situation by saying well, yeah, but we got more 
 
 2   water in the winter and therefore it was a good contract 
 
 3   change.  And I would like to see that examination in the 
 
 4   document. 
 
 5            To take a real look at whether or not under today's 
 
 6   existing circumstances with the pelagic fish crash, global 
 
 7   warming and almost no water in Lake Oroville.  If you do go 
 
 8   down 70, take a look, that's the lowest I have seen it with one 
 
 9   exception and that was at the end of 1977.  Shasta, because of 
 
10   the change in the joint point of diversion which needs to be 
 
11   dealt with if you are using the state pumps and in the Monterey 
 
12   Amendment to move now federal water, Shasta is below what was 
 
13   considered for years and years the absolute bottom that you 
 
14   could go to and still keep salmon alive on the Sacramento 
 
15   River, which was 1.9 million acre feet.  And if I read the DWR 
 
16   reports, I didn't read them this morning, I read them two days 
 
17   ago and it was 1.8 million and all of that was water moved 
 
18   under the new Monterey purposes. 
 
19            Now, it ought to be disclosed in here what you mean 
 
20   when you say "conjunctive use," because there is no water in 
 
21   Southern California that is new to put into the ground.  There 
 
22   is no water in the San Joaquin that is new to put into the 
 
23   ground.  If you are going to run those conjunctive use projects 
 
24   as reflected by the current land owner you will have to have a 
 
25   source of water and it is undisclosed in this document.  There 
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 1   is absolutely no way to understand where that water comes from 
 
 2   particularly given the fact that the courts are ordering DWR to 
 
 3   slow down. 
 
 4            Now, we believe that if you examine carefully the 
 
 5   changes in the contracts that you will find that the 
 
 6   conjunctive use programs, part of the Tim Quinn's (phon) tool 
 
 7   kit, the aqua executive director, are reliant on a new source 
 
 8   of water.  I mean you have got to fill those ground water holes 
 
 9   somewhere or they are reliant on increased pumping from the 
 
10   state water in the Delta, which is the only one that has 
 
11   capacity. 
 
12            So I don't find any discussion of any of the negative 
 
13   side of the conjunctive use programs that were enabled by the 
 
14   changes in the contracts. 
 
15            Now, since I am here for Fisheries Group I probably 
 
16   ought to talk about the fish.  In Chapter Seven, 7.3 fish, when 
 
17   you get to the bottom of it you find that DWR rightfully finds 
 
18   that the Monterey Amendment changes could have a significant 
 
19   impact on the pelagic fish.  Well, since you did the Monterey 
 
20   Agreement changes for the last seven or eight years I guess we 
 
21   could change that and say did cause the damage to the pelagic 
 
22   fish.  I think you ought to be straightforward about that. 
 
23   Your operation in the change in Monterey caused some part of 
 
24   the collapse and I think you ought to look at that because it's 
 
25   not there. 
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 1            And the mitigation that takes it to less than 
 
 2   significant was very well pointed out by a speaker before me, 
 
 3   it's the EWA.  Well, the EWA as you pointed out is going to be 
 
 4   gone in a year.  It didn't work.  It has never been adequately 
 
 5   funded.  It is considered by the environmental community to be 
 
 6   a joke and there is no discussion of the scientific dispute 
 
 7   over the EWA, it is just assumed to take the damage that the 
 
 8   pelagic fishery that we all know is there from great damage to 
 
 9   no impact, and the EWA simply can't do that.  I mean we are 
 
10   talking about millions, well at least one million extra water 
 
11   enabled by Monterey and a EWA is a mitigation that has never 
 
12   been more useful than three hundred thousand and usually 
 
13   doesn't have that much water. 
 
14            The cumulative impacts of this project are not 
 
15   adequately explained to the public.  And I don't think because 
 
16   they are not in the draft environmental document I don't think 
 
17   there is any way Lester Snow is going to know about it until he 
 
18   makes a decision to go forward.  I think a decision maker like 
 
19   Mr. Snow deserves the best information he can get and here in 
 
20   terms of cumulative impacts, the analysis leaves out a number 
 
21   of the cumulative impacts.  The Napa program, South Delta 
 
22   Improvement Program, the biological opinions being found 
 
23   inadequate, the violation of the water quality laws by DWR and 
 
24   the bureau and the Delta that have resulted in the State Board 
 
25   issuing cease and desist orders, all of those overlying 
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 1   effects.  The relationships between Monterey, the Delta Accord 
 
 2   and CalFed which have resulted in the damage in the Delta are 
 
 3   not displayed as one full package of impacts. 
 
 4            In terms of the alternatives, yes, the court did order 
 
 5   an analysis of what would happen if you just stayed with the 
 
 6   same contracts and actually followed the law, which would be 
 
 7   this year the net would be getting 400,000 acre feet more than 
 
 8   it was getting last year, because of the protection of the 18A. 
 
 9   And 18B would satisfy what DWR has been ordered to do by two 
 
10   courts in my personal experience.  You may have been ordered to 
 
11   do it by other courts in cases that I wasn't in, but you were 
 
12   ordered to take a look at exercising 18B by the Third District 
 
13   Court of Appeals in PCL versus DWR, but in RCRC versus DWR, or 
 
14   the CalFed problematic documents, the Third District Court of 
 
15   Appeal again pointed out that DWR had failed in the CalFed 
 
16   problematic document because they did not analyze an 
 
17   alternative that reduced exports and found alternative water 
 
18   sources to make up for the impacts to the contractors.  And 
 
19   those are everywhere, you don't have to go to the Delta.  Those 
 
20   can be found in Bulletin 160, the Governor's own water plan, 
 
21   DWR's own water plan, 160.05, 3.1 million acre feet of water 
 
22   that can be easily found in the demand areas that can reduce 
 
23   demand quicker than we can build supply without killing the 
 
24   Delta, and I don't see any of that displayed as an alternative 
 
25   anywhere. 
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 1            And it is kind of funny that you have been ordered 
 
 2   twice by the Third District Court of Appeals, who is going to 
 
 3   hear this case and who I am trying to make a record for, here 
 
 4   you go again.  You have not looked at an alternative to reduce 
 
 5   exports. 
 
 6            Okay, the last one that I would like to deal with is 
 
 7   that you have taken a look at Plumas County in terms of 
 
 8   regions, thank you very much, and found that with wonderful 
 
 9   water shed programs that we are all trying to work on here any 
 
10   impacts here from a result of the settlement agreement or 
 
11   anything else are less than significant, and I would argue that 
 
12   they are beneficial, and I agree with you every bit on that, 
 
13   and I believe that you should reflect that in your document as 
 
14   you rewrite it with what would, what will happen when global 
 
15   warming, because those of us who live here see the snow pack 
 
16   going away.  I mean by 2050, your own documents, which are the 
 
17   most conservative, I guess I would say radical way of looking 
 
18   at it, but the least damage to the water supply by 2050 is 
 
19   25 percent of the existing water supply. 
 
20            If DWR looked at an alternative that would actually 
 
21   restore these meadows up here and became people who were 
 
22   actually trying to take care of sustaining the State Water 
 
23   Project, that snow pack or a lot of it as it declines can be 
 
24   put into ground water here without any impact that is negative 
 
25   to anybody, and then it trickles out to you and sustains your 
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 1   water supply.  But we can't afford to do this.  So any reliance 
 
 2   on Plumas County to try to catch the snow pack so that it 
 
 3   doesn't enter Lake Oroville and have to be flushed in March 
 
 4   because you are worried about another storm coming in.  We can 
 
 5   hold it underground up here and not lose it as evaporation.  We 
 
 6   can mitigate, which is what we are trying to do here. 
 
 7            The declining snow pack in the face of global warming, 
 
 8   and I would like to see you actually take a look at that while 
 
 9   you are doing the rest of these. 
 
10            I want to thank the three of you, I mean I know I have 
 
11   tried your patience here and I have talked an awful lot, but 
 
12   Monterey is in many ways the last chance for the pelagic fish. 
 
13   If your decision maker accepts the Monterey contract changes 
 
14   what basically happens is the rest of California gets 
 
15   sacrificed in a way that is unnecessary.  All of the money that 
 
16   is going to be put into attempts to get more water, and there 
 
17   isn't any in Northern California, is going to result in 
 
18   stranded assets. 
 
19            The original Monterey contracts were brilliant and 
 
20   they are much better than the new amendment, and I don't see 
 
21   any side by side analysis of the old contract provisions given 
 
22   today's circumstance with the new contract, provisions given 
 
23   today's circumstance, and I think that the document must show 
 
24   that no matter how narrow you describe your purpose and need, 
 
25   to use one term, or your project description to use another 
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 1   one, and how much you mask the base line and how much you use 
 
 2   CALSIM for impact analysis when the peer review folks have told 
 
 3   you it's not for that and doesn't work for that.  So thank you 
 
 4   very much. 
 
 5            MR. ANDERSON:  If anyone else would like additional 
 
 6   time to speak or to provide additional comments would you come 
 
 7   to the podium and state your name, please? 
 
 8            MR. DUBER:  Yes, my name is Stevee Duber, D-U-B-E-R. 
 
 9   I live at High Sierra Rural Alliance.  I am just coming up to 
 
10   speed on this, but I would just like to add a few comments to 
 
11   what Mr. Jackson said and encourage you to look at the impacts 
 
12   to Sierra County as well as the lower water shed in Plumas 
 
13   County, because this will also have impacts on that part of the 
 
14   Feather River Basin that is in Sierra County and the 
 
15   possibilities of enhancing water storage as Mr. Jackson spoke. 
 
16   Thank you. 
 
17            MR. ANDERSON:  Okay, if there are no additional 
 
18   comments at this time then we would like to formally close the 
 
19   public hearing and again, thank you all for coming and 
 
20   participating today. 
 
21    
 
22    
 
23    
 
24    
 
25    
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 1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
 
 2                       )  SS. 
 
 3   COUNTY OF PLUMAS    ) 
 
 4    
 
 5      I, AMY JO TREVINO, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER OF THE STATE OF 
 
 6   CALIFORNIA, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PLUMAS, HEREBY CERTIFY: 
 
 7    
 
 8      THAT I WAS PRESENT AT THE TIMES AND PLACES HEREIN SET FORTH 
 
 9   AND THAT I REPORTED IN SHORTHAND NOTES THE PROCEEDINGS HAD; 
 
10   THAT I THEREAFTER TRANSCRIBED MY SAID SHORTHAND NOTES INTO 
 
11   TYPING, THE FOREGOING BEING A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT 
 
12   TRANSCRIPTION THEREOF, AND A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT 
 
13   TRANSCRIPTION OF THE PROCEEDINGS HAD. 
 
14    
 
15    
 
16    
 
17                              ___________________________ 
 
18                              AMY JO TREVINO, CA #5296 
 
19                              (Pages 1-34, incl.) 
 
20    
 
21    
 
22    
 
23    
 
24    
 
25    
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           1            BE IT REMEMBERED, that on Monday, 
 
           2   December 3, 2007, commencing at the hour of 1:00 p.m. 
 
           3   thereof, at the offices of Bonderson Building, 
 
           4   901 P Street, Hearing Room 102-A, Sacramento, 
 
           5   California, before me, LAURIE D. LERDA, a Certified 
 
           6   Shorthand Reporter in and for the County of 
 
           7   Sacramento, State of California, duly authorized to 
 
           8   administer oaths and affirmations, the following 
 
           9   proceedings were had: 
 
          10                           --oOo-- 
 
          11           MS. QUAN:  I want to emphasize that at this 
 
          12   point in the process we're looking for comments and 
 
          13   concerns about the environmental impact alternatives 
 
          14   and proposed mitigation measures.  We're not here to 
 
          15   respond or to address these comments right now. 
 
          16   The first speaker will be is it Adam Snow or Scroll? 
 
          17            THE WITNESS:  Scow. 
 
          18            MS. QUAN:  Scow, excuse me. 
 
          19            MR. SCOW:  Hello.  Thank you. 
 
          20            My name is Adam Scow.  I'm the California 
 
          21   organizer with the group called Food and Water Watch. 
 
          22   We're a national public interest organization very 
 
          23   concerned about water and protecting water as a 
 
          24   public resource. 
 
          25            Overall we're very disappointed with this 
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           1   Draft Environmental Impact Report and there's a lot 
 
           2   of reasons, but I will just touch on a few.  Others 
 
           3   here will touch on other problems that we support 
 
           4   their concerns about. 
 
           5            The first problem we see is the transfer and 
 
           6   the privatization of the Kern Water Bank, a public 
 
           7   asset that was built and paid for by the state which 
 
           8   is now being considered for a transfer to a private 
 
           9   interest, a special interest. 
 
          10            We think that's a direct violation of the 
 
          11   Public Trust Doctrine and doesn't serve the most 
 
          12   benefit -- doesn't allow the state or DWR to manage 
 
          13   the water in a most beneficial way for all of our 
 
          14   residents, so we'd like to see that changed. 
 
          15            Secondly, we think that the EIR should be 
 
          16   modified to reflect how much water can be actually 
 
          17   delivered by nature.  The contract should be 
 
          18   recalculated to fit how much water the State Water 
 
          19   Project can actually deliver and given that we're 
 
          20   entering a period of climate change we think that's 
 
          21   all the more important. 
 
          22            And also we're disappointed that the 
 
          23   Draft EIR does a really inadequate job of analyzing 
 
          24   alternatives including repealing these amendments 
 
          25   wholesale.  So, I just wanted to express those 
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           1   comments and thanks for the opportunity. 
 
           2            MS. QUAN:  Thank you. 
 
           3            Next speaker is Mindy McIntyre. 
 
           4            Ms. McINTYRE:  Hello, Mindy McIntyre for the 
 
           5   Planning and Conservation League and as original 
 
           6   plaintiffs in the negotiation and participants in the 
 
           7   EIR committee.  I know that you've heard a lot of our 
 
           8   comments in the past and we're likely to write down 
 
           9   extensive comments as well, so I'm not going to go 
 
          10   over things that we've already said in the past, only 
 
          11   very very briefly talk about three things that we 
 
          12   would appreciate seeing or made more clear in the 
 
          13   final EIR. 
 
          14            The first is what will be done with the EIR 
 
          15   after its final and what will the impact on the 
 
          16   original amendments be.  What is DWR intending to do 
 
          17   with the EIR?  Is it to be used as a decisional 
 
          18   document or will it just be an approval of the 
 
          19   original contract?  I think that we made that point 
 
          20   before, and we would appreciate that being clarified 
 
          21   for the rest of the public. 
 
          22            The other issue that I see with the EIR 
 
          23   coming out when it has come out which we're happy 
 
          24   that it is out is the Ranger decision and the fact 
 
          25   that the modeling in the EIR does not reflect the 
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           1   biological opinions and other lawsuits that have come 
 
           2   down which will affect the operation of SWP.  I think 
 
           3   that does have implication for, for instance, the 
 
           4   urban preference and the impact to urban areas. 
 
           5            As we know Ranger's decision will primarily 
 
           6   affect winter and springtime pumping that is time 
 
           7   when surplus water was available to make up for water 
 
           8   lost in dry years. 
 
           9            So, does DWR anticipate including those 
 
          10   types of modeling in the final document as well as 
 
          11   including new information on climate change. 
 
          12            IPPC has just put out another document and 
 
          13   we do have better information on climate change and 
 
          14   again that will affect the amount of water available 
 
          15   for storage in the Delta as well as impacts to Delta 
 
          16   species who depend on cold water pools and certain 
 
          17   temperatures in the Delta, so those are things that 
 
          18   need to be included in the final EIR. 
 
          19            Finally, with regard to the alternatives, 
 
          20   again we made those points before and I don't intend 
 
          21   to fully make them here, just to say that if 
 
          22   Article 18 B were implemented then it would be clear 
 
          23   what water in California is reliable and which water 
 
          24   in California is not reliable and should not be used. 
 
          25            The fact that there is an SWP reliability in 
 
                                                                 7 

LETTER 65

ccase
Text Box
65-5
(con't.)

ccase
Text Box
65-6

ccase
Text Box
65-7

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Line



 
 
 
 
           1   the report doesn't really do that.  It doesn't make 
 
           2   clear that Article 21 shouldn't be used for 
 
           3   development. 
 
           4            And developments in California are depending 
 
           5   on Article 21 water and that is why there is a 
 
           6   significant impact with the Monterey Amendments and 
 
           7   we urge you to evaluate that in the final EIR. 
 
           8            Thank you. 
 
           9            MS. QUAN:  Thank you. 
 
          10            Next speaker is Terry Erlewine. 
 
          11            MR. ERLEWINE:  I'm Terry Erlewine. 
 
          12            I represent the State Water Contractors who 
 
          13   are representing of the 27 of the 29 contractors that 
 
          14   buy water from the State Water Project. 
 
          15            We support the Monterey Amendment and the 
 
          16   Monterey plus EIR that have come out.  We think that 
 
          17   the environmental evaluation in there is appropriate. 
 
          18   In fact, looks like in some cases it may be 
 
          19   overstated, but we think that this is a fair response 
 
          20   to the request by the Court and it's a good way to 
 
          21   proceed. 
 
          22            I think it's useful to think back to what 
 
          23   the Monterey Amendment does.  It does not affect the 
 
          24   total amount of water that's available to the 
 
          25   contractors.  The State Water Project is operating 
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           1   subject to regulatory standards in the Delta that 
 
           2   indicate or that determine how much water is 
 
           3   available.  What the Monterey Amendment does is it 
 
           4   resolves some long-running disputes over how the 
 
           5   contract would be implemented, how the shortages, the 
 
           6   ag first shortage policy would actually be in place, 
 
           7   and so it does a good job of doing that. 
 
           8            It also makes the State Water Project a 
 
           9   little bit more -- it provides the tools for managing 
 
          10   State Water Project local agency and it allows more 
 
          11   funding for local agencies to make investments. 
 
          12            So, we think that the Monterey Amendment is 
 
          13   a -- the EIR is adequate and we think that the 
 
          14   project should go ahead. 
 
          15            MS. QUAN:  Thank you. 
 
          16            Next speaker Soren Jespersen. 
 
          17            MR. JESPERSEN:  Hello. 
 
          18            My name is Soren Jespersen.  I'm with the 
 
          19   Friends of the River in Sacramento.  We represent 
 
          20   about five thousand people throughout the state. 
 
          21            Like Mindy and Adam said we have some 
 
          22   serious concerns about the proposed contract 
 
          23   amendments, but unlike Mindy I'm going to go ahead 
 
          24   and state them here again despite the fact you may 
 
          25   have heard them before. 
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           1            We're concerned that the contract amendments 
 
           2   would eliminate important drought safeguards for 
 
           3   water users.  Without these assurances it's likely 
 
           4   that in times of drought urban users will be forced 
 
           5   to go out in the open market and buy water at what 
 
           6   some might say are inflated prices.  This could 
 
           7   likely trickle down to the ratepayers which we're 
 
           8   concerned about. 
 
           9            We're also really alarmed that DWR would 
 
          10   consider to give away the Kern Water Bank to local 
 
          11   interests.  This facility was developed at a cost of 
 
          12   120 million or so the cost to taxpayers and as such 
 
          13   as the state controlled entity it's operated under 
 
          14   DWR's mission to serve the interest -- to serve the 
 
          15   public interest.  By transferring this to a private 
 
          16   interest it would no longer be under that mandate 
 
          17   essentially.  We're concerned about that. 
 
          18            We're also concerned that the proposed 
 
          19   amendments would promote water management practices 
 
          20   that would continue to harm the environment 
 
          21   particularly the recently newsworthy Delta. 
 
          22            The amendments would encourage contractors 
 
          23   to request maximum amounts of water at all times of 
 
          24   the year including spring and winter months which 
 
          25   would likely continue to degrade the fisheries in the 
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           1   Delta.  We believe that or we think the DWR should 
 
           2   improve the EIR to show that or basically to 
 
           3   acknowledge that things have changed since 1994, its 
 
           4   been thirteen years.  ESA concerns as well as 
 
           5   concerns about climate change have changed in the 
 
           6   past thirteen years.  DWR in its own in the EIR 
 
           7   admits that climate change may reduce reliability of 
 
           8   the Delta by 25 percent in dry years.  This should 
 
           9   cause DWR to pause before it considers adopting these 
 
          10   changes that will likely encourage even greater 
 
          11   reliance on the Delta. 
 
          12            And finally rather than adopt the amendments 
 
          13   as proposed we think the DWR should fully analyze an 
 
          14   alternative that's maintaining the urban drought 
 
          15   safeguard, provide the reassessment of the capacity 
 
          16   of the State Water Project utilizing the Kern Water 
 
          17   Bank for drought mitigation and environmental 
 
          18   restoration and establishes other incentives to 
 
          19   reduce the amount on the Delta. 
 
          20            If DWR still decides to move forward with 
 
          21   this with the amendments that EIR should condition 
 
          22   implementation of the amendments on a package of 
 
          23   mitigation measures designed to address the impact 
 
          24   anticipated to result from the amendments. 
 
          25            Thank you. 
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           1            MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  Are there -- 
 
           2            David Nesmith. 
 
           3            MR. NESMITH:  David Nesmith with the 
 
           4   Environmental Water Caucus. 
 
           5            We're a group of several environmental 
 
           6   fishing groups statewide and we deal with water 
 
           7   policy statewide. 
 
           8            We have a couple of concerns that probably 
 
           9   have been stated by other caucus members or will be 
 
          10   in the hearings coming up, but I want to emphasize 
 
          11   them. 
 
          12            The farmers should study much more 
 
          13   thoroughly how much water has transferred from a 
 
          14   water drought reliability and unreliable supply into 
 
          15   an annually used water supply as a result of the 
 
          16   amendments. 
 
          17            We believe that with the urban preference 
 
          18   and the use of surplus water that there has been a 
 
          19   tremendous increase in shall we say drought hardening 
 
          20   on the part of the State Water Project because of the 
 
          21   use of water from the Delta for stock supply every 
 
          22   year and that it makes the State Water Project 
 
          23   contractors much more vulnerable in shortage years. 
 
          24            And let's be clear, there are going to be 
 
          25   more and more shortage years because of climate 
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           1   change, droughts, and because of the impacts that the 
 
           2   state and federal water projects have had on the 
 
           3   resource in the Delta. 
 
           4            One of the places I urge you to look in the 
 
           5   final Environmental Impact Report is the way in which 
 
           6   the Kern Water Bank has been used. 
 
           7            Since the Monterey Amendment, we believe 
 
           8   that the Kern Water Bank has been used for supply 
 
           9   much more than for the state approved intention for 
 
          10   it when it was owned by the state or developed by the 
 
          11   state as a reliability and drought supply. 
 
          12            State Water Project Amendments that are 
 
          13   under consideration in this environmental document we 
 
          14   believe have had a tremendously negative impact on 
 
          15   the Delta resources especially the fish. 
 
          16            The State Water Project has broken records 
 
          17   almost every year since the year 2000 in volumes of 
 
          18   water exported.  Much of that water there's been a 
 
          19   tremendous increase in the amount of surplus water, 
 
          20   Article 21 water that has been delivered in those 
 
          21   years to urban water users as a perhaps trade-off for 
 
          22   the loss of the urban preference.  We believe that 
 
          23   that should be studied how much additional water has 
 
          24   come out of the Delta for the State Water Project 
 
          25   contractors that is surplus water and has that had an 
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           1   impact on the resource in the Delta, the aquatic 
 
           2   resource.  The operation criteria and plan that is 
 
           3   used as a mitigation for this project is now being 
 
           4   redone because it was found to be deficient by the 
 
           5   courts. 
 
           6            We urge that this project be -- take 
 
           7   cognizance of the fact that the new operation 
 
           8   criteria and plan will not even be out at the point 
 
           9   of which your project is scheduled to be complete. 
 
          10            Thank you. 
 
          11            MS. QUAN:  Thank you. 
 
          12            Are there any other comments today? 
 
          13            Then I want to emphasize that the -- that 
 
          14   written comments are due to the DWR by close of 
 
          15   business by Monday, January 14th. 
 
          16            This completes the official public hearing. 
 
          17            Thank you for coming today. 
 
          18       (Whereupon the hearing concluded at 1:33 p.m.) 
 
          19                          ---o0o--- 
 
          20 
 
          21 
 
          22 
 
          23 
 
          24 
 
          25 
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           1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA   ) 
 
           2                         )  ss 
 
           3   COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO  ) 
 
           4 
 
           5           I, LAURIE D. LERDA, a Certified Shorthand 
 
           6   Reporter in and for the County of Sacramento, State 
 
           7   of California certify that the foregoing proceedings 
 
           8   in the within-entitled cause were reported by me; 
 
           9   that said proceeding was taken at the time and place 
 
          10   therein named; and that the proceedings were reported 
 
          11   by me, a duly Certified Shorthand Reporter, and was 
 
          12   thereafter transcribed, under my direction, by 
 
          13   computer-assisted transcription; 
 
          14           I further certify that I am not of counsel for 
 
          15   either or any of the parties to said proceedings, nor 
 
          16   in any way interested in the outcome of the case 
 
          17   named in said caption. 
 
          18           IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 
 
          19   hand this 14th day of December, 2007. 
 
          20                                  ______________________ 
                                              LAURIE D. LERDA 
          21                                  Certified Shorthand 
                                              Reporter 3649 
          22                                  County of Sacramento 
                                              State of California 
          23 
 
          24 
 
          25 
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MS. QUAN:  Welcome to the California Department 

of Water Resources Public Hearing for the Draft EIR on 

the Monterey Amendment to the State Water Project 

Contracts. 

I'd like to thank you for coming tonight.  We 

appreciate your taking the time to attend. 

I am Nancy Quan, Chief of the State Water Project 

Water Rights Program in the State Water Project 

Analysis Office. 

Next to me is Barbara McDonnell, Chief of DWR's 

Division of Environmental Services.   

And on the end of the table is Delores Brown, 

Chief of the Office of Environmental Compliance within 

the Division of Environmental Services. 

This public hearing is conducting as part of the 

CEQA record and is intended to facilitate DWR's 

receipt of comments on the Monterey Plus DEIR. 

The purpose of this meeting is to receive public 

comments.  And we have a tape recorder tonight.  We 

originally had scheduled a court reporter, which was 

unable to attend.  So your comments are being taped 

tonight. 

We also will be having another meeting tomorrow 

night in Bakersfield which you could attend, which we 

will have a court reporter in that meeting.  But 
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tonight's meeting is being taped. 

Please register to comment by filling out a 

speaker card, which you can pick up at the 

registration table.  And you submit the card to a 

staff member sitting up front here, or to us. 

Delores, do you want to begin? 

MS. BROWN:  Good evening.  And once again, 

welcome.  We want to go through a few slides here to 

set the stage for the project.  I'm going to go to the 

first half, and Barbara will take the second half. 

The Department prepared the Draft EIR for the 

Monterey Plus project to satisfy the requirements of 

CEQA.  This Draft is a disclosure document that 

evaluates the potential environmental effects of the 

proposed project and its alternatives, identifies 

potential significant environmental effects, and 

proposes mitigation measures. 

Once again, we are here today to allow the public 

an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  The 

transcript or the tape recording of this meeting will 

become a part of the final EIR.  Next slide, please. 

The principle State Water Project facilities 

potentially affected by the project are Lake Oroville 

on the Feather River, the Banks Pumping Plant in the 

Delta, the California Aqueduct, San Luis Reservoir, 
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and the two terminal reservoirs, Castaic Lake and Lake 

Perris. 

The State Water Project supplies 24 million -- 

supplies water to over 24 million Californians, and 

irrigates 750,000 acre feet -- acres of land in the 

SWP service areas from Plumas to San Diego.  The SWP 

is primarily paid for by water agencies. 

In the late 1960s 29 public water agencies signed 

contracts to receive State Water Project water.  The 

original contract specified how much water contractors 

would receive, their Table A amounts in any given year 

based on hydrology. 

The contract specified that agriculture would 

encounter the first cutbacks during a drought, and 

that contractors would pay certain costs whether they 

received deliver or not.  Next slide, please. 

The Monterey Amendment is a result of several 

discussions between the agriculture and M&I 

contractors that began during extended dry periods in 

the late 1980s and early 1990s.  Some farmers received 

on SWP water in some years, and reduced supplies in 

others, while still paying for the project, while M&I 

contractors argue that cutbacks should be based on 

full contractual Table A amounts and not requested 

amounts. 
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Contractors' discussions about the contract 

language interpretation continued into 1994, and 

eventually led to consensus of 14 principles known as 

the Monterey Agreement.  The agreement would be 

eventually used to modify the contracts. 

An EIR was completed and certified on the 

Monterey Agreement in 1995.  The resulting Monterey 

Amendment was made part of the long-term water supply 

contracts. 

After the EIR was certified, Planning and 

Conservation, the Citizens Planning Association of 

Santa Barbara County and Plumas County Flood Control 

and Water Conservation District challenged the 

adequacy of the EIR. 

In 2000 the court ruled that DWR should prepare a 

new EIR, and instructed the contractors, the 

plaintiffs and the Department to execute a Settlement 

Agreement.  In anticipation of a Settlement Agreement 

happening, the Department issued a Notice of 

Preparation in January 2003.  The Settlement Agreement 

was eventually signed in May of 2003. 

The proposed project for the new EIR is an 

analysis of the Monterey Amendment and a Settlement 

Agreement.  As part of the Settlement Agreement, the 

Department was allowed to continue to operate the 
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project under the Monterey Amendment while preparing 

the new EIR. 

The Monterey Amendment has six objectives that 

were defined in the EIR, the Draft EIR.  The key 

provisions of the Monterey Amendment are: 

The transfer of 130,000 acre feet of Table A 

amount from agriculture to cities; 

The permanent retirement of 45,000 acre feet of 

Table A amount; 

The transfer of the Kern Water Bank to local 

agencies; 

The removal of the permanent water shortage 

provision, article 18(b), from the contracts; 

Facilitation of water supply management 

practices, including storage outside the Delta.  

Excuse me, storage outside the contractors' service 

area; 

Carryover storage in San Luis Reservoir; 

Provisions for flexible storage in Castaic Lake 

and Lake Perris for Metropolitan Water District, 

Ventura Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 

and Castaic Lake Water Agency; 

And the establishment of a turn back pool. 

The Settlement Agreement has five objectives.  

The primary provisions of the Settlement Agreement 
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are: 

Improved dissemination of information of SWP 

reliability; 

More public review of proposed contract 

amendments; 

Funding for a watershed forum; 

And watershed restoration in Plumas County. 

The proposed project eliminated the initial 

agricultural use cutbacks.  It specified that all 

project water would now be allocated in proportion to 

annual Table A amounts.  It provided more unscheduled 

water to M&I contractors in wet years.  It added water 

supply management practices that improved delivery 

reliability.  And it allowed the development of 

locally owned Kern Water Bank. 

At this point Barbara will take over and describe 

the alternatives and impacts. 

MS. O'DONNELL:  Next slide.  Thank you.  Okay.  

In this EIR we have evaluated five alternatives in 

addition to the proposed project.  We have four of 

them are variations of a no project alternative, and 

then we have an alternative five. 

The no project alternative one, in no project 

alternative one, none of the provisions of the 

Monterey Agreement or the Settlement Agreement are 
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implemented.  DWR would continue to work with the Kern 

County water agencies to develop and use the Kern fed 

element to increase State Water Project reliability.  

None of the significant impacts of the proposed 

project would occur, and none of the objectives would 

be met. 

Under no project alternative two, between the 

years 1996 and 2003, all Table A transfers and 

retirements under the proposed project would have 

occurred and would not be undone.  Water would be 

allocated in accordance with Monterey Amendment 

allocation, all water supply practices carried out 

between 1996 and 2003 would be included. 

After 2003 no further Monterey-related transfers 

or retirements of Table A would be approved.  Water 

would be allocated in accordance with pre-Monterey 

Amendment long-term water supply contracts.  Water 

supply management practices would be discontinued, but 

outside service area storage would continue using 

facilities that were in place in 2003. 

No new Monterey-related outside service area 

storage would occur.  And between 1996 and 2003 this 

no project alternative would have the same 

environmental effects as the proposed project, but in 

the future it would have environmental impacts similar 
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to but less than those of the proposed project. 

The next two alternatives are variations of the 

court-ordered no project alternative.  Under both of 

them DWR would continue to administer State Water 

Project water allocations in accordance with the pre-

Monterey Amendment longer-term water supply contracts.  

None of the elements of the proposed project would be 

implemented.   

A permanent water shortage may have been declared 

and article 18(b) of the long-term water supply 

contracts may have been invoked.  None of the 

environmental impacts of the proposed project would 

have occurred under the two court-ordered no project 

alternatives.   

They may have met some of the proposed project 

objectives with regards to disputes over allocations 

between agriculture and M&I contractors. 

Okay.  In alternative five, we would implement 

all the provisions of the Monterey Amendment and the 

Settlement Agreement with the exception of the water 

supply management practices.  Alternative five would 

avoid potential significant adverse effects of the 

proposed project's groundwater banks in Central 

Valley, potential significant effects on Delta 

outflow, and on environmental resources at Castaic 
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Lake and Lake Perris. 

Although alternative five would meet some of the 

proposed project objectives, it would not meet other 

objectives, and would leave a significant number of 

M&I users with less water and no additional benefits. 

Okay.  Next slide.  Now I'm going to briefly go 

over the environmental impacts of the proposed 

project.  And I'm going to do this by geographic area 

starting in Plumas County, where the watershed forum 

is investigating several watershed restoration 

projects. 

Overall the effects are beneficial 

environmentally, with minor and mitigable adverse 

environmental impacts related to construction.  

However, overall the projects would have a less than 

significant residual adverse impact. 

In the southern San Joaquin Valley, mitigation 

for impacts when constructing and operating the Kern 

Water Bank were detailed in a Kern Water Bank 

Authority Habitat Conservation Plan.  And these are 

summarized in appendix E of this Draft EIR. 

The impacts result from construction of the 

percolation ponds and other groundwater facilities, 

and there are potentially adverse effects on 

terrestrial biological resources and cultural 
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resources and some other minor construction impacts.  

Mitigation measures were included in the Habitat 

Conservation Plan which minimized adverse effects to 

less than significant levels. 

In addition, the water supply management 

practices would encourage the construction of new 

percolation ponds and other groundwater facilities in 

Kern County, and could result in minor short-term 

adverse construction impacts.  Again, these could be 

potential adverse impacts on terrestrial biological 

resources and cultural resources.  Any new groundwater 

banks would be subject to CEQA review and development 

of appropriate mitigation measures. 

Other potential impacts in Kern and Kings County 

relate to a trend toward replacing annual crops with 

permanent crops, which the project might accelerate.  

This could have an effect on available foraging 

habitat for Swainson's Hawk, which is a state-

protected species.  However, we evaluated this impact 

in great detail and determined that it was a less than 

significant impact on the Swainson Hawk. 

At Castaic Lake and Lake Perris, right here in 

your neighborhood, we determined that flexible storage 

practices may lower water levels beyond the levels 

that occurred pre-Monterey Amendment, and this results 
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in potentially significant and unavoidable impacts on 

terrestrial resources, soils, air quality, and 

recreation. 

In the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta, the proposed 

project would result in increased diversions from the 

Delta in certain months of certain years.  Between 

2003 and 2020 we estimate that there is a potential to 

increase on average 50,000 acre feet per year of 

diversions from the Delta.  Of this 50,000, we 

estimate 38,000 could be diverted when sensitive fish 

species would be at risk. 

The environmental water account has provided 

mitigation for these adverse effects since 2008 and 

well on through 2008.  However, this could still be a 

potentially significant impact on fisheries. 

Operations of the State Water Project are 

currently the subject of a court remedy, and that's 

designed to prevent harm to Delta smelt.  Also, the 

Department is involved as an applicant in an ongoing 

re-consultation on our operations with the Fish and 

Wildlife Services and NOAA Fisheries to address 

impacts of project operations in the Delta and 

upstream. 

The Draft EIR proposes mitigation for Delta 

fisheries impacts and that is by extending the 
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environmental water account or an environmental water 

account-like program within the context of the 

operational court order or future biological opinions. 

The environmental water account enables pumping 

curtailment at times to reduce impacts to sensitive 

fish species, and compensates the contractors for 

losses of water due to these fish actions.  We have 

evaluated that this would result in a less than 

significant residual impact on Delta fisheries. 

We have also evaluated growth-inducing impacts of 

the proposed project.  The water transfer between 

agricultural contractors and urban contractors could 

support at a maximum an additional 360 to 560,000 

urban residents in the Bay Area and Southern 

California.  There may be secondary environmental 

impacts of this growth.  These impacts were addressed 

in individual CEQA documents related to permanent 

water transfers and to local growth plans. 

And again, the next steps are proposed.  The 

comment period is January 14th, at which time we will 

then respond to comments and prepare and certify a 

Final EIR by July of 2008. 

MS. QUAN:  Right now we are looking for comments/ 

concerns about the environmental impacts, 

alternatives, and proposed mitigation measures.  So 
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far we have three cards here for three speakers.  Are 

there any elected officials or representatives here 

tonight to speak?  If not, then we'll start with the 

speakers.  Carolee Kreger, please.  And you can speak 

at the podium over there.   

MS. O'DONNELL:  Yeah.  I think that mic is on. 

MS. QUAN:  Yeah, that mic is on already. 

MS. KREGER:  Good evening.  And thank you for the 

opportunity to express our concerns regarding the 

project. 

The amendments change the contracts in several 

fundamental ways, all of them bad for the environment 

and bad for the State's ability to manage our water 

resources in the public interest.   

If this new Draft EIR is formally approved by 

DWR, it would eliminate the requirement that 

agriculture take the first hit during times of drought 

before urban areas, leaving urban areas vulnerable.   

It would hand over the State-owned Kern Water 

Bank, the largest groundwater storage facility in 

California, to a coalition of interests dominated by 

private corporations, despite state laws that prohibit 

just such a transfer.  This would effectively 

privatize the major storage facility and make the 

State Water Project less reliable for everyone else. 
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It would eliminate the original contract 

requirement that DWR must determine the realistic 

yield of the State Water Project and limit contract 

deliveries to that amount.  This is article 18(b).  

Instead, the proposed contract amount would allow DWR 

to continue promising to deliver water that does not 

exist, paper water which has been used to fuel unwise 

development all over California. 

It would allow DWR to continue over-pumping from 

the Delta in the winter and spring months, which has 

already under the provision use of the Monterey 

Amendments contributed to the near extinction of the 

Delta smelt and other Bay Delta fish populations. 

It would allow new transfer -- the new transfer 

rules allow contractors to sell water outside their 

service areas.  This begins the privatization of the 

State Water Project. 

The sum total of the amendments means a loss of 

accountability to the State.  Changing the so-called 

surplus article 221 -- excuse me.  Changing the so-

called surplus article 21 water to interruptable water 

is allowing water marketing, where contractors and 

developers are counting on this non-permanent water 

for building homes and businesses, not a sustainable 

practice.  The amendments remove the clause that 
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specifically states that permanent economics like new 

houses are not supposed to be founded on article 21 

surplus water. 

CWN is preparing extensive comments on this Draft 

EIR to be submitted to DWR I guess now in mid-January 

pointing out its many problems.  However, given past 

experience, we have every reason to believe that our 

concerns will be largely ignored, and that DWR will 

adopt a final EIR that is very close to the original. 

At this time I would like to incorporate the 

Declaration of John Lehigh in support of the 

California Department of Water Resources proposed 

interim remedy dated August 21st, 2007.  Mr. Lehigh 

concludes that: 

"To meet the requirements of the State Water 

Resources Control Board decision D1641, the State 

Water Project and the Central Valley Project would 

have to reduce pumping exports considerably." 

I have an attachment here to hand to you. 

Mr. Lehigh assumed that both the State Water 

Project and the Central Valley Project are equally 

responsible for meeting the objectives of D1641.  If 

this is taken literally, the State Water Project would 

have to reduce exports by 220 to 440,000 acre feet a 

year in dry years, and by 825,000 acre feet up to 1.16 
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million acre feet in average years. 

This is very significant since the average actual 

deliveries of the State Water Project from 1990 

through 2004 was just 2.0 million acre feet.  So the 

State Water -- we are very much -- you know, very 

doubtful that the State Water Project reliability is 

going to be anywhere close, given the court order by 

Judge Wanger, and given the fact of global warming, 

you know, given all of the factors.  So we're very 

concerned about that. 

I would also like to include in the record here 

my letter to DWR Director Lester Snow of May 31st, 

2007.  It's attachment two.  And it comes with all the 

attachments that I sent to Director Snow. 

This letter goes into great detail about our 

above-stated concerns.  Related to this letter is a 

press release that CWN put out in conjunction with 

this letter to Director Snow, and this is attachment 

three.  I hereby incorporate all other comments 

opposing this Draft EIR in its present form. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to 

comment.  Here's all the documents. 

MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  Next speaker is Dorothy 

Green. 

MS. GREEN:  Yes.  Good evening everybody.  We're 
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delighted that you've come to hear comments on this 

EIR.  I am here representing just myself.  I belong to 

several organizations, but I'm not representing any of 

them tonight. 

The State Water Project has a very interesting 

history.  It was originally designed to deliver over 

4.2 million acre feet of water, but yet it was never 

built out.  And only half of it has been built.  But 

yet, the push is on to deliver all of it, whether or 

not the Delta can withstand it, whether the 

environment or the state can withstand that much water 

removal from our ecosystems.  It clearly cannot.   

And with the promise of delivering all of that 

water that came with the original contracts, there 

were also promises that the very big problems of 

groundwater overdraft in the Central Valley were to be 

dealt with.  That a good part of that water was 

supposed to originally go to correct the big 

groundwater overdrafts in the San Joaquin Valley and 

have never been done.  Which leads you to question all 

kinds of promises that have been made by the State. 

We've got a project that can deliver on average 

only half, or has been historically been able to 

deliver only half of the contracts.  And a good chunk 

of what the State Water Project was supposed to have 
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been done has never been accomplished. 

I find it very interesting that it has taken like 

five years for DWR to write this new EIR.  And I 

appreciate the difficulty with which you're dealing 

with the political pressures that have been placed 

upon you.  Because it is clear that when you look at 

this whole proposal of what the changes to the 

contracts are going to do is essentially to give 

control of the whole State Water Project to the giant 

agribusiness and development interests in the state, 

to the detriment of the existing population, and to 

the detriment of the environment.  There just isn't 

enough water to go around. 

And now with the Judge Wanger decision reducing 

even further the amount of water that can be pumped 

out of the Delta, it's clear a whole new tack on 

meeting the state's water needs has to be taken, which 

I'll talk about a little bit further. 

The Kern Water Bank is an obscenity.  It should 

never have been given away by the State to private 

businesses.  Paramount Farming is now managing this.  

It's a private big giant agriculture -- I think the 

biggest grower in the state.  This should have stayed 

in public ownership, should have remained in public 

hands. 
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Any kind of mitigation to the Delta that does not 

include leaving more water in it is not going to work.  

The Delta is crashing because so much water is already 

taken out of it.  And yet, this whole proposal is only 

to figure out ways of taking even more water out, and 

converting what water can be taken out of the system 

into the free market so that people can profit, 

individuals, especially the big agribusiness 

interests, can profit from marketing that water.   

And the push to privatize our water resources is 

unconscionable.  Water belongs to all of us.  It is in 

the public trust that water has to remain managed and 

controlled by the public, by the State. 

The best way to meet our water needs is spelled 

out in the book that I've written and that I've just 

published called "Managing Water:  Avoiding Crisis in 

California".  And what needs to happen is we just 

really have to learn how to use the water that we've 

got a lot more efficiently.  A lot more efficiently. 

The City of Los Angeles has grown by a million 

people over the last 25, 30 years, and yet, its water 

use has remained essentially the same.  The rest of 

the state has got to begin to emulate that. 

There are water agencies in Southern California, 

county sanitation districts, for example, LA County 
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Sanitation District, that has been reclaiming and 

reusing a tremendous amount of wastewater.  The State 

has just begun really to emulate what's happening, or 

what county sanitation districts has been doing since 

1929. 

Tertiary-treated water has been spread and 

allowed to soak into the groundwater and is pumped up 

down aquifer into the drinking water supply thoroughly 

cleansed by the soil finishing that cleansing job.  

It's a tremendous amount of water that can be reused. 

We've just begun to really look at conservation, 

and especially landscaping, to revert back to the kind 

of landscape materials that are native to California.  

And there's growing interest in doing so, certainly 

here in Southern California, in looking toward totally 

changing, totally reforming our landscape materials 

and reverting back to our native plants. 

You know, the history of farming -- excuse me.  

The history of gardening in California is really very 

strange.  It consists of finding the most exotic 

plants from the farthest corners of the world and 

importing them to Southern California and growing them 

because you can grow almost anything here if you add 

water.  And there is a growing movement now to change 

that whole philosophy and to look again toward natives 
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and to other plants that have grown in Mediterranean 

climates similar to our own. 

And there's also a growing movement in Southern 

California now to capture storm water and get it into 

the ground where it falls so that it can be added to 

our drinking water supply.  The Los Angeles and 

San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council has been leading 

a study, first of all, to determine that if we're 

going to take urban runoff, urban slobber as some 

people like to call it, and put it into the ground, if 

we're going to wash the skies clear of the smog and 

put that into the ground, what is going to be the 

impact on groundwater quality. 

That question has now been pretty well answered.  

Water quality really does improve as it goes through 

the soil.  The water, by the time it gets to the 

aquifer, is a lot cleaner than when it falls from the 

sky. 

And now the Watershed Council is looking to 

figure out how to retrofit whole neighborhoods so that 

when there is a storm, there is no runoff.  All the 

water is captured and gotten into the ground in one 

way or another. 

These are just some of the kinds of things that 

need to happen in the state of California to really 

 22

LETTER 66

ccase
Text Box
66-14
(con't.)

21456
Line



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

make a difference so that we don't have to draw on the 

Delta anywhere near as much.   

There's a water agency in the Chino area, the -- 

I'll think of the name of it in a minute. 

FROM THE AUDIENCE:  Inland Empire Utility Agency. 

MS. KREGER:  Thank you.  Inland Empire Utility 

Agency that is working now to be able to go as many as 

four years of dry years without a drop of imported 

water.  These are just some of the things that are 

happening here in Southern California to use our 

existing resources much more efficiently and 

effectively. 

This is the future of California water.  Not 

pulling more water out of the Delta, not privatizing 

what water we have, and not giving it over to big ag 

and the developers to manage on our behalf.  Thank 

you. 

MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  Next speaker, Dan Masnada. 

MR. MASNADA:  Good evening.  Dan Masnada.  I'm 

the General Manager of the Castaic Lake Water Agency.  

We're one of the 29 State Water Project Contractors.  

I've also had the privilege to be the Executive 

Director of the Central Coast Water Authority 

representing Santa Barbara as a State water 

contractor.  And my successor, Bill Brennan, is here 
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as well. 

First of all, I'd like to mention that the 

Monterey Amendments to the State water contracts 

simply provide greater flexibility in managing a 

limited supply, one that in total is less than the 

amount that the State Water Project contractors signed 

up for back in the early '60s. 

And what I'd like to do is just speak to some of 

the benefits of Monterey, using specific examples that 

I've -- specific examples from Central Coast Water 

Authority and from Castaic Lake Water Agency. 

At CCWA, I was there when the Department 

constructed the coastal branch project, and we at CCWA 

constructed the facilities that treated and delivered 

State Project water to San Luis Obispo and Santa 

Barbara Counties. 

With the implementation of Monterey -- well, at 

that time the facilities under the contract had to be 

sized for the Table A amount that we were taking 

delivery of.  Regardless of whether part of it 

included paper water, wet water, whatever the contract 

amount was, the facilities had to be sized for that. 

The one benefit of Monterey is that -- the one 

example I like to cite is Goleta Water District.  Even 

before Monterey was executed, Goleta elected to retain 
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a Table A amount over and above the contract amount 

that was held for by it Central Coast Water Authority, 

and which was included in the sizing of the State 

Water Project facilities. 

Prior to Monterey, that 4500 acre feet, or 

specifically, a portion of that 4500 acre feet could 

not be delivered in years of less than 100 percent 

allocation.  Even in a 50 percent allocation year, 

under the then existing State Water Project contract, 

Goleta could only take delivery of 50 percent of the 

contract amount it held with CCWA.  It could not take 

delivery of any of the 4500 acre feet, although 

capacity existed in the system.  Monterey allowed 

Goleta Water District to utilize that 4500 acre feet 

to supplement deliveries of its contract amount. 

At Castaic Lake Water Agency, one of the benefits 

of Monterey was the making available of 133,000 acre 

feet of Table A amount from the agricultural entities 

to the municipal entities, or the M&I entities, as 

part of balancing the elimination of article 18(b). 

Castaic Lake -- well, and as you well know, 

transfers are touted by the environmental community as 

being the most environmentally benign way of meeting 

new demand, or one of the most environmentally -- 

SEVERAL VOICES FROM THE AUDIENCE:  No. 
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MR. MASNADA:  Excuse me.  I didn't interrupt you.  

Let me finish my statement.  

But in any event, as you may know, Castaic Lake 

serves a high growth area.  And we were able, again, 

under Monterey to acquire 41,000 acre feet of the 

133,000 acre feet to meet demands in our system 

without having to expand the State Water Project, 

without having to add any additional facilities other 

than local facilities. 

Flex storage was mentioned earlier.  Castaic Lake 

Water Agency is a beneficiary of flex storage.  This 

coming year, in spite of a 25 percent allocation, flex 

storage will assist us in meeting demands during 2008. 

Groundwater banking, also another practice that's 

touted by the environmental community, would not have 

been possible in a number of instances, at last with 

respect to State Water, outside of our service area 

without Monterey. 

Castaic has banked over 100,000 acre feet of 

water, which will allow it to meet demands in future 

dry years when there are shortages in the project. 

Also, one thing I do want to correct.  It was 

mentioned earlier that selling water outside of one's 

service area was not allowed under the original 

contracts.  That's incorrect.  I believe the 
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Department would agree that it was allowed under the 

original contracts.  Monterey did facilitate in 

certain respects.  But Castaic Lake Water Agency was 

the first entity to acquire state water outside of its 

service area and deliver it to -- and expand its Table 

A amount in the acquisition of Devil's Den Water 

District. 

Oh, the Wanger court ruling was mentioned 

earlier.  Actually, Monterey helps address the impacts 

of the recent Wanger court ruling and the Alameda 

County Court ruling.  As bad as those rulings were, 

they would have been much worse absent Monterey being 

in place. 

Our world has changed significantly since the 

'60s.  The State Water contracts were 75-year 

contracts executed in the early '60s.  They predated 

CEQA.  This effort here is, as I believe the original 

EIR was intended, to address the requirements under 

CEQA.   

But in any event, the Monterey Agreements were 

the first major overhaul of the State Water contract 

in the then 35-year life.  Essentially at the midpoint 

of the State Water contracts.  They were an attempt -- 

the Monterey Amendments were an attempt to recognize 

the realities of today's world to better serve us as 
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customers of the State Water Project.  Undoing 

Monterey would have disastrous water supply, economic 

and environmental consequences.  Thank you. 

MS. QUAN:  Mary Lou Cotton, please. 

MS. COTTON:  My name is Mary Lou Cotton, and I'm 

tonight representing the State Water Contractors, 27 

public agencies that have contracts for State Water 

Project Table A amount, and whose residents, farmers 

and customers pay all of the capital and O&M costs of 

the State Water Project. 

The State Water Contractors support the Monterey 

Amendment for many reasons, among which are the 

following: 

The Monterey Amendment makes the State Water 

Project more flexible in managing limited supplies.  

The amended water management provisions permit banking 

of water and underground water storage during wet 

periods for later years during dry times, and improve 

opportunities to get more use out of existing SWP 

facilities. 

The added flexibility provided by the Monterey 

Amendment has allowed the SWP contractors to weather 

the most recent drought without enduring the 

substantial hardships of the drought that occurred in 

the early 1990s despite increased water demands since 
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that time. 

The State Water Contractors feel that the 

Monterey Amendment DEIR which was drafted with the 

advisory collaboration of DWR, the State Water 

Contractors, Planning and Conservation League, 

Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara, and 

Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation 

District, adequately describes the environmental 

effects of the amendment. 

The exhaustive analysis in the EIR shows that 

there have been no significant environmental impacts 

resulting from the Monterey Amendments from 1996 

through today. 

Moving into the future, the EIR shows that future 

environmental impacts from the Monterey Amendments in 

almost all resource categories are at less than 

significant levels.   

Thank you for accepting these comments. 

MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  Are there any other 

speakers tonight?  Okay.  I want to emphasize that 

written comments are due to DWR by close of business 

on Monday, January 14th, 2008.  This completes the 

official public hearing.  Thank you for coming. 

 (Off the record.) 

MS. PLAMBECK:  Is there a time limit? 
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MS. QUAN:  Since there are no speakers after you, 

you could speak a few minutes longer than the other 

speakers. 

MS. PLAMBECK:  Okay.  All right. 

MS. QUAN:  The next speaker is Lynn Plambeck. 

MS. PLAMBECK:  Okay.  I'm here representing Santa 

Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment.  

And I would first like to put on the record that there 

are no signs directing anyone to this being a public 

meeting.  There's a very dark parking lot out there, 

and it was very difficult to find.   

And I'm discouraged to have arrived 6:40, having 

to leave work early tonight to arrive even at this 

time, and find that the meeting was going to be closed 

down.  It concerns me that a public hearing doesn't 

remain open for the full time period in case other 

people would not be able to get off of work right away 

to come and make comments. 

We will be submitting extensive written comments 

on this issue.  But I would like to express my concern 

in the change of the amendments.  It's really 

important that the EIR look more closely at the 

changes in article A and B, particularly in light of 

the drought that we are currently experiencing, and 

the Wanger decision in the Delta.  I don't think the 
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EIR really considered the Wanger decision. 

I also don't think the EIR has considered to the 

fullest extent possible the changes that will result 

from global warming.  And it's maybe time, just as the 

Colorado River water law was looked at again, it's 

maybe time to look at this again. 

And I would like to suggest that possibly you 

reevaluate, in the EIR have an alternative that puts 

the urban preference back in.  The reason is, I'm from 

an area that's relying almost entire -- well, about 50 

percent on State Water.  And most new development in 

the future will have to rely on State Water. 

So if we are going to be building on State Water, 

then we can't really -- we have to have the urban 

preference back.  Either that or it has to be 

reflected in your reliability report that there may be 

severe cutbacks. 

I think in my area where we're looking at 

projects like the New Whole Ranch Project, 21,000 

units, and about 30,000 units in addition to that, all 

basically relying on imported water supply, not having 

an urban preference could be really a disaster for the 

area.  And I think that the growth section of the EIR 

did not really address the amount of massive growth. 

I was interested to go to the San Gabriel Valley 
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and see a report that they are only relying on 30,000 

acre feet in the San Gabriel Valley, to my 

understanding of what was presented there.  And yet, 

in Santa Clarita we're looking at an entitlement of 

95,000, which is far in excess of what our local 

supplies could provide as a backup. 

So, in addition, the EIR should address the 

article 21 water that is being transferred to the Kern 

area because the difference in when that water is 

taken is what may have caused impacts to the Delta 

smelt. 

If you look at the charts of water production 

since 2000, where much of that water was transferred 

into the Kern area to be stored, there was massive 

amounts of water removed from the Delta at a time when 

the Delta smelt were probably near the pumps.   

And if that's the scenario that we're going to be 

using in the future, you really have to address those 

impacts.  And I didn't see that in the EIR.  And maybe 

it's -- maybe I haven't reviewed everything thoroughly 

enough, the biology section.  But I didn't see that in 

there currently. 

Also -- well, I guess that's all.  Anyway, thank 

you for letting me speak. 

MS. QUAN:  Thank you.
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          1                      Bakersfield, California 
 
          2              Wednesday, December 5, 2007; 6:27 p.m. 
 
          3            Kern County Board of Supervisors Chambers 
 
          4             MS. QUAN:  Right now, we are looking for comments  
 
          5   and concerns about the environmental impacts, alternatives,  
 
          6   and proposed mitigation measures. 
 
          7             So I am going to go ahead and call each speaker in  
 
          8   the order we received their card. 
 
          9             The first speaker is Steve Torigiani.   
 
         10             MR. TORIGIANI:  My comments are more responsive in  
 
         11   nature, so can I defer?   
 
         12             MS. QUAN:  Okay.  The next person is Curtis Creel.   
 
         13   I have to warn you there is a step.  So watch out  about  
 
         14   that. 
 
         15             MR. CREEL:  Thank you, Nancy.   
 
         16             I have some general comments that I would like to  
 
         17   make on behalf of the Kern County Water Agency.   
 
         18             Let me first introduce myself.  I am Curtis Creel.   
 
         19   I am the Water Resource Manager for the Kern County Water  
 
         20   Agency. 
 
         21             First of all, what I would like to say is why do  
 
         22   we have the Monterey Amendment?  The original contracts for  
 
         23   the State Water Project that date back from 1960 envisioned  
 
         24   a world very different from what we see today.   
 
         25             It envisioned a complete State Water Project that  
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          1   would have the capability of delivering 4.2 million acre  
 
          2   feet of water to the 29 state water contractors throughout  
 
          3   the state almost every single year, but by the late  
 
          4   eighties, with rising concerns from environmental issues,  
 
          5   increasing stringent environmental relations, and a State  
 
          6   Water Project that was never completed as originally  
 
          7   envisioned, what became apparent was that that project would  
 
          8   not be able to meet all the needs of its contractors in all  
 
          9   the years. 
 
         10             And of course, the drought of '87 through the '92,  
 
         11   the second critical period in that century, led to a  
 
         12   significant supply curtailment.   
 
         13             As you noted earlier, agricultural contractors  
 
         14   were cut to zero allocation in 1991 in accordance with the  
 
         15   ag first provision, shortage provision; however, they still  
 
         16   had to pay their full cost of the fixed share of the fixed  
 
         17   cost.   
 
         18             The urban contractors received only 30 percent  
 
         19   allocation. 
 
         20             We had thousands of acres of agricultural plans  
 
         21   that were followed, and mandatory ration was imposed to many  
 
         22   urban users. 
 
         23             It became obvious that the State Water Project did  
 
         24   not perform as envisioned in 1960, and more flexible ways of  
 
         25   operating the system were needed to be considered and  
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          1   contemplated. 
 
          2             So what does it really do for us?   
 
          3             It settles, as you pointed out, disputes between  
 
          4   all the contractors regarding allocations.  The amended  
 
          5   water allocation provision eliminates the add for shortage  
 
          6   and puts all contractors on an equal basis. 
 
          7             Now, having said that, it's important to step back  
 
          8   and say that also agricultural contractors have a right to  
 
          9   surplus water first over the urban contractors, and it also  
 
         10   puts on an uneven keel all of the contractors. 
 
         11             So now, the M&I contractors have an opportunity to  
 
         12   gain access to additional supplies of Department 21 water  
 
         13   that can be made available by the system at the same time  
 
         14   that agricultural users can utilize the supplies. 
 
         15             It also makes the State Water Project more  
 
         16   flexible in managing amended water management provisions,  
 
         17   promoted banking water, which you pointed out in areas  
 
         18   outside of individual contractor service areas, although DWR  
 
         19   had already allowed that for the Metropolitan Water  
 
         20   District, and it increased funding for local investment by  
 
         21   providing a means to stabilize rates for all the  
 
         22   contractors. 
 
         23             Now, I would like to talk just briefly about a  
 
         24   couple of the specific comments.   
 
         25             First of all, there has been some concern raised  
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          1   about the transfer of Kern Water Bank from the Department of  
 
          2   Water Resources to local operation, and I think it's been  
 
          3   perceived as a giveaway by the Department of Water  
 
          4   Resources, and that could be no further from the truth than  
 
          5   what actually occurred.   
 
          6             First, as you pointed out, the Monterey Amendment  
 
          7   called for 45,000 thousand acre feet of fallowing within  
 
          8   Kern County.  Given the value of that water, that is  
 
          9   approximately $45,000,000.00 worth of contract right for  
 
         10   water that was let go by Kern County agricultural water  
 
         11   districts, meaning that more water would be available for  
 
         12   all contractors.   
 
         13             Second, Kern County also facilitated transfers of  
 
         14   130,000 acre feet of Table A contract amounts from  
 
         15   agricultural water users to municipal and industrial water  
 
         16   users within other state water contractors as well as making  
 
         17   that available for M&I use within Kern County.   
 
         18             The second comment is concerns about the  
 
         19   disproportionate sharing of -- the shortages between  
 
         20   agriculture and M&I, the concerns about M&I now taking a  
 
         21   proportionate cut with agriculture.   
 
         22             Again, it's important to realize that 130,000 acre  
 
         23   feet of contract right increased the ability of other State  
 
         24   Water Project contractors to actually have a more reliable  
 
         25   supply of water by having greater contract right for  
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          1   contract.   
 
          2             Finally, looking at the effects of the  
 
          3   environmental water account, I realize that one of the  
 
          4   things that you have been looking at is providing a program  
 
          5   to offset the effects of increased diversions out of the  
 
          6   Delta.   
 
          7             It would be interesting to compare the increases  
 
          8   that have been facilitated by the Monterey Agreement as  
 
          9   compared to just having State Water Project contractors  
 
         10   increase their called upon State Water Project water to full  
 
         11   contract amounts of 4.2 million acre feet, which, frankly,  
 
         12   most of them are now seeing that effect.           
 
         13             The Metropolitan Water District had its demand for  
 
         14   State Water Project water increased dramatically after  
 
         15   supplies from the Colorado River were reduced.   
 
         16             So the point being, there are factors that go  
 
         17   beyond the Monterey Amendment that have greater effects on  
 
         18   the environment within the beltway.   
 
         19             The Environmental Water Account was envisioned as  
 
         20   a program to help improve conditions not necessarily related  
 
         21   to the Monterey Amendment, but just generally related to the  
 
         22   operation of the Central Valley Project and State Water  
 
         23   Project.   
 
         24             As such, even if the Monterey Amendment or  
 
         25   Monterey provisions did not exist, we would probably still  
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          1   have some sort of a program that would address the other  
 
          2   factors that are affecting conditions in the Delta.   
 
          3              That's all I have.  Thank you.   
 
          4              MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  The next speaker is John  
 
          5   Parker. 
 
          6              MR. PARKER:  I would like to respond to the  
 
          7   questions later.   
 
          8              MS. QUAN:  Okay.  The next speaker is Renee  
 
          9   Nelson. 
 
         10              MS. NELSON:  Renee, R-e-n-e-e; Nelson,  
 
         11   N-e-l-s-o-n.  I am from Clean Water and Air Matter, CWAM.   
 
         12             Unfortunately, I am not up to speed on this, nor  
 
         13   this environmental document.  I just have one comment, and,  
 
         14   like the others, I would like to continue to listen, and  
 
         15   I'll review and submit written comments. 
 
         16             Excuse me.  In the court order of the Project  
 
         17   Alternatives 3 and 4, in the written statement, you have a  
 
         18   permanent water shortage "would" have been declared in  
 
         19   Article 18(b), yet in your verbal testimony, Barbara -- and  
 
         20   I didn't catch your last name -- you said, "may."  Is that  
 
         21   "may" or "would."  I think there's a big difference between  
 
         22   those two, and if that could be clarified.   
 
         23             MS. McDONNELL:  Okay.  Sure.   
 
         24             MS. NELSON:  The rest, I am sure, is in the  
 
         25   documents, and I will leave it at that.  Thank you. 
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          1             MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  Florn Core is the next  
 
          2   speaker. 
 
          3             MR. CORE:  Good evening.  My name is Florn Core.   
 
          4   I am the Water Resources Manager for the City of  
 
          5   Bakersfield.  I don't have anything in writing to turn in  
 
          6   yet; however, we will be making comments by the deadline,  
 
          7   the January 14th deadline.  Our comments will center around  
 
          8   the provisions that were lost to M&I users for the priority.   
 
          9             The City of Bakersfield has lost that priority.    
 
         10             Other issues we will be discussing will also  
 
         11   involve the local control of the Kern (unintelligible).   
 
         12   We're not sure that is working the way it should be, and we  
 
         13   will be making comments in that respect.  
 
         14             MS. QUAN:  Thank you. 
 
         15             MR. CORE:  Thank you. 
 
         16             MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  Next speaker, Ann Goudin. 
 
         17             MS. GOUDIN:  My name is Ann Goudin.  I am speaking  
 
         18   as a private citizen, resident of the County of Kern.   
 
         19             I live just outside the City in one of those  
 
         20   county areas.   
 
         21             My major concern is the privatization of water  
 
         22   across the United States, and here, I am concerned about the  
 
         23   Kern Water Bank seeing it as a giveaway. 
 
         24             It was built with $34,000,000.00 of State funds,  
 
         25   and then the Department of Water Resources gave it to the  
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          1   Kern Water Agency, and they immediately signed it over to  
 
          2   the Kern Water Bank Authority.   
 
          3             So I looked up to see who that was, and I have  
 
          4   been reading about it in our local Bakersfield Californian  
 
          5   paper too.   
 
          6             The corporate players in that are -- 58 percent is  
 
          7   Paramount Farms, which is a privately-owned company, owned  
 
          8   by Sue Resnick out of Beverly Hills, and about 26 percent is  
 
          9   backed by Tejon Ranch, and then Newhall Land & Farming also. 
 
         10             That concerns me.  I am wondering if a huge  
 
         11   corporation like Paramount and Newhall Land & Farming should  
 
         12   be allowed to profit from buying and selling water.   
 
         13             And I read about the "paper water".  Is that  
 
         14   titled Table A water?  It doesn't seem right to be trading  
 
         15   "paper water" that may or may not become available.   
 
         16             And it appears that they have been wanting to sell  
 
         17   water to -- Paramount has wanted to sell water to L.A.  
 
         18   Metropolitan Water District since they signed on to the  
 
         19   Monterey Agreement. 
 
         20             I think, environmentally, we should be concerned  
 
         21   about the water being used to protect farm land and the  
 
         22   needs of our urban communities. 
 
         23             Trading back and forth is good when there is a  
 
         24   need.  When there is excess water in one part of the state,  
 
         25   it's okay to send it to another part, but trading back and  
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          1   forth with "paper water" doesn't seem right. 
 
          2             And I understand that Tejon Ranch now is saying  
 
          3   they have water available to build a new city, but do they  
 
          4   really have that water, or is it "paper water," and if  
 
          5   decisions are made to build a new city based on water, if  
 
          6   they tell everybody we have got water, but they really  
 
          7   don't, that's an environmental impact of great proportion. 
 
          8             So I think the Monterey Amendment should all be  
 
          9   repealed and we should start over.  Water should not be this  
 
         10   complicated.  
 
         11             The State should be able to manage their water.   
 
         12   It shouldn't be in the hands of private corporations.  I  
 
         13   think they should be -- the Monterey Amendment should be  
 
         14   repealed or rewritten.  All over California, we should  
 
         15   equitably distribute the water.   
 
         16             We should always consider water conservation and  
 
         17   environmental protection.  I am wondering if when these  
 
         18   corporations and this water district, the Westside Mutual  
 
         19   Water Company, if they are making decisions, how open and  
 
         20   transparent are these to the public. 
 
         21             I think we should eliminate the whole concept of  
 
         22   Table A amounts, "paper water," and I think we should forbid  
 
         23   folks with those contracts to profit from selling water.   
 
         24             I saw some prices.  Is it an acre foot for $100.00  
 
         25   that was then transferred.  It comes back and somebody pays  
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          1   200 an acre foot, and then all of a sudden, Jim Nikkel in  
 
          2   Bakersfield is getting $400.00 for the same.  It sounds like  
 
          3   a scheme, and it sounds like what happened in California  
 
          4   when we had our energy crisis and our power, our energy, was  
 
          5   being traded out of the state and back in, and Gray Davis  
 
          6   got into these long-term contracts, and we know where that  
 
          7   ended. 
 
          8             So if the Kern County Water Bank and the Westside  
 
          9   District sells water, "paper water," to Tejon, and they  
 
         10   build a community, what about a drought then.   
 
         11             Then they're going to come back to the State, we  
 
         12   need more dams, and the people in the cities have to give up  
 
         13   their water or ration their water so we can have water for  
 
         14   this new city we built.   
 
         15             I think already some of these major real estate  
 
         16   developers are pushing for more dams around the state.  We  
 
         17   have got a dam problem here in Kern County with Lake  
 
         18   Isabella's dam.  We need to fix that before we build more  
 
         19   dams, but unfortunately, our representative, Jean Fuller, is  
 
         20   beating the drum to build more dams in California.           
 
         21             So I am very concerned about water issues in  
 
         22   California being decided by corporations behind closed  
 
         23   doors.   
 
         24             Thank you for the opportunity to speak. 
 
         25             MS. QUAN:  The next speaker is Harry Love. 
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          1             MR. LOVE:  Thank you very much.  I am representing  
 
          2   the Kern Audubon Society, and the Kern Audubon Society  
 
          3   represents over 400 members in Kern County.  I am a member  
 
          4   of the conservation committee, and we are very concerned  
 
          5   with the issues tonight. 
 
          6             I would like to read for the record what was sent  
 
          7   in November by our conservation chair who could not make it  
 
          8   tonight, but I would like to read the letter for the record,  
 
          9   put it in the oral testimony, and if it has not been  
 
         10   received, I will also mail it again so it will be in the  
 
         11   written record.   
 
         12             It was dated November 30th of this year.  It reads  
 
         13   the following:  The Kern Audobon Society would like to  
 
         14   comment on the Monterey Amendments to the State Water  
 
         15   Project contracts.  We ask that the comments be made part of  
 
         16   the official record.   
 
         17             The Kern Audubon Society strongly opposes the  
 
         18   proposed amendments.  We are concerned if the amendments are  
 
         19   adopted permanently, they would have profound negative  
 
         20   consequences on the health of California's environment.      
 
         21             First and foremost, we oppose the giveaway of  
 
         22   private interest of the Kern Water Bank, which is created  
 
         23   and developed to the cost of several million dollars of  
 
         24   public dollars.   
 
         25             The Kern County Water Bank is an important public  
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          1   resource that should remain in public ownership.   
 
          2             Second, we are concerned that the amendments would  
 
          3   enable the increase transfer of water from northern  
 
          4   California to the south and from agriculture to urban use  
 
          5   without sufficient public oversight and accountability.      
 
          6             Third, we are concerned that the amendments would  
 
          7   end the prohibition of using water surplus from the Delta  
 
          8   for permanent development.   
 
          9             These surpluses will be needed to meet demand in  
 
         10   drought years and provide adequate water for wildlife and  
 
         11   fish.  They should not be used for further sprawl in  
 
         12   development that would destroy wildlife habitat, while  
 
         13   having uncertain future water supply.   
 
         14             Finally, we are particularly concerned that the  
 
         15   amendments would eliminate the requirement that the  
 
         16   Department of Water Resources determine the reliable, safe  
 
         17   yield of water that can be pumped from the San Francisco  
 
         18   Bay, slash, Sacramento Delta estuary.   
 
         19             The amendment would open the Bay Delta ecosystem  
 
         20   to a level they are pumping that are environmentally  
 
         21   unsustainable.  The Bay Delta has already been severely  
 
         22   overpumped for the past few years with the result that  
 
         23   populations have declined.   
 
         24             We urge that the amendments not be implemented.   
 
         25   Signed Douglas Dodd, conservation chair.  Thank you very  
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          1   much.  
 
          2              MS. QUAN:  Thank you very much. 
 
          3              The next speaker is Conner Everts. 
 
          4              MR. EVERTS:  Thank you very much.  My name is  
 
          5   Conner, C-o-n-n-e-r; last name, E-v-e-r-t-s.   
 
          6             I just brought these up, and I am not going to  
 
          7   take them home.  I hope they are available on DVD. 
 
          8             This is the EIR we are talking about and these are  
 
          9   the dependencies we are talking about. 
 
         10             I really admire the citizens of Bakersfield that  
 
         11   have come forward here.  I was in Ventura last night where I  
 
         12   grew up (unintelligible).   
 
         13             I would like to say a little bit about the  
 
         14   process, talk in general about the EIR, and then I am  
 
         15   submitting more comprehensive comments writtenly.   
 
         16             But because this is a somewhat arcane and obscure  
 
         17   piece of greater water policy; nevertheless, the amount of  
 
         18   effort that is seen in the weight of the paper here really  
 
         19   demands a different kind of, I think, outreach and inclusion  
 
         20   of the public if you are really going to be having these  
 
         21   hearings for the true value they can have.   
 
         22             We had a handful of people yesterday.  No one from  
 
         23   the Ventura area.  I know you were in Quincy and Sacramento.  
 
         24   I heard it was pretty quiet in Quincy as well where,  
 
         25   actually, they are impacted because they are the source of  
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          1   the water. 
 
          2             In Ventura, ironically, I sat on the Casitas  
 
          3   Municipal Water District, and I was there from '92 to '96 as  
 
          4   the token environmentalist, and at that time, the Monterey  
 
          5   agreements came forward to us.   
 
          6             We were in a situation, not only did we pay for  
 
          7   our State water allocation.  We had no way of physically  
 
          8   getting the allocation.  We tried to give it back to the  
 
          9   Bureau of Reclamation, and when the State water contractors  
 
         10   wouldn't let us do that, we saw no point in signing on to  
 
         11   the Monterey Agreement or any value for an agency that was  
 
         12   removed from that. 
 
         13             Ironically, by not getting State water, we  
 
         14   actually were forced to live within our means, and I think  
 
         15   that is what the whole State of California has to do.   
 
         16             So I hope you have hearings, unlike Ventura, that  
 
         17   actually, people can find, that aren't in the basement of  
 
         18   the county building or here where we try to vocalize -- I  
 
         19   realize mistakes were made, but nevertheless, if you want  
 
         20   public input, you have to work at it, and at that point, if  
 
         21   I gave a workshop to dispute people on this little reaction,  
 
         22   I would start over, and I suggest you do that.  
 
         23             Nevertheless, I want to make some comments. 
 
         24             When the State Water Project first went in, the  
 
         25   contracts that were made, not everybody signed up, but it  
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          1   didn't mean there was ever going to be the water. 
 
          2             Then, it wasn't an environmental concern, but it  
 
          3   was the reality that the State water supply was limited, and  
 
          4   we built on that and we continue to build on that.  Knowing  
 
          5   there isn't enough water, we will build out.  Taking the  
 
          6   rivers of, you know, the Eel River to the north, to the  
 
          7   north coast, and other areas would not have solved the  
 
          8   problems we are having now, and on top of that, the climate  
 
          9   change and global warming extremes we have seen.   
 
         10             I live in Southern California where we have had  
 
         11   the two driest winters on record by far in the last six  
 
         12   years.  Also, as far as that, we have had the wettest winter  
 
         13   on record.   
 
         14             What it forced us to do because of the long  
 
         15   drought, the smart agencies got on board and implemented  
 
         16   programs where they don't have to rely on board water by  
 
         17   doing extensive conservation, by making ultimately full use  
 
         18   of reclaimed water, by making use of urban runoff, which  
 
         19   actually, we capture in Santa Monica and re-use onsite for  
 
         20   irrigation, storm water runoff, and better management of our  
 
         21   groundwater. 
 
         22              I was one of seven groundwater agencies in the  
 
         23   State of California mandated by the legislature in the Ojai  
 
         24   basin, a little tiny one.  Very interesting to watch because  
 
         25   of how it worked.  We went from drought to flood and then  
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          1   back to drought, as happens here in California.   
 
          2             We really need to deal with our groundwater  
 
          3   resources properly, and we waste and continue to abuse the  
 
          4   surface water that comes from other watersheds.   
 
          5             Until we really get a clear view of that, it's  
 
          6   inappropriate to move forward with the Monterey Agreements.   
 
          7   You know, I guess everyone knows that it's listed as  
 
          8   Monterey because that's where the Aqua meeting was.   
 
          9             The line between privatization, which are the guts  
 
         10   for water, the people I work with, Water Watch, have a whole  
 
         11   program against that, but it becomes a pretty fine line  
 
         12   because the public agencies lack transparency, and they go  
 
         13   behind closed doors and have these meetings, and I think  
 
         14   that is one of the real issues that brought forward people  
 
         15   from across the state to challenge them, and successfully,  
 
         16   they did challenge them.  We can't continue to work like  
 
         17   that.   
 
         18             I don't see a great deal of difference in this EIR  
 
         19   than the original one.  I know attempts have been made.  The  
 
         20   Environmental Water Account, which I participated in through  
 
         21   Cal-Fed, has not been a success.   
 
         22             So to put another layer of expectation on that  
 
         23   wouldn't work as well.   
 
         24             There are serious concerns about the State not  
 
         25   taking it's full responsibility and privatization of not  
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          1   only the State Water Project through the state contractors,  
 
          2   but specifically, the Kern Water Bank.   
 
          3             The fallowing makes sense when the land is being  
 
          4   fallowed and can't be farmed anyway.  We are seeing that in  
 
          5   other areas as well.   
 
          6             What we really have to recognize is times have  
 
          7   changed, as was said earlier, and we have to respect those  
 
          8   changes, and climate change and other elements have to be  
 
          9   part of CEQA if we are going to be serious about this  
 
         10   project.   
 
         11             The rest of my comments, I will put in written.   
 
         12   Thank you for this opportunity again. 
 
         13             MS. QUAN:  Thank you very much.  The next speaker,  
 
         14   Rick Iger.  
 
         15             MR. IGER:  My name is Rick Iger, I-g-e-r.  I am  
 
         16   chief engineer with the Kern County Water Agency, and I was  
 
         17   involved with the development of the Kern Water Bank when  
 
         18   DWR was investigating building it as a part of the component  
 
         19   of the State Water Project.   
 
         20             I just wanted to give a little bit of historical  
 
         21   perspective as to what was going on around the time that the  
 
         22   Monterey Agreement was being negotiated. 
 
         23             As mentioned earlier in your comments and  
 
         24   discussed in the draft EIR, the Department was recognizing  
 
         25   that there were going to be certain problems with the Kern  
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          1   Water Bank property being developed as a component of the  
 
          2   State Water Project, and some of those problems that they  
 
          3   have identified, one was mentioned earlier, the ability to  
 
          4   move water through the Delta itself, the State doing it  
 
          5   outside of the water that was already allocated through  
 
          6   Table A. 
 
          7             There was some concern about how that would be  
 
          8   done and how much water would be available to be moved, and  
 
          9   as part of that, the cost of the project of being able to  
 
         10   store water for later use during droughts was going to get  
 
         11   very expensive based on the model studies that were done at  
 
         12   the time.   
 
         13             The other one was DWR itself had a fear that there  
 
         14   was local use of the Kern Water Bank property that was going  
 
         15   to be required as far as the Water Code section that allowed  
 
         16   the State to develop a project in Kern County, and through  
 
         17   negotiating that agreement with the Kern County Water  
 
         18   Agency, it became clear to the Department that a certain  
 
         19   part of the property would be set aside to allow local use  
 
         20   during times when, say, the Kern River was running at high  
 
         21   flows, and that water could be saved and stored for  
 
         22   residents in Kern County and the economy of Kern County.     
 
         23             DWR had a fear that that might interfere with the  
 
         24   ability of the Department to store water when it had water  
 
         25   available.   

LETTER 67

ccase
Text Box
67-22
(con't.)

ccase
Text Box
67-23

21456
Line

21456
Line



 
                                                                       20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          1             The other one was the endangered species concern  
 
          2   on the property.  DWR was going through a lot of effort to  
 
          3   try to document the endangered species and had come up with  
 
          4   a habitat conservation plan of their own.  
 
          5             The Kern Water Bank authority was able to do that  
 
          6   through the structure that they put together, but the  
 
          7   Department had been working on that for years and still had  
 
          8   not put anything in place.   
 
          9             One of the things I also wanted to mention was   
 
         10   the water bank property was acquired to be a component of  
 
         11   the State Water Project, and the cost of that were paid for  
 
         12   by the State water contractors and the cost of stubbing the  
 
         13   property to build projects.  So it wasn't really a general  
 
         14   fund, state general fund-type project.  It was a project to  
 
         15   be a component of the State facilities to supply the water  
 
         16   supply.  Thank you very much. 
 
         17             MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  The next speaker is Arthur  
 
         18   Unger. 
 
         19             MR. UNGER:  Good evening.  I am Arthur Unger,  
 
         20   U-n-g-e-r, and I commonly come to this microphone to  
 
         21   represent the Sierra Club.  We will have official comments,  
 
         22   but tonight will just represent me. 
 
         23             First place, this is one of the first water  
 
         24   documents that has come out since everybody has accepted  
 
         25   global warming, not just the Sierra Club, and one wonders if  
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          1   that is in the document itself. 
 
          2             Secondly, we need urban safeguards to make sure  
 
          3   that there is enough water to flush toilets and provide  
 
          4   drinking water, but we must not let urban safeguard -- we  
 
          5   must not waste water on non-edible crops, such as lawns  
 
          6   and/or spread water on non-permeable ground like driveways. 
 
          7             Just as we need compact housing to reduce air  
 
          8   pollution and global warming, we must no longer allow  
 
          9   sprawling development to tap into the California Aqueduct or  
 
         10   other sources of water needed to grow food. 
 
         11             Four-fifths of California water is used by  
 
         12   agriculture, and I didn't get to Governor Brown's documents  
 
         13   about how many gallons of water go into a quart of milk or a  
 
         14   pound of beef, but I suspect that a document that was trying  
 
         15   to conserve California water would wonder if we couldn't  
 
         16   import our beef from pastures where it rains. 
 
         17             Here in Bakersfield, through the wisdom of the  
 
         18   Kern County Supervisors and the City Council, we have  
 
         19   retired farm land that produces the most food, fiber, and  
 
         20   jobs per unit of water, even if some farmers get money from  
 
         21   selling that land rather than farming it. 
 
         22             Suburban -- anyway, here, our chapter of the  
 
         23   Sierra Club, led by Gordon Nipp, has established fees that  
 
         24   farms pay for the right to develop their land -- they pay a  
 
         25   fee for the right to develop their land, and we hope in that  
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          1   way to preserve some farm land that use water most  
 
          2   efficiently. 
 
          3             The Kern Water Bank, plus the 2800-acre city  
 
          4   recharge area that assists in the east and central part of  
 
          5   the Kern Water Bank -- and I have a little map -- can  
 
          6   provide a place for city kids to see endangered species.   
 
          7             The EIR for the Kern Water Bank didn't have much  
 
          8   public input, but we would like to see that reversed. 
 
          9             It is said that the agricultural community --  
 
         10   excuse me.  It says the agricultural community put 45,000  
 
         11   acre feet of water into the Kern Water Bank.  Is that per  
 
         12   year, and where does it come from, how do they transport it,  
 
         13   or is it just "paper water"?   
 
         14             We think that the Kern Water Bank should be run by  
 
         15   the State.  Not by these private corporations whose  
 
         16   obligation is not to provide water for all of us but to make  
 
         17   money for the corporation.   
 
         18             If I were a shareholder, as many people are, that  
 
         19   is what I am looking for. 
 
         20             There is such a thing as drip irrigation, which I  
 
         21   am hoping the document, the EIR, will discuss.  Jim Fien,  
 
         22   who I will refer to in my written comments, sell that stuff,  
 
         23   and they claim they can get a crop with vastly less water  
 
         24   than our farmers are doing it.   
 
         25             It feels funny if water is scarce to be running  
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          1   down the freeway in Kern County and seeing it sprayed up in  
 
          2   the air when it's 100 degrees.  You wonder how many of those  
 
          3   drops get to the ground. 
 
          4             We may be limiting -- we may be building dams if  
 
          5   we want to evaporate water.  The Corp of Engineers, I  
 
          6   believe, says that seven feet of water evaporate from every  
 
          7   square foot.  That is seven cubic feet of water evaporate  
 
          8   from every square foot of Lake Isabella and a typical dam.   
 
          9   We can do better than that. 
 
         10             We ought to have legislation that prevents  
 
         11   undeveloped land that can store water underground from any  
 
         12   other use, but here in Kern, we built some houses on that  
 
         13   kind of land. 
 
         14             We hope that tier pricing will be used to  
 
         15   encourage urban dwellers and agriculture to conserve water.   
 
         16             Thank you. 
 
         17             MS. QUAN:  Thank you very much.   
 
         18             The next speaker is Dennis Fox.  Well, this is our  
 
         19   last speaker card.  Are there any other speakers who want to  
 
         20   speak tonight?  Okay.  I will call on you.  
 
         21             MR. FOX:  Okay.  Fox, F-o-x.   
 
         22             MS. QUAN:  Excuse me. 
 
         23             MR. FOX:  You know, like don't leave around a hen  
 
         24   house.   
 
         25             MS. QUAN:  Okay.   
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          1             MR. FOX:  I have (unintelligible) who was known as  
 
          2   Kit.   
 
          3             Anyway, around here, I have several things.  Only  
 
          4   one locally.  That is on the water bank.   
 
          5             I was on the water bank advisory for the City, and  
 
          6   one of the things on there was supposed to be a recreation  
 
          7   element.  Generally, the State may have one.   
 
          8             Now, apparently, the Fish and Game in Fresno  
 
          9   didn't get on board because there is no -- I was thinking  
 
         10   particularly hunting because of the steady revenue that  
 
         11   comes in from duck stamps and stuff like that.  They say  
 
         12   they have too many environmental things to read up there,  
 
         13   which may be true, but the State and Fish and Game, etc.,  
 
         14   say we could do it and there's no problem.  So it seems to  
 
         15   be a problem with the State. 
 
         16             It's also -- that's an economic issue, because  
 
         17   see, what's happened since they flooded the rice fields in  
 
         18   Sacramento and the economic benefits of hunters to close  
 
         19   wells in all those other towns.   
 
         20             The next thing is I don't think generally what  
 
         21   Mr. Creole talked about wasn't looked at before, and it has  
 
         22   to do with houses.   
 
         23             I keep thinking about 1910 in Boise, Idaho where  
 
         24   1500 percent of the Boise River was committed.  Not 100  
 
         25   percent.  1500.  I keep thinking that we are going to have a  
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          1   problem with that. 
 
          2             And I was wondering, the water that is borrowed,  
 
          3   like, doesn't get to Castaic and Perris Lake, if that has to  
 
          4   be made up and then the groundwater has to be pumped out, to  
 
          5   be pumped over, and things have been concentrated.  That is  
 
          6   pumping costs.  That is what I am getting at.   
 
          7             The major thing about pumping cost is we're a  
 
          8   little short of power plants and even small hydro, large  
 
          9   hydro, nuke, anything, but it's going -- it's getting so  
 
         10   expensive.  You can have the water, but how are you going to  
 
         11   pay for the pumping if we ever get the water. 
 
         12             One of the plans I have always been fascinated   
 
         13   with are some of the ones of the Sac river, Concord, etc.,  
 
         14   which put a lot of -- got a big increase and a big increase  
 
         15   in auto water, which that and the other factors have not  
 
         16   been looked at in the Delta.   
 
         17             Only thing that has been looked at the Delta has  
 
         18   been -- you want me to wait until you change your cassette?   
 
         19             MR. HENDRICK:  No, that's fine. 
 
         20             MR. FOX:  The thing that is -- vectors.  Rather,  
 
         21   everybody just looks at pumping, and I don't think pumping  
 
         22   is the magic bullet, the villain du jour, the only thing  
 
         23   that has an impact on the Delta.   
 
         24            One of the things when you think about that is the  
 
         25   water when it comes down from there is it might have a  
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          1   little biological pollution, and the thing about health,  
 
          2   which are appropriate to EIR's, and downstream effects of  
 
          3   pollution, as what's coming downstream, as in weeds, spawns  
 
          4   of mussels.  The one I am talking about, nobody is looking  
 
          5   at, is causing problem in the Delta maybe.  I think it's  
 
          6   going to be on a State water basis, because if you take care  
 
          7   of it in Merced County, the stuff is floating past and it's  
 
          8   floating into another county.   
 
          9             And I think the amounts of water that was  
 
         10   estimated, I believe that we're going to have a problem, and  
 
         11   that is not as much water as the watershed (unintelligible)  
 
         12   for Cal-Feds, and I call it cow-fed because watershed work  
 
         13   got to be a milk for things that had little to do with the  
 
         14   watersheds.   
 
         15             Visitor centers are nice.  Parks are nice.  They  
 
         16   don't produce water.  Watersheds produce the water, and they  
 
         17   have got to be -- (unintelligible).  We now have watersheds.   
 
         18   It might be nice to contact the people that work with the  
 
         19   watersheds, which have been not been looked at, especially  
 
         20   in a lot of these things with the Forest Service, Bureau of  
 
         21   Land Management, the resource districts, and watershed  
 
         22   coordinators even, you know. 
 
         23             And what has happened is you are getting less  
 
         24   water.  You are getting less water since the Monterey, and  
 
         25   you are going to get less.   
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          1             The reason is high fuel load, global warming, they  
 
          2   have laid off less fire fighters under that administration,  
 
          3   and if this continues, they got -- when they privatize, you  
 
          4   can't -- they got rid of all these similar firefighters  
 
          5   along with it as well as put them out on unemployment, so we  
 
          6   could get the national debt up there where it belongs.   
 
          7             So anyway, the last thing, you have had -- the  
 
          8   fires were forest, but not too much.  Now, we have the  
 
          9   emotional issue of spare that tree.  Let it burn down.  We  
 
         10   have -- most of it is kind of a quasi-cultish, not really  
 
         11   religion, about cutting the trees and thinning the forest,  
 
         12   and so you do not get fires now.  You get concentrations.   
 
         13   Forest used to be thinned by fires.  Now they get demolished  
 
         14   by concentration.   
 
         15             1425 is my C-span number.   
 
         16             Anyway, you have got a crusting of the soils, the  
 
         17   soils cannot produce, then you get runoff, sheet runoff, and  
 
         18   when you get runoff, that goes down and fills up the  
 
         19   reservoirs.   
 
         20             The other thing is the only thing that comes back  
 
         21   is brush.  Brush uses water.  It doesn't produce water.  So  
 
         22   that's what these do down the line.  But I think those  
 
         23   things, if there is focus, you are going to have problems  
 
         24   with the environmental community.  They would rather see it  
 
         25   black than see trees.  So -- at least that's what I see, so  
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          1   (unintelligible).  Thank you.   
 
          2             MS. QUAN:  Thank you. John Parker? 
 
          3             MR. PARKER:  John Parker, general manager of the  
 
          4   Kern Water Bank. 
 
          5             Excuse me.  I wanted to answer of some of the  
 
          6   questions or issues that were brought up earlier. 
 
          7             There was some statements made, and I want to  
 
          8   clarify some of them.  And first of all, I would like to  
 
          9   invite some of you here that have made some comments to  
 
         10   solicit us.  We would like to -- we are an open agency,  
 
         11   public agency, and we would love to show you what the water  
 
         12   bank is all about.   
 
         13             Some statements were made, and I am not going -- I  
 
         14   can't remember the names of the people that made them, but I  
 
         15   want to clarify some things.   
 
         16             First of all, the Kern Water Bank was a giveaway.   
 
         17   As mentioned earlier, 45,0000 acre feet of water were a  
 
         18   direct result of transfer to water bank.  The value of that  
 
         19   at the time was estimated to be about 45 million dollars.   
 
         20             Another statement was made that Paramount Farms  
 
         21   owns 58 percent of the Water Bank.  Westside Mutual, which  
 
         22   is owned by Paramount Farms, owns 48 percent of the Water  
 
         23   Bank.  That Tejon Ranch owns 26 percent; Tejon Ranch owns  
 
         24   two percent.  Newhall Land and Farm has nothing to do with  
 
         25   it.  They are not participants in Kern Water Bank.   
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          1             Another statement was made that Paramount wants to  
 
          2   sell water to the Metropolitan Water District.  There is a  
 
          3   -- Appendix E of the EIR goes into great detail about all  
 
          4   the water transactions that occur, and I would encourage you  
 
          5   to look at that.  It details the transactions that have  
 
          6   occurred, and I would note that no water has been sold to  
 
          7   the Metropolitan Water District.   
 
          8             Another question that was brought up was trading  
 
          9   "paper water," selling water they don't have, and I just  
 
         10   wanted to let you know the way the water became -- we have a  
 
         11   memorandum of understanding with the surrounding entities,  
 
         12   and the participants have to deliver water into the water  
 
         13   bank and only can recover from the water bank what they put  
 
         14   in the ground.  They can't take more out.  There's no "paper  
 
         15   water."  It's real water, and that's tracked by the Kern  
 
         16   County water agency as well as us. 
 
         17             There was talk about closed transactions and  
 
         18   things like that.  I just wanted to state Kern Water Bank is  
 
         19   a public entity.  We are placed under the Brown Act.  We  
 
         20   have public board meetings the third Monday at 7 a.m., and  
 
         21   the public is welcome to those meetings, and we encourage  
 
         22   you to come if you have questions about the Kern County  
 
         23   Water Bank.          
 
         24             Also, any of the documents that come out of the  
 
         25   Kern County Water Bank Authority, as soon as they're  
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          1   approved and signed, are public documents.  So any documents  
 
          2   you wanted to look at, you could come to us, and we would be  
 
          3   more than happy to provide that to you. 
 
          4             The recreation elements.  There was mention of a  
 
          5   recreation element and an educational element.  As far as  
 
          6   recreation goes, we do allow public hunts.  They go through  
 
          7   the California Department of Fish and Game.   
 
          8             They have hunt and dunk hunts when conditions are  
 
          9   appropriate for that.  Obviously, there is not going to be  
 
         10   any duck hunt because there is no water.   
 
         11             As far as the educational element, we do tours of  
 
         12   the water bank all the time.  We are looking into finding  
 
         13   grant money to build an educational center out there.  Some  
 
         14   of our board members are very keen on building an  
 
         15   educational center where we can bring people there.  Right  
 
         16   now, we just have a few trees in the area and some tables,  
 
         17   but we do tours maybe three times a month.  People come from  
 
         18   as far from China.  We have got some school students coming  
 
         19   in January. We brought some kids from Kern High School  
 
         20   District.  And again, the board of directors is very keen on  
 
         21   educational activities. 
 
         22             I think that about covers it.  If you have any  
 
         23   questions, I would be happy to answer them.   
 
         24             MS. QUAN:  Thank you very much. 
 
         25             MR. PARKER:  There was a question about Dudley  
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          1   Ridge.  They are a public entity.  They have public  
 
          2   meetings.   
 
          3             MS. GOUDIN:  Who controls them?   
 
          4             MR. PARKER:  Dudley Ridge has different farmers  
 
          5   involved in it.  Paramount Farming owns Dudley Ridge.  The  
 
          6   Jackson family owns Dudley Ridge.  These are the only two I  
 
          7   know about, but if you want to find out who is involved on  
 
          8   their board -- 
 
          9             MS. GOUDIN:  I show (unintelligible). 
 
         10             MR. PARKER:  Through Dudley Ridge, well, they  
 
         11   don't have that kind -- Paramount Farms has got Westside  
 
         12   Mutual Water Company, and the other is Dudley Ridge. 
 
         13             AUDIENCE:  Joe (unintelligible) 
 
         14             MR. PARKER:  Well, but they're part of the  
 
         15   districts in Kern County, other water districts in Kern  
 
         16   County, as well.   
 
         17             MS. QUAN:  You can have this conversation after  
 
         18   the meeting.  We are conducting a meeting right now.   
 
         19             Steve Torigiani. 
 
         20             MR. TORIGIANI:  Torigiani.  Steve Torigiani for  
 
         21   Kern Water Bank Authority. 
 
         22             I, like John, wanted to address the Kern Water  
 
         23   Bank, and I think there is some statements that have been  
 
         24   made that are flat-out inaccurate and other things that  
 
         25   people have the wrong impression about the Kern Water Bank.   
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          1             One that has been mentioned is about the Kern  
 
          2   Water Bank land being given to either the Kern County Water  
 
          3   Agency or Kern Water Bank Authority.  As John pointed out,  
 
          4   that is not accurate.  Forty-five thousand acre feet of  
 
          5   State Water Project entitlement was retired, and the value  
 
          6   of that is $150,000,000.00.  Perhaps more.  So in no sense  
 
          7   of the word was that a gift.   
 
          8             But I know Curtis Creel accused the Department of  
 
          9   saying it was a gift, but I will have to correct him because  
 
         10   I know the Department doesn't think it's a gift in any sense  
 
         11   of the word either.   
 
         12            The other thing that was mentioned and this  
 
         13   impression, at least this is the impression that I got, that  
 
         14   the State spent, I don't know, 70-something million dollars  
 
         15   -- I don't know if that is correct or not -- to construct  
 
         16   the water bank.   
 
         17             The fact of the matter is whatever was spent, the  
 
         18   State found that it was not feasible, and this is all  
 
         19   detailed in Appendix E to the EIR.  They found it was not  
 
         20   feasible for the State to construct the water bank, and, in  
 
         21   fact, it was the Kern County Water Bank Authority that  
 
         22   invested millions of dollars to construct an actual  
 
         23   operating functioning water bank. 
 
         24             So it -- I just don't think that's at all  
 
         25   accurate, and in fact, it's, perhaps, a good thing because  
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          1   the State found it was not feasible to spend any more money  
 
          2   on the Kern County Water Bank.  
 
          3             The other notion I detected from the comments is  
 
          4   that the Kern County Water Bank transfers in some sense of  
 
          5   the word interim, and the Kern Water Bank Authority entered  
 
          6   into a settlement agreement, along with any other  
 
          7   environmental group that chose to contest the Kern Water  
 
          8   Bank transfer, and they agreed, everyone agreed, in the  
 
          9   settlement agreement that the title to the Kern Water Bank  
 
         10   would remain with the Kern Water Bank authority, which, as  
 
         11   John pointed out, it's not resting the Kern Water Bank in  
 
         12   private hands.  It's a public entity.  Their meetings are  
 
         13   not conducted behind closed doors.  They're subject to the  
 
         14   Brown Act. 
 
         15             And the other point that was made is I keep  
 
         16   hearing about this "paper water."  As John pointed out, we  
 
         17   are talking about real water that's put under the ground,  
 
         18   and then it's taken out.  It's not "paper water."  In fact,  
 
         19   I think in connection with that comment was some angst about  
 
         20   we have all these dams, and we don't need any more dams.     
 
         21             Well, one of the reasons that even the  
 
         22   environmental community has supported water banks like the  
 
         23   Kern Water Bank is because that, to some extent, alleviates  
 
         24   the need to build dams. 
 
         25             And finally, there was some comments about urban  
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          1   sprawl.  And, you know, I would just point out that when the  
 
          2   Kern Water Bank Authority took the property and entered into  
 
          3   the settlement agreement, it could have developed part of  
 
          4   that property.  It gave up the right to do that in the  
 
          5   settlement agreement.   
 
          6             And, in fact, consistent with that, even the City  
 
          7   of Bakersfield wanted to include the property in its sphere  
 
          8   of influence, that it was expanded recently, and we said  
 
          9   that is not a consistent with our -- the Kern Water Bank  
 
         10   Authority's ownership of the Kern Water Bank.   
 
         11             It's supposed to remain a water bank, and indeed,  
 
         12   even though we agree with most of the impact analysis and  
 
         13   the EIR, we are going to make some comments like the others  
 
         14   have mentioned more formally and in writing.   
 
         15             One of the things that you could ask yourself is  
 
         16   since the state said it was not feasible to construct a  
 
         17   water bank, if the water bank had not been constructed by  
 
         18   the Kern Water Bank Authority, it may well have been  
 
         19   developed in the recent, you know, housing development that  
 
         20   occurred in the last few years.   
 
         21             And I think in large part, that did not occur  
 
         22   because the Kern Water Bank Authority has operated the water  
 
         23   bank in accordance with environmental permits and have been  
 
         24   good stewards of the environment, and I think the EIR  
 
         25   recognizes that, including appropriately, there are no  
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                                                                       35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          1   mitigated significant impacts because of the Water Bank.   
 
          2             So that's my comments.  Thank you.   
 
          3             MS. QUAN:  Thank you.  Are there any other  
 
          4   speakers tonight?   
 
          5            Okay.  I just want to remind everyone that written  
 
          6   comments are due by close of business on January 14th.  The  
 
          7   address is on the agenda, Delores Brown's address, and this  
 
          8   concludes our official meeting.  Thank you for coming.   
 
          9   (7:24 p.m.) 
 
         10                           ---oo0oo--- 
 
         11    
 
         12    
 
         13    
 
         14    
 
         15    
 
         16    
 
         17    
 
         18    
 
         19    
 
         20    
 
         21    
 
         22    
 
         23    
 
         24    
 
         25    
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          1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA   ) 
 
          2                         )  ss. 
 
          3   COUNTY OF KERN        ) 
 
          4    
 
          5             I, Cindee L. LeFevre, hereby certify that I, an  
 
          6   Official Reporter, was present and took down correctly in  
 
          7   stenotypy, to the best of my ability, all the testimony 
 
          8   and proceedings in the foregoing-entitled matter on  
 
          9   December 5, 2007; and I further certify that the annexed 
 
         10   and foregoing is a full, true, and correct statement of  
 
         11   such testimony. 
 
         12             Dated at Bakersfield, California, on  
 
         13   December 27, 2007. 
 
         14    
 
         15    
 
         16                             
 
         17    
 
         18    
 
         19    
 
         20    
 
         21                            _______________________________ 
 
         22                            Cindee L. LeFevre, CSR No. 7974 
 
         23    
 
         24    
 
         25    
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From: ldpbinca@hotmail.com
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 9:51 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lisane  Drouin
312 Torino Drive, #4
San Carlos, CA  94070

From: ellen.hamilton5@verizon.net
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 4:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ellen Hamilton
7005 Scripps Crescent St.
Goleta, CA  93117

From: hughslehman@hotmail.com
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 2:54 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen. I urge the Department of Water
Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey
Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Hugh Lehman
22550 LaRochelle Dr.
Santa Clarita, CA  91350-1309

From: jsw3@pacbell.net
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 12:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John and Sandra Warren
150 Scenic Street
Santa Cruz, CA  95060

From: kimffloyd@verizon.net
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 11:25 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kim Floyd
5375 Shirley J Lane
Wrightwood, CA  92397-0422

From: larrys@popstar.com
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 11:26 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

LARRY SCHLESSINGER
3401 Clay St. #504
San Francicso, CA  94118

From: robertdwheeler@verizon.net
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 10:31 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Wheeler
29071 Calle del Buho
Murrieta, CA  92563

From: ken.meer@verizon.net
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 10:03 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
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innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kenneth A. Meersand
110 34th Street
Apt. 2
Hermosa Beach, CA  90254

From: jjet65@yahoo.com
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 7:52 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Swan
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2907 Corte Celeste
Carlsbad, CA  92009

From: cspier@hughes.net
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2007 1:39 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Carolyn Spier
PO Box 1029
Weimar, CA  95736

From: nicky@mindspring.com
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 9:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
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Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nick Pilch
634 San Carlos Ave.
Albany, CA  94706

From: peter_m@mindspring.com
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 6:14 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

peter robbins
11718 goshen
los angeles, CA  90049

From: jsmurray24@dslextreme.com
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 6:10 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
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and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joan Murray
1049 Glenhaven Dr.
Pacific Palisades, CA  90272

From: jandkannecone@yahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 5:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kristi Annecone
1683 Almond Blossom Lane
San Jose , CA  95124

From: helenkoules@hotmail.com
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 2:38 PM

Page 11



568 Email Comments.txt
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Helen Koules
6107 Terryhill Drive
La Jolla, CA  92037

From: joeyb1925@yahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 1:05 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joseph Buchbinder
16031 Londelius Street
North Hills, CA  91343

From: dppencil@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 10:27 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Don Petersen
7004 Via Quito
Pleasanton, CA  94566

From: rubeng56@hotmail.com
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 9:07 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ruben  Gomez
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5654 Murietta Avenue
Van Nuys, CA  91401

From: dolorespollock@earthlink.net
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 7:33 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

dolores pollock
5553 camino cerralvo
Santa Barbara, CA  93111

From: billkathd1@copper.net
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 8:19 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
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Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mr and Mrs William Dimitri
4135 Illinois St., Apt. 8
San Diego, CA  92104-1919

From: steve_robey@technologist.com
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 6:09 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Steve Robey
548 Wildcat Canyon Road
Berkeley, CA  94708

From: ecely@earthlink.net
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 4:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
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and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ernest Ely
801 Baker St.  #8
San Francisco, CA  94115

From: marie.bob@verizon.net
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 4:00 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Marie Mark
304 Via El Cuadro
Santa Barbara, CA  93111

From: mensch51@earthlink.net
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 3:54 PM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gregg Lichtenstein
12265 Rue Cheaumont
San Diego, CA  92131

From: ksand1126@yahoo.com
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 2:50 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Karen Sanders
532 Nathanson Creek Lane
Sonoma, CA  95476

From: Clea@its.caltech.edu
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 10:43 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Clea Wright
285 S. Sierra Madre Blvd., #K
Pasadena, CA  91107-4891

From: jrdcraig@lmi.net
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 10:13 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Julia Craig
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2337 Parker St. #7
Berkeley, CA  94704-2841

From: countessbasey@yahoo.com
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 9:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

basey klopp
411 longfellow ave.
hermosa beach, CA  90254

From: chuckbinckley@mac.com
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 9:07 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
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Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Charles Binckley
304 Washington Ave.
Richmond, CA  94801

From: hobo17pollie@yahoo.com
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 8:34 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Les Roberts
1134 East Lansing Way
Fresno, CA  93704

From: asutphin@hotmail.com
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 8:23 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
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and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Andrew Sutphin
22727 Mariano Street
Woodland Hills, CA  91367-6129

From: tnturner@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2007 7:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

todd turner
23311 la crescenta
MISSION VIEJO, ca  92691

From: JBMORGEN1@AOL.COM
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 9:40 PM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

JOHN B. MORGEN
44325 CAMINO LAVANDA
LA QUNITA, CA  92253

From: rshoeschler@hotmail.com
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 8:42 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Rebecca Hoeschler
328 East Imperial Avenue, Number 5
328 East Imperial Avenue
El Segundo, CA  90245

From: weldon-j@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 8:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
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drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Weldon H Jackson
2789 Bardy Road
Santa Rosa, CA  95404-8477

From: jbrgray@verizon.net
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 6:47 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement an alternative that Ibetter serves California.

Jimmie Gray
40492 Marsha Ct.
Hemet, CA  92544

From: gulmer@mcn.org
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 6:34 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gene Ulmer
360 N.McPherson St.
Fort Bragg, CA  95437-3518

From: willowwoman@earthlink.net
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 5:19 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

I also strongly suggest that development be restricted.  Areas suffering
from a water shortage needs to curtail new construction.  Obviously, there
is already a water shortage with the people already living there...i.e.
San Diego County.  Common sense.

Elena Rudich
1847 Wedgewood Ave.
Upland, CA  91784

From: walkercreations@verizon.net
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 3:40 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
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drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

David Walker
907 Vista Del Rio
Santa Maria, CA  93458

From: catstanley@hotmail.com
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 3:39 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Catherine Stanley
3145 Bakula wy.
Sacramento, CA  95864

From: jgarrett@opto22.com
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 3:07 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Garrett
32851 Alderbrook Rd
Wildomar, CA  92595

From: skazz999W@netscape.net
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 1:24 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Philip  Ratcliff
15 Foster Ct.
Cloverdale, CA  95425

From: sarron7903@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 1:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
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help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

SHEILA MOHAMMED
655 TANAGER RD
LIVERMORE, CA  94551-7921

From: lee@calnative.com
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 12:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lee Klein
6701 W 87th Place
Los Angeles, CA  90045

From: Patrick.Aldrich@martekpower.com
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 12:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Patrick Aldrich
1120 Whitecliff Rd
Thousand Oaks, CA  91360

From: alexpinkerton@yahoo.com
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Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 9:36 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Alex Garmon
11237 Carmel Creek Road
#7
San Diego, CA  92130

From: julieandrews06@comcast.net
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 7:50 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Elizabeth Shirey
7711 River Landing Drive
Sacramento, CA  95831

From: valeriell1@aol.com
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 12:21 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

valerie Lezin
2558 Aiken Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90064

From: lsartor@inreach.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 11:37 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Linda Sartor
7899 St. Helena Rd.
Santa Rosa, CA  95404-8601

From: tierno23@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 10:17 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kermit Cuff
338 Mariposa Ave. #2
Mountain View, CA  94041

From: mmmarkus@earthlink.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 10:01 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mary Markus
10462 Ramona Way
Garden Grove, CA  92840-2044

From: johncordes@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 9:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Cordes
550 E Arbor Ave
Sunnyvale, CA  94085-3767

From: nanaho.kamei@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 9:43 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nanaho Kamei
1190 Arlington Lane
San Jose, CA  95129

From: crockerbuckle@mindspring.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 9:33 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nancy Arbuckle
524 Nimitz Ave.
Redwood City, CA  94061-4228
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From: itramirez@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 8:42 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Irma T. Ramirez
734 Morton Way
Santa Rosa, CA  95404

From: d.l.shepard@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 8:18 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Douglas  Shepard
23331 Buckland Lane
Lake Forest, CA  92630

From: rkurz@hotmail.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 6:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Kurz
23256 Arelo Ct
Laguna Niguel, CA  92677

From: bull@jett.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 6:11 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Jo Ann Toro
8724 Simmons Rd
Redding, CA  96001

From: sfwathen@ucdavis.edu
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 11:06 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

With global warming happening, we can't afford to take risks with our
water supplies  and the Delta. Therefore, I urge the Department of Water
Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey
Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Stephen Wathen
611 Lessley Pl.
.
Davis, CA  95616

From: kkbpol@breathsense.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 5:33 PM
To: Brown, Delores
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Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kurt Bigler
2953 Hillegass Avenue
Berkeley, CA  94705

From: joej1@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 1:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joe St.Clair
676 N 12th Sreet # 11
Grover Beach, CA  93433-1430

From: jstrandb@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 8:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Strandberg
6532 Pinehaven Road
Oakland, CA  94611

From: chrislewis6057@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 11:29 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Page 49



568 Email Comments.txt
Christopher Lewis
2502 Abonado Place
Rowland Heights, CA  91748

From: jvsgoingcyber@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 11:27 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jeffrey Vandenburgh
1606 S. Westgate Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90025

From: cheryltaylor8@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 11:05 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Cheryl Taylor
41410 Juniper St
Unit 19-22
Murrieta, CA  92562

From: sphatfield@altrionet.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 10:43 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
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and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Daryl and Sylvia Hatfield
161 N. Canyon Blvd.
Monrovia, CA  91016

From: colombano@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 9:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Alan Colombano
2502 Overhill Lane
Davis, CA  95616

From: bgoodell@mcn.org
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 9:41 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

For the benefit of my family and future generations, I am writing as a
concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department of Water Resources
to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus
Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopts these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities of all species. Even more importantly, DWR will
ensure the continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease
drought water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Barbara Goodell
P.O. Box 74
Boonville, , CA  95415

From: MandrO@SacCounty.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 10:17 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Olga Mandrussow
2627 U Street, Apt. 9
Sacramento, CA  95818-1837

From: sam@energy-solution.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 8:32 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sam Cohen
3741 Balfour Ave
Oakland, CA  94610

From: lefisher2@earthlink.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 9:29 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lana Fisher
4322 1/2 Montgomery Street
oakland, CA  94611

From: lydeeyah@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 7:53 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I encouraage DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California.
DWR can help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce
reliance on Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lydia Bernard
3499 East Bayshore Road, #138
Redwood City, CA  94063

From: connerleyj@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 7:44 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Connerley
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630 Black Butte Drive
Mount Shasta, CA  96067

From: rt06email-user@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 7:21 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Richard Tietz
10 Old Millstone Lane
Lafayette, CA  94549

From: scotterman@charter.net
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 6:47 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Scott Stellar
937 Patria  Circle
Atascadero, CA  93422-6893

From: kumarvedantham@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 5:44 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
Page 59



568 Email Comments.txt
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

kumar vedantham
1336 Carrison Street
Berkeley, CA  94702

From: mlbooz@calnatives.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 5:42 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Martha Booz
3823 Valley Lane
El Sobrante, CA  94803-3118

From: enaceccyy218@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 1:10 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ena Silva Villacorta
3063 STANHOPE WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA  95833

From: vvmikpd02@sneakemail.com
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Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2007 12:25 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Eric Heit
189 Baurer Circle
Dept 100
Folsom, CA  95630-6785

From: cntslnts@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:42 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

andrea valenzuela
345 military east
benicia, CA  94510

From: raulcfreitas@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:11 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Raul Freitas
21 Libra Drive
Novato, CA  94947

From: Vickilee10@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:11 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Vicki Lee
16401 San Pablo Avenue
Space 206
San Pablo, CA  94806

From: tjohnst@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Timothy Johnston
825 Fell Street, Apt. 1
San Francisco, CA  94117

From: cjstrobel@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:54 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Calvin Strobel
282 Beech Ave
Santa Rosa, CA  95409

From: volkerfrank@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Volker Frank
Lawton Ave
Oakland, CA  94618

From: gridgaines@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:30 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ingrid Gaines Brennan
552 Ebbtide Circle
Port Hueneme, CA  93041

From: lbibayoff@care2.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:10 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Larry Bibayoff
5431 Shennecock Way
Sacramento, CA  95835
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From: princessjoy27@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:08 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Christina Manos
508 E Micheltorena Street
Santa Barbara, CA  93103

From: lbarbosa@garlic.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:49 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
Page 69



568 Email Comments.txt
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

linda barbosa
16989 sorrel way
morgan hill, CA  95037

From: CyrilBouteille@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Cyril Bouteille
960 Bonita Ave
Suite 1
Mountain View, CA  94040

From: njefferis@cox.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nancy Jefferis
2927 Fourth Ave Apt 305
San Diego, CA  92103

From: edmaguire@mac.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ed Maguire
21410 Ventura Boulevard
Woodland Hills, CA  91364-2008

From: adamdfoster1@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Adam Foster
323 N. Sierra Bonita Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90036

From: htstrauss@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
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and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Howard Strauss
3836 Bentley Ave., #2
Culver City, CA  90232

From: cmbucoy@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Chelsea Bucoy
49 St. Michael's Ct
Daly City, CA  94015

From: persia@foothill.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:56 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Persia Woolley
10645 Barnett Valley Rd
Sebastopol, CA  95472
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From: lpsmrts@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Daniel Youpa
303 Park Circle
Marina, CA  93933

From: dannynor@cruzio.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:20 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

kathy Haber
114 Shelter Lagoon Dr.
114 Shelter Lagoon Dr.
Santa Cruz, CA  95060

From: jyarbro2003@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:48 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jim Yarbrough
4102 Greenwood St.
Newbury  Park, CA  91320

From: Don@Alterconsulting.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:45 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Donald Alter
998 Euclid Ave.
Berkeley, CA  94708

From: phytophinder@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:29 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mitchell Alford
6435 Orange Ave #15B
Sacramento, CA  95823-3278

From: gaucho_brett@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:27 PM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Brett Buyan
516 E. Aliso St.
Ojai, CA  93023

From: jloree@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joe Loree
2159 Acton St.
Berkeley, CA  94702

From: rtwohey@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ryan Twohey
636 E St
Martinez, CA  94553

From: esteecohen@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:47 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Estee Cohen
1521 Castec Drive
Sacramento, CA  95864

From: evearch@earthlink.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:57 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Eve Reynolds
5858 Lemp Ave.

North Hollywood, CA  91601

From: ritaaina@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:54 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
Page 83



568 Email Comments.txt

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Rita Webber
457 Acacia
Bakersfield, CA  93305

From: dannychia@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:56 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dan  Chia
3914 7th Ave.
sacramento, CA  95817

From: dotys4@cox.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:57 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gregory Doty
6153 Arrowroot Lane
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA  90275

From: afgetsalocal1@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Brian & Rita Cohen
3852 E Alamos Ave Apt  #125
Fresno, CA  93726
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From: LisaSchechter@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lisa Schechter
2034 Kelton Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90025

From: markd_s@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mark Schneider
11682 Brookshire Ave.
Garden Grove, CA  92840

From: bettyjunek@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:36 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Elizabeth  King
11661 Hi Ridge Road
Lakeside, CA  92040

From: rsdispose2@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:30 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I urge the Department of Water Resources to reject the project outlined in
the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWR's promise of water
will be left to serve more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Being realistic in assessing the safe yield of water from Delta.

*   Helping communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase their
drought water reliability by aggressively implementing urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, and water recycling and
other innovative techniques. The State's own water plan demonstrates that
efficient use and recycling in urban areas could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopts these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibility to
the water users of California, DWR will shift a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure that the Bay
Delta Estuary continues to degrade while drought water reliability
decreases across the state.
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As a concerned citizen I urge you to implement an alternative that better
serves California.

Rita Summers
PO Box 646
Pacific Grove, CA  93950

From: marlafilipponi@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Just as conservation should be a key tool used to help us become more
energy independent, water CONSERVATION should be viewed as a primary means
to help alleviate this water situation. I urge aggressive action in this
area.

marla filipponi
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38 vineyard drive
san rafael, CA  94901

From: jmaffei@ruthchek.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 3:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

A clean environment is very important to me.

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

J Maffei
148 Hermosa Avenue
Oakland, CA  94618

From: karolinasmom@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nancy Perkins
913 Woodland Ave
Woodland, CA  95695

From: suzanne_roland@Yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 3:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

M. Suzanne Roland
179 Palm Avenue
Marina, CA  93933

From: srsandy@sonic.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:11 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sandra Peterson
1540 W 3rd St.
Santa Rosa, CA  95401

From: kmr@elitemail.org
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 3:53 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kristen Marie Robins
25 Rio Robles EAST Unit 435
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San Jose, CA  95134-1665

From: pbsinc2201@earthlink.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 2:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Larry Hanson
2201 Via Saldivar
Glendale, CA  91208

From: johnbcobb@cox.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 2:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
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Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

john cobb
1863 port kimberly
newport beach, CA  92660

From: Thamar@snowcrest.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 3:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

It has been known for many years that water is the gold of the 21st
century.  It has been predicted that wars will be fought over it.
Therefore, our wise use and allocation of it becomes of supreme
importance.

As a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department of Water
Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey
Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

It is imperative that our water systems be cleaned up and restored to
potability.  There will not long remain sources of clean water.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
Thank you.

Thamar Wherrit
1917 Wyehka Way
Mt. Shasta, CA  96067

From: erichiss@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 2:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Eric Hiss
3997 Clayton Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90027

From: johngannon@mac.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 2:39 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

john gannon
1401 Douglas Street #10
Los Angeles
la, CA  90026

From: leventhald@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 2:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

David Leventhal
20 Melrose Court
San Mateo, CA  94402
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From: tomhazelleaf@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 2:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

The Department of Water Resources should reject the proposed project
outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would put at risk water supply reliability and lead to more damage to the
Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

The DWR should adopt a more responsible alternative . It can help regions
across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on Delta water
by:

*   Providing a more realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Helping communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan shows that urban water
use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million acre
feet of water for California.

Tom Hazelleaf
4656 Fir Avenue
Seal Beach, CA  90740

From: bobb.mack@hklaw.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:54 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

bobbette mack
7007 latijera blvd.
los angeles, CA  90045

From: edithblack@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 2:08 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Edith Black
50 La Encinal
Orinda, CA  94563

From: jessicadridgeway@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jessica Ridgeway
4115 Trout Gulch Rd
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Aptos, CA  95003

From: last3lives@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:01 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joy Smathers
3540 El Ricon Way
Sacramento, CA  95864

From: Linda.flores@fox.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:04 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Linda Flores-Cierzan
26810 Cuatro Milpas Street
Santa Clarita, CA  91354

From: heather@imagesrising.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:00 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Heather Rhine
1645 Mar West St. #2
Tiburon, CA  94920

From: dickroeth@netscape.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopts these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will have shifted a great burden to the
public and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will be ensuring
the continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decreasing
drought water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Richard Roether
P O Box 5905
Pasadena, CA  91117

From: btzjenk@webtv.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:15 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Bruce Jenkins
907 Tanager Ct
Sunnyvale, CA  94087
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From: jtdenton@earthlink.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:20 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

I can't imagine Governor Schwarzenegger would support this.  We urge you
to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Denton
325 Via Montanosa
Encinitas, CA  92024

From: tsuzin@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:48 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susan Thompson
PO Box 1105
El Segundo, CA  90245

From: emily0806@juno.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Emily Hollander
1738 4th Ave.
Oakland, CA  94606

From: magpie310@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:55 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

karen Thompson
6547 Claremont Ave.
Richmond, CA  94805

From: johnjuly@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Sefton
20462 Rose Canyon Road
Trabuco Canyon, CA  92678
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From: happeemark@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mark Feldman
137 Winchester Dr
Santa Rosa, CA  95401

From: dale@starstream.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dale Peterson
1052 Magnolia Lane
Lincoln, CA  95648

From: christine.freytag@l-3com.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:57 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Christine Freytag
519 Charro
Nipomo, CA  93444

From: campgirl1@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:35 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sandi Miller
1346 E. Chestnut
Orange, CA  92867

From: footdrmike@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:39 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Michael  Alvaro
18832 SAN FELIPE ST.
Fountain Valley, CA  92708

From: ejb93528@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:29 AM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joann Barbee
805 W. 2nd St.
Red Mountain, CA  93558

From: mathes77@msn.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:16 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mollie F Mathes
27080 Blue Hill Dr
Sun City, CA  92586-3102

From: khcdancer@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:13 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
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drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Karen Clark
PO Box 1473
Ventura, CA  93002

From: llyerly@prodigy.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:22 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
Page 117



568 Email Comments.txt

Linda Joy Lyerly
825 Munevar Rd.
Cardiff by the Sea, CA  92007

From: josecull@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joseph Cullen
985 1/2 14th St.
San Francisco, CA  94114

From: fwegscheider@fullerton.edu
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:40 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
Page 118



568 Email Comments.txt

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Frank  Wegscheider
207 San Anselmo Ln.
Placentia, CA  92870

From: sr0581@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:31 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

sanjay ramrakha
437 winslow st
crockett, CA  94525

From: noj@west.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:39 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jon  Leslie
744 Elko Ave
Ventura, CA  93004-2231

From: activist@cruzio.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:12 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Martha Schwartz
130 Tree Frog Lane
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Santa Cruz, CA  95060

From: mphillip@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:07 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Michael  Phillips
502 Park View Ave
Grover Beach, CA  93433

From: osuzi@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 11:00 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susan Orozco-Neu
3458 Lee Street
Los Angeles, CA  90023

From: allaur@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:15 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Alex Forman
11 Redwood Drive
San Rafael, CA  94901

From: LVK524@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:13 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Leslie  VanKeuren
4310 Finley Ave.
Apt. 7
Los Angeles, CA  90027

From: jcrewsf@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Julie Crew
3911 22nd Street
San Francisco, CA  94114

From: jrmscdme@pacbell.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:09 AM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Manning
339 Frederick St
San Francisco, CA  94117-3913

From: meghan_laurs@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 10:02 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Meghan Laurs
1611 Summit Ave
Cardiff, CA  92007

From: bdipert@pacbell.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:12 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
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drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Brian Dipert
5000 V Street
Sacramento, CA  95817

From: elileon1@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:28 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Eli Leon
5663 Dover St
Oakland, CA  94609

From: ylbackus@pacbell.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 9:24 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lee Backus
5357 Maricopa Dr.
Simi Valley, CA  93063

From: lakelly2@mindspring.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lee Anna Kelly
120 Evelyn Way
San Francisco, CA  94127

From: witchywoman@earthlink.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:57 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

Page 130



568 Email Comments.txt
I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

karen gruber
3361 avocado vista lane
fallbrook, CA  92028

From: mkarp_845@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Michael Karp
P.O. Box 1653
Big Bear Lake, CA  92315

From: chiehru@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:31 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Chieh-Ru Chu
11126 Barman Ave
Culver City, CA  90230
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From: eduggan@cdfa.ca.gov
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:27 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Eric Duggan
2321 River Plaza Dr 27
Sacramento , CA  95833

From: stwhite51@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:19 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Steven White
POB 790
Moss Beach, CA  94038

From: healey_shannon@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 8:30 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Shannon Healey
900 Fremont St #2
Menlo Park, CA  94025

From: helenlmms@juno.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:55 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Helen Lembeck
3270 Holly Way
Chula Vista, CA  91910-3217

From: michael_lauran@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:39 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Michael Lauran
915 York Street
San Francisco, CA  94110

From: loublumberg@imperialcounty.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:47 AM
To: Brown, Delores
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Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Louis Blumberg
1638 So. 23rd Street
El Centro, CA  92243-9411

From: ghlatta3@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:43 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

George Latta
3802 South Kent Street
Visalia, CA  93277

From: georgeedwardskid@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:36 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
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innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sue Smith
8687 Falmouth Ave.
#104
Playa Del Rey, CA  90293

From: Rbssj@earthlink.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:37 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susan hardin
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846 Cahuenga Blvd.
L.A., CA  90038

From: Artelizabeth@sunset.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 7:26 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Elizabeth Kuiper
1126 Bidwell Ave.
Chico, CA  95926

From: jch286p@msn.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:09 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
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Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John C. Higuera
286 PRINCETON Dr
Costa Mesa, CA  92626

From: nancya0624@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:14 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nancy Hiestand
526 South Campus Way
Davis, CA  95616-3523

From: andronetta@douglass.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:14 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Andronetta Douglass
4214 Green Ave
Los Alamitos, CA  90720-3505
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From: mrlgsl@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Margaret Lomax
7 Rolling Place Ct.
Rio Vista, CA  94571

From: k_gagomiros@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Keith Gagomiros
821 F Street
Sacramento, CA  95814

From: cspenger@usamedia.tv
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:45 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Constance Spenger
120 Olivia Lane
Big Pine, CA  93513

From: jsf2k@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:55 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jonathan Fisch
12021 Wilshire Blvd.
Suite 140
Los Angeles, CA  90025

From: laurakares@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:47 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Laura Kares
1005 Morro Ct
Roseville, CA  95661

From: maritimus49@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:45 AM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Bruce Bennett
1001 Bridgeway  #185
Sausalito, CA  94965

From: in_tules@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:43 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Linda MacKay
P.O Box 569
Lebec, CA  93243

From: hajarian@hotmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:31 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Michelle Hajarian
114 Amelia Way
Novato, CA  94949

From: ketojin@cox.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jeff Herman
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805 N. Cleveland Street
Unit B
Oceanside, CA  92054

From: sacheart@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 6:04 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Allison  Spreadborough
4811 Alturas Way
Sacramento, CA  95822

From: clcalhoun@pacbell.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:54 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Charles  Calhoun
331 San Fernando Way
San Francisco, CA  94127-1913

From: joyceburk@earthlink.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:53 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
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help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joyce Burk
P.O. Box 106
Barstow, CA  92312

From: hschling@hankschlinger.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:43 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Hank Schlinger
708 Country Club Dr.
Burbank, CA  91501

From: kduckert@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 5:32 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department of Water
Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey
Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ken Duckert
91 Grandview Place
Walnut Creek, CA  94595
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From: lcs5779@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:22 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dennis Ledden
14941 Trinidad Drive
Rancho Murieta, CA  95683

From: ra.davis@cox.net
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:10 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Davis
4978 35th Street
San  Diego, CA  92116

From: jeannesloane@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:06 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jeanne Sloane
747 Cindy Lane
Petaluma, CA  94952

From: Jottow2@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 4:01 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Joe Otto
3210 Bayshore Dr.
Westlake Village, CA  91361

From: kevinbran@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 3:53 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kevin Branstetter
901 N Pleasant Ave
Lodi, CA  95240

From: deerandolph@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 3:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dee  Randolph
12059 Andy Mtn. Rd.
Yankee Hill, CA  95965-0500

From: dindamcp4@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:40 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dinda Evans
POB 178695
SAN DIEGO, CA  92177

From: xyamuchax@care2.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:12 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jason Bowman
2674 Woodridge Court # 1
Placerville, Ca  95667-4036

From: nanaapple@peoplepc.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 12:55 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. (I received this
information in an e-mail from the Sierra Club. I don't know the
particulars of this proposal, but trust the Sierra Club. I am also very
concerned about water conservation. Fresh water is a resource that is at
risk. We need to be much more careful in how we use it. We have been
spendthrift with this most necessary resource. Thank you. The rest of the
letter is as written by the Sierra Club.)  I urge the Department of Water
Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey
Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Betty Vierra
91 Nandina Drive
Aptos, CA  95003

From: kn_bui@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:36 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Khoi Bui
11816 Norfolk Pl.
Dubin, CA  94568-1080

From: louisgem2@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:29 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Louis Cangemi
4322 Berryman Ave. #4
Los Angeles, CA  90066

From: bradbuethe@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Brad Buethe
4351-A 17th Street
San Francisco, CA  94114

From: anders17@ix.netcom.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:26 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John H Anderson
4042 Albatross, Apt 38
San Diego, CA  92103

From: sthita@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Stephen Mallory
2902 Unicornio St
Carlsbad, CA  92009
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From: garybardo@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:19 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gary Boren
501 Guerrero #6
San Francisco, CA  94110-1046

From: gardenbeekeeper@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:15 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Will Yeager
1407 Venice Blvd.
Venice, CA  90291

From: bluwizz@sonic.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:14 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Keith  Hall
Box 711
Guerneville, CA  95446-0711

From: bbispo@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Betty Bispo
1601 Canyonwood Ct. #12
Walnut Creek, CA  94595

From: MAYBURRITO@GOOFBUSTER.COM
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

JOHN  MAYBURY
1302 ROSITA ROAD
PACIFICA, CA  94044

From: rosenquist@foothill.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:56 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

David and Jeanne Rosenquist
P.O. Box 37
78 Horseshoe Bend
Gold Run, CA  95717

From: canbowring@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:56 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Candy Bowman
2674 Woodridge Court # 1
Placerville, CA  95667

From: zurfer2000@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Philip Zurfluh
1137 Waterloo St.
Los Angeles, CA  90026

From: jeannine.linder@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:45 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jeannine Linder
*********************
Simi Valley, CA  93065
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From: it-works@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:38 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

James Fish
19980 Meadowlark Drive
Castro Valley, CA  94546-4411

From: belindabvale@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Belinda Higuera
2122 Hill Rd.
Mount Shasta, CA  96067

From: ecofriend@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kamal Prasad
4683 Quigg Dr #322
Santa Rosa, CA  95409

From: slevymuse@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Simon Levy
5060 Fountain Ave
Los Angeles, CA  90029

From: stump1@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:20 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Bob Schneider
2432 Riverside Dr
Santa Ana, CA  92706

From: goford@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:20 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Elaine Gorman
234 N. Conejo Ave.
Modesto, CA  95354

From: diane.wittig@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:10 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Diane Wittig
21 Roohr Court
Chico, CA  95928

From: a_meiling@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:09 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

meiling albert
950 el camino ave
vacaville, CA  95688

From: richard@infinitefunctions.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:05 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Richard Harvey
2430 Geneseo Rd
Paso Robles, CA  93446
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From: sierraclub@pluginfilters.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:53 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Thomas Carlino
549 Quail Bush Ct
San Jose, CA  95117

From: bendcook@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:51 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Patricia Bender
P.O. Box 414
Fair Oaks, CA  95628

From: freeker@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:49 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mikal Baker
986 C St.
Arcata, CA  95521

From: gaby@dv8.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gabriella Turek
112 N Michigan Ave #12
Pasadena, CA  91106-1858

From: eherrin@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:40 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Roy & Eileen Herrin
6424 Almond Ave
Orangevale, CA  95662

From: nssmith@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:38 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nancy Smith
785 Montrose Ave.
Palo Alto, CA  94303

From: agrantz@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:35 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Arthur Grantz
930 van Auken Circle
Palo Alto, CA  94303

From: artsbtrav@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:34 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Arthur J Denk
32 E. Islay St
Sn Barbara, CA  93101

From: edhasson@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ed Hasson
161 Espana Way
Windsor, CA  95492
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From: jlance@hughes.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:19 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jennifer Lance
P.O. Box 139
Hyampom, CA  96046

From: auntiekath1@MSN.COM
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:14 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

KATHLEEN  MARTIN
4271 Autumn Gold
Banning, CA  92220

From: dtokugawa@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Diane Tokugawa
1256 Spruce St.
Berkeley, CA  94709

From: elzantho1@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:10 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Elizabeth Anthony
P.O. Box 506
San Jacinto, CA  92581

From: roblands@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 9:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

David Roberts
1294 Kennady Lane
Sacramento, CA  95822

From: swovem@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Maury Swoveland
23761 Saint Elena
Mission Viejo, CA  92691-3604

From: dj_kt@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Katherine Pollard
1141 Shattuck Ave.
Berkeley, CA  94707

From: dstjulien@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:51 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Deborah St. Julien
4570 Kingspark Drive
San Jose, CA  95136-2323

From: wkerfoot@phillipsco.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:41 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Wendy Kerfoot
1123 GLENDON COURT
South Pasadena, CA  91030
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From: john.holtzclaw@sierraclub.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Holtzclaw
1508 Taylor
San Francisco, CA  94133

From: dali_fan@worldnet.att.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Rosemary Nelson
3548 Cody Way
Sacramento, CA  95864

From: tmstrutner@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:35 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Tricia Strutner
15781 Rica Vista Way
San Jose, CA  95127

From: sas@alumni.brown.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:47 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Stephanie Reyes
225 E. Santa Inez Ave #5
San Mateo, CA  94401

From: kdschmitt3@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:51 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Richard  Schmitt
27750 Cornell
Hemet, CA  92544-8225
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From: diane-cantwell@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:50 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Diane Cantwell
505 Belmont Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90026-41232

From: cskincc@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:47 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Charlotte Cohen
68628 J street
Cathedral-City, CA  92234

From: lweismehl@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Land Weismehl
1326-41st Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94122-1207

From: lauracarmel@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:42 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Laura Pavloff
P.O. Box 296
Big Sur, CA  93920

From: BRLW@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:42 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Beth Wilcoxen
8832 BOLD RULER WAY
FAIR OAKS, CA  95628

From: jcox2002@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:39 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jane Forbes
202 Merced Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA  95060

From: hagmeier60@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

Page 201



568 Email Comments.txt
I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Clarence Hagmeier
Rt. 4 box 905C
Forks of Salmon, CA  96031

From: smjllast4@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Margaret Lastra
5548 Cathedral Oaks Rd
Santa Barbara, CA  93111

From: renatamullen@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:24 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Renata Mullen
805 Wallea Drive
Menlo Park, CA  94025
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From: jreel@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:14 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joseph Reel
PO Box 51066
Pacific Grove, CA  93950

From: sk8nbike@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:07 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Judith  BUTTS
1036 Sladky Ave
Mountain View, CA  94040

From: barrystelling@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 8:00 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

barry stelling
540 boyes bl
sonoma, CA  95476-3749

From: joan463@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Joan C. Bush
351 Chestnut Hill Ct. #22
Thousand Oaks, CA  91360

From: libraj@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:57 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Janice Foss
622 Richmond St.
El Cerrito, CA  94530-3213

From: starpaws@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:57 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Deborah Harvey
243 Chapman Drive
Corte Madera, CA  94925

From: seaandmts2@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:55 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Barbara Wishingrad
PO Box 22506
Santa Barbara, CA  93121

From: hannahsf@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:54 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Hannah Denmark
818 Alabama St
San Francisco, CA  94110

From: ian@noahfamily.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:50 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ian Noah
939 S. Dunsmuir Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90036

Page 210



568 Email Comments.txt
From: arlet402@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Arlet Argel
11413 214th Street
Lakewood, CA  90715

From: lessa@stanfordalumni.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:43 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Eva Heninwolf
2696 Eaton Avenue
San Carlos, CA  94070

From: jeanine619@baymoon.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:37 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jeanine Sande
564 Cuesta Dr.
Aptos, CA  95003

From: Betts2021@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:34 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
Page 213



568 Email Comments.txt

Betts Harley
2021 Irvine Ave.
Costa Mesa, CA  92627

From: eileenmurphymd@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

eileen  murphy
3058 Lopez Road
Pebble Beach, CA  93953

From: rmharman@auros.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

R Michael Harman
556 Cambridge Ave
Palo Alto, CA  94306

From: celia552@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:24 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

Page 215



568 Email Comments.txt
I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Celia Kutcher
34681 Calle los Robles
Capistrano Beach, CA  92624

From: joebraus@charter.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:22 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joseph Braus
234 N. Cordova St., #2
Burbank, CA  91505

From: rahjur@charter.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:21 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Roger Euchler
535 West 4th Street, Sweet #305
Long Beach, CA  90802-2197
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From: rclappo@jps.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:20 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Lappo
10237 Fernglen Ave.
Apt. #203
Tujunga, CA  91042-2275

From: vegieteri@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:20 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
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the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Teri Gwarek
14940 minneola ct.
tustin, CA  92780

From: onesequoia@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:08 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Richard Larimore
716 N. Ontario St.
Burbank , CA  91505

From: dovehill@wildmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nicole Macaluso
6311 El Montevideo
PO Box 1318
Rancho Santa Fe, CA  92067-1318

From: gcook69833@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:07 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Geoffrey  Cook
P.O. Box 4233
Berkeley, CA  94704

From: mermaidlaguna@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:13 PM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

Stop allowing agribusiness to get water cheaply and then waste it by not
montioring their usage (i.e. not quickly finding and mending leaks in the
sprinkler systems).

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susaan Aram
1361 Terrace Way
Laguna Beach, CA  92651

From: jeffrey.pugh@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 7:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jeffrey Pugh
12215 Fredericksburg Drive
Saratoga, CA  95070

From: petek@accesscom.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Peter Klosterman
779 Kingston Ave. Apt. 14
Piedmont, CA  94611

From: skmorris1@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:55 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

Plese reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus
Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State increases
the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced and dry years occur,
those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water will be required to
provide more people with less water.

Please adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can help
the many regions in the state to prepare for dry times and to reduce
reliance on Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities to decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive urban water conservation,
agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other innovative
techniques. The State's water plan demonstrates that urban water use
efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million acre feet
of water for California.

If DWR adopts these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, it will have shifted a burden to the public and
to local communities. DWR will ensure the continued degradation of the Bay
Delta Estuary while decreasing drought water reliability across the state.
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Please implement an better alternative to serve California.

Sharon Morris
23693 Glenbrook Lane
Hayward, CA  94541-4458

From: zefflaw1@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:51 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

David Zeff
650 Chapman Drive
Corte Madera, CA  94925

From: sgiglio127@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

SHARON GIGLIO
7329 Baker Lane
Sebastopol, CA  95472

From: msowell@vom.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:29 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Malcolm Sowell
6505 Sonoma Mtn Rd.
Santa Rosa, CA  95404

From: alicemichiko@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:24 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

michiko shinmoto
806 e acacia ave unit cg
glendale, CA  91205

From: LAnnD4animals@charter.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

We are among the millions of Californians who are very concerned about the
future of our water supply.
 I urge the Department of Water Resources to reject the proposed project
outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lou Anna Denison
6931 E 11 TH St
Long Beach, CA  90815
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From: skierulff@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:49 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Stephen Kierulff
3418 Grand View Blvd
Los Angeles, CA  90066-1902

From: ketchula@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Linda  Arreola
2937 Adkins Ave
Los Angeles, CA  90032

From: john.hope@shifting-paradigms.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:45 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Hope
345 Church St.
San Francisco, CA  94114-1765

From: tortoise48@netscape.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:45 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

Page 231



568 Email Comments.txt

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Hagopian
1405 Blake St.
Berkeley, CA  94702

From: jdmcmillan@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

JD McMillan
1228 Delaware, Apt. K
Berkeley, CA  94702

From: wwpf4@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:41 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Paul Foster
5500 Ludwig Ave
El Cerrito, CA  94530

From: greenwood@greencafe.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:40 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Karin Greenwood
P.O. Box 540
Idyllwild, CA  92549

From: ndscott52@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:38 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nangela SCOTT
3565 CHESTNUT DRIVE
Norco, CA  92860

From: paulkemp@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Paul Kemp
12827 Sunburst Trail
Chino Hills, CA  91709
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From: pelefan@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Maggie Picker
25884 Iris Ave
Unit B
Moreno Valley, CA  92551

From: Ms.Marsha-V-L@PacBell.Net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Page 236



568 Email Comments.txt
Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ms. Marsha Lowry
1070 Mitchell Way
El Sobrante, CA  94803-1023

From: largsmith@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

When are you people going to start acting in a responsible manner; when we
the citizens rise up and cut off your heads like the French citizens did
to their leaders?

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lawrence Smith
958 Arguello Dr
San Leandro, CA  94578

From: ajlarue@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

alfred  larue
711 g ave
Coronado, CA  92118

From: jduvall@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:17 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Julie DuVall
3733 Antelope Creek Dr.
Ontario, CA  91761
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From: reefster2@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:15 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gary Reese
440 Camino Flora Vista
San Clemente, CA  92673

From: genekostruba@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
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the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gene Kostruba
468 Sierra Vista Ave. #15
Mountain View, CA  94043

From: jessicaduttlinger@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:11 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jessica Duttlinger
45 Poppy Lane
Berkeley, CA  94708

From: sygreens@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

susan zalon
3424 marina dr.
santa barbara, CA  93110

From: sfcraft@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:05 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susan Craft
20581 Suburbia Ln.
Huntington Beach, CA  92646

From: goggins@cal.berkeley.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Alan Goggins
18456 Vernon Court
Castro Valley, CA  94546-2230

From: jon.fish@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:43 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jon Fish
21806 Mayan Dr
Chatsworth, CA  91311

From: robertrhein@prodigy.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:45 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Rhein
10376 El Honcho Place
San Diego, CA  92124

From: dce005@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Douglas Estes
629 Arguello Blvd.
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Apt# 303
San Francisco, CA  94118

From: jsmarr@ucsd.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:47 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Janet Smarr
1397 Caminito Halago
La Jolla, CA  92037

From: bpmilligan@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 6:00 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
Page 247



568 Email Comments.txt
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Barbara Milligan
883 Balboa Lane
Foster City, CA  94404

From: caroline@elite.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
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help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Caroline Kreide
1038 Robinson Dr.
Merced, CA  95340

From: offstage@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:56 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ellen Koivisto
1556 Great Hwy #101
SF, CA  94122

From: sandyandsue@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

RobRoy  McGregor
11619 Remington St.
Lake View Terrace, CA  91342
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From: graywaggle@mac.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:42 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Juliet Lamont
2249 Glen Ave.
Berkeley, CA  94709

From: w_bogdan@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:29 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to

Page 251



568 Email Comments.txt
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

William Bogdan
1408 palomino
upland, CA  91786

From: flowupstream@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kip Lambel
1495 N. College
Fresno, CA  93728

From: ajgravel29@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:37 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

A. Joan  Gravel
2039 Trevino Ave.
Oceanside, CA  92056

From: petermandell@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:36 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Peter Mandell
1345 20th Ave #11
San Francisco, CA  94122

From: johnessman@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:35 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Essman
P O Box 1381
Healdsburg, CA  95448

From: chhaprahiya@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
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and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Arvind Kumar
2927 Glen Craig Ct
San Jose, CA  95148

From: marcomel@sonic.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:37 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
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innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mark Mellander
1424 Freestone Flat Road
Freestone, CA  95472

From: talewand2@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:47 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Todd Lewandowski
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2705 Fressia Ct
Pleasanton, CA  94588

From: mark.santarelli@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:48 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mark Santarelli
2937 Adkins Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90032

From: sweetjust@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Shawn OO
912 Windsor St.

Santa Cruz, CA  95062

From: edeland@sisqtel.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Elizabeth Deland
P.O. Box 69
Klamath River, CA  96050

From: weishaus@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:08 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kent Weishaus
255 South Grand Ave. # 1214
Los Angeles, CA  90012

From: bobkopelman@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

This letter has been prepared by the Sierra Club, but it expresses my own
sentiments perfectly.
Therefore I send it as is:

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Bob Kopelman
321 Cypress Drive
Fairfax, CA  94930

From: barriemason@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:08 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Barrie Mason
2310 Cross Ave
Santa Rosa, CA  95401

From: lexx6@comcast.net
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Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Alexis  Bartlo
638 Woodside Way
Woodside, CA  94062

From: vince@hearstcastle.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Vince Cukrov
9140 Balboa Ave.
San Simeon, CA  93452-9731

From: jhzimmer@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:07 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joan H Zimmer
750 Oddstad Blvd Apt 106
Pacifica, CA  94044

From: monica@vom.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Monica Steensma
481 Brazil Street
Sonoma, CA  95476

From: lancewilliamson@juno.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:15 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

Is this really the stealth perversion that it appears?

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lance Williamson
P.O.Box 4012
Carlsbad, CA  92008

From: evanskristina1@yahoo.com
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Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:35 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
STOP KILLING AQUATIC ANIMALS BY LESSENING AND DISRUPTING NATURAL HABITAT!

Kristina Evans
Drake Ave.
Biggs, CA  95917

From: elecmon@sonic.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:43 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gabriel Graubner
7899 St. Helena Rd.
Santa Rosa, CA  95404

From: kylin@chutney.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:38 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

Page 268



568 Email Comments.txt
*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kylin O'Brien
2400 8th Ave
Oakland, CA  94606

From: winnaustin@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:04 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

G. Austin Smith
4370 Faulkner Dr
Fremont, CA  94536

From: dickens@att.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 5:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Bart Dickens
208 Barrranca
Santa Barbara, CA  93109

From: timandrhon@mac.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores

Page 270



568 Email Comments.txt
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Rhonda Lawrence
14030 Drexel Dr.
Magalia, CA  95954

From: fosterstudio@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.  This project appears to be
shortsighted, ill thought out, and not in the best interest of the
residents of California.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Linda Foster
113 W. Palo Alto Ave.
Fresno, CA  93704-1310

From: lyn711@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:52 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Marilyn Rietzel
4850 Denny Avenue
North Hollywood, CA  91601

From: billgreninger@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:09 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Edward greninger
8614 Allenwood Rd
Los Angeles,, CA  90046 - 1020

From: rahicks@charter.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:40 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Hicks
2999 E. Ocean Blvd. Unit 1740
Long Beach, CA  90803

From: mwollman@calpoly.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:05 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Michael Wollman
217 Westmont Avenue
San Luis Obispo, CA  93405

From: npkelly@netzero.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:42 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
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and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nancy Kelly
1624 E. Hedges Ave.
Fresno, CA  93728

From: rsscpa@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Rob Seltzer
9595 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1020
Beverly Hills, CA  90212

From: julieowen3@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:34 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Julie Owen
571 Santa Barbara Rd
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Berkeley, CA  94707

From: ljlilly10@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Laura Lilly
34280 Tupelo St.
Fremont, CA  94555

From: dicalder@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Diane Calder
3993 Blackbird Way
Calabasas, CA  91302

From: owlsnest@hughes.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:04 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Marcia Johnson
1460 Big Cedar Lane
Sebastopol, CA  95472

From: andrewaldrich@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:10 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Andrew Aldrich
2625 Pleasant St, Apt 19
Oakland, CA  94602

From: redwinecarl@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:04 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Carl Fagerskog
280 Tawnee Way
Crescent City, CA  95531-5143
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From: gay@neuro.fsu.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:55 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Alice Howard
1763 Fearn Avenue
Los Osos, CA  93402

From: blue11clouds@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

June Whitney
2130 Smith Ln.  #44
Fortuna, CA  95540

From: beiseman@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:09 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Betty Eiseman
1654 Strandway Court
Westlake Village, CA  91361

From: tarahui@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Tara Hui
238 Wilde Ave
San Francisco, CA  94134

From: inor@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:08 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

R.  Zierikzee
845 Euclid Ave #4
San Francisco, CA  CA
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From: 4lochs@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

jan lochner
3710 Hicks Road
Sebastopol, CA  95472 -2420

From: sanfiv@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:32 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Valerie Sanfilippo
3246 Ashford St. #M
San Diego, CA  92111-5039

From: COBERT127@MSN.COM
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:33 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

CATHIE OBERT
9016 el cajon way #4
Sacramento, CA  95826

From: rustydusty61@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

elizabeth  espinosa
621 e sunset dr n
redlands, CA  92373

From: sierraclubaction@andrewwilder.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Andrew Wilder
8707 Falmouth Ave.
Unit 326
Playa Del Rey, CA  90293

From: scarlett389@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:45 PM
To: Brown, Delores
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Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gayle Ohara
1207 Herbazal St
Sonoma, CA  95476

From: thomasaldridge95112@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:39 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

Its time to stop draining the Delta to the point that there are more
endangered species and the water quality of the Delta is endangered -
including San Francisco Bay!! Its time to start thinking about teaching
the people in LA to stop wasting water and to teach the farmers to grow
crops that do not demand billions of gallons of water for crops that
should not be grown in Califonria!!!!We cannot continuea to do business as
usual which is draining all the rivers of our state and killing the
Delta!! Our leaders need courage to make the hard decisions which lead to
saving water and to teaching conservation.We need real honest and
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courageous people and not people who are shaking in their boots afraid
they will lose votes or make some farmers and some people in LA
unhappy!!!!I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the
Department of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in
the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

thomas aldridge
296 s 13 st
san jose, CA  95112

From: itsEdh@softcom.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:16 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Edh Stanley
5206 Sitton Way
S'o, CA  95823

From: cosmicdance@prodigy.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:13 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
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innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jacqueline Lasahn
1514 Sequoia Avenue
Richmond, CA  94805-1665

From: tim_barrington@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Tim Barrington
777 S. Mathilda. #125
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Sunnyvale, CA  94087

From: Fawnzie10@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Fawn Caldwell
16214 Spangler Peak Rd
Ramona, CA  92065

From: billstratton@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 4:02 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
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Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

William Stratton
pob 932
Point Arena, CA  95468

From: lizryan@cruzio.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:55 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

elizabeth ryan
222 beachview ave
santa cruz, CA  95060

From: klmacuga@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
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and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kristen Macuga
1020 Olive St.
Santa  Barbara, CA  93101

From: holisticgardener@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:44 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Connie  Beck
1077 Vista Madera Ln
El Cajon, CA  92019

From: KIRSTIN.BKA@SBCGLOBAL.NET
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:43 PM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

KIRSTIN FLYNN
1041 ARLINGTON WAY
MARTINEZ, CA  94553

From: dleitzel@firstam.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:15 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Denise Leitzel
1845 Lehigh Drive
Davis, CA  95616

From: pyjn@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
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drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
Water conservation and recycling are key!

P Johansen
708 Appaloosa Dr.
Walnut Creek, CA  94596

From: tmcabeer@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:09 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

Page 300



568 Email Comments.txt

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Thais Turner
5613 Laguna Oaks Drive
Elk Grove, CA  95758

From: scotti@fotografia-LA.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

O. Bisogno Scotti
5078 Lemon Grove Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90029

From: K-BARRETT@UNCLEMILTON.COM
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:09 PM
To: Brown, Delores
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Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

KATHLEEN BARRETT
600 BARRINGTON CT.
NEWBURY PARK, CA  91320

From: tpost123@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:16 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Thomas Post
555A Greenwich Street
San Francisco, CA  94133

From: jlpoxon@netscape.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:59 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Judith Poxon
2708 Matheson Way
Sacramento, CA  95864

From: ddorenz@jps.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 3:02 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Dorothea Dorenz
1200 Neilson St. B
Berkeley, CA  94706

From: jackmahrt@email.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:50 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jack Mahrt
209 Roosevelt Street
Coalinga, CA  93210

From: dmpenn2@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:49 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Daniel Penn
1048 Slate Drive
Santa Rosa, CA  95405

From: timroy@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:52 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Maureen Roy
624 S. Kalmia St.
Escondido, CA  92025

From: mizuno53@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:52 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Danny DeTora
7747 Greenback Ln Apt 513
Citrus Heights, CA  95610

From: tonyac@iname.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:21 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopts these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Tonya Cockrell
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46 Rue Du Chateau
Aliso Viejo, CA  92656

From: mihail_naumovski@msn.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mihail  Naumovski
1601 Earl Warren Dr #M200
Long Beach , CA  90815

From: ajtomaui@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Audrey Johnson
317 Pebble Beach Lane
azusa, CA  91711

From: cmessenger@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:21 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Cathie Messenger
245 Fischer Avenue
Suite A-1
Costa Mesa, CA  92626

From: htlambie@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Helen Goldstein
1026 Winding Ridge Ct.
Santa Rosa, CA  95404

From: kimberlyjannarone@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kimberly Jannarone
257 High Street
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Apt 3
Santa Cruz, CA  95060

From: mark@consumerwatchdog.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:25 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mark Reback
10305 1/2 Ilona Ave
Los Angeles, CA  90064

From: khmail@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:26 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ken Hedges
8153 Cinderella Pl.
Lemon Grove, CA  91945

From: laelmontgomery@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Lael Montgomery
13678 McNally Road
Valley Center, CA  92082

From: tmiller@eluxury.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:24 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
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acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Thomas Miller
26 Normandy Lane
Orinda, CA  94563

From: dissaeva@deloitte.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:29 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dessi Issaeva
301 Poplar Ave
#1
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Mill Valley, CA  94941

From: redt@surewest.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:22 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Red Taylor
100 Southern Cross Court
Roseville, CA  95747

From: sandoval@gseis.ucla.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:25 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Bill Sandoval
6163 Buena Vista Ter
Los Angeles, CA  90042

From: comfychr@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:26 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ramsey Dau
1105 N. Coast Hwy. #C
Laguna Beach, CA  92627

From: lindakm@ix.netcom.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:24 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Linda Mendonsa
519 Thistle Circle
Martinez, CA  94553

From: nghall2000@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:30 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Natalie Hall
4956 Rubio Ave.
Encino, CA  91436
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From: tdmusic@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:08 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

l steven
2002 Bakers
Los Angeles, CA  90024

From: kastanis@prodigy.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:07 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

David Kastanis
1240 Westridge Drive
Portola Valley, CA  94028-7343

From: bburt4885@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

B. Burt
P.O. Box 4885
Covina, CA  91723

From: crt@5cats.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:11 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Carolyn Thomas
2916 32nd St.
San Diego, CA  92104

From: viciousbee@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jennifer P  Bell
1 Jib St #103
Marina del Rey, CA  90292
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From: connieeconomou@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:21 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Constantina Economou
10 Panoramic Way
Berkeley, CA  94704

From: wlsell@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:18 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
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the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

William Sell
411 Catalpa Rd
Arcadia, CA  91007

From: rangerdave@mynvw.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:23 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

dave garcia
3573 via las lupes
oroville, CA  95965

From: bobfuray@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:33 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Furay
4709 Golf View Ct
Santa Rosa, CA  95405

From: abrinker@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Aaron Brinkerhoff
15 Gloria Drive
San Rafael, CA  94901

From: asluft@hughes.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sue Luft
4561 Almond Drive
Templeton, CA  93465

From: gregor@pixar.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:34 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
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and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Greg Snyder
21 Ray Ct.
San Rafael, CA  94901

From: pookiecat3@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:15 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
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innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Patricia Kelly
28229 Nebrija
Mission Viejo, CA  92692

From: linda@lindanicholas.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

Whoa, this is a big issue. I am writing as a concerned citizen of
California. I urge the Department of Water Resources to reject the
proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact
Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Linda Nicholas
24015 Sag Harbor Ct
Valencia, CA  91355

From: Mirthfully@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:04 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susan Bredau
5409 Radford Avenue
Valley Village, CA  91607

From: mpowergiacoletti@prodigy.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 2:00 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

mary Giacoletti
9349 Jasper Way
San Simeon, CA  93452

From: beverlyscaff@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:48 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Beverly Scaff
2449 Pine Knoll Dr. #2
Walnut Creek, CA  94595-2192

From: rorylewis@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Aurora Lewis
22734 Bassett St.
West Hills, CA  91307

From: nzarchin@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:57 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Natalie Zarchin
8259 Terrace Dr
El Cerrito, CA  94530-3063
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From: TerryT1011@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:56 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Terry Trumbull
Environmental Studies Dept.
San Jose State University
San Jose, CA  95192-0115

From: laura.herndon@disney.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:53 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
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Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Laura Herndon
125 N. Brighton St. #231
Burbank, CA  91506

From: foothillbldg@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:49 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dean Price
494 Ellis St.
Pasadena, CA  91105

From: sadonovan@igc.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:49 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
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and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sharon Donovan
1300 Mar West
Apt. 3
Tiburon, CA  94920

From: abaum@clarefoundation.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:51 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Anna Baum
4264 Lincoln Avenue
Culver City, CA  90232
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From: claudiagibson@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

claudia gibson
169 cascade drive
fairfax, CA  94930

From: sofbal22@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:30 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
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the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Maria Villescas
15721 Bernardo Hts Pkwy
Ste B-179
San Diego, CA  92128

From: harijot2@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities to decrease demand from the Delta and to
increase drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of
urban water conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling
and other innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates
that urban water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about
4.5 million acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decreasing drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Harijot Khalsa
1945 Preuss Rd.
Los Angeles, CA  90034

From: ygolban@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Yasaman Golban
1900 Eddy St. #17
San Francisco, CA  94115

From: brian_sipp@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Brian Sipp
8148 Monte Park Ave
Fair Oaks, CA  95628

From: jhshelljr@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:42 PM
To: Brown, Delores
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Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Shell, Jr.
16647 Jersey St.
Granada Hills, CA  91344

From: freddecliff@juno.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:05 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Faye Reddecliff
25-A Myrtle Court
Petaluma, CA  94952

From: penguin@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:41 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

As Co-Chair of Sierra Club California Air Quality Committee and a person
committed to a healthy environment, I urge the Department of Water
Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey
Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

Let's use some common sense.

Bill Haller
6551 Densmore Avenue
Van Nuys, CA  91406

From: rhrice@ucdavis.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:38 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Rice
1007 Burr Street
Davis, CA  95616

From: pfearey@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:40 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Patricia Fearey
20 Irwin Way, #738
Orinda, CA  94563

From: ken10@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:43 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Kenneth Sobieraj
116 Walford Dr.
Moraga, CA  94556

From: deborah.rssc@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:40 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

deborah pendrey
309 riverside rd
oak view, CA  93022

From: eric@tilenius.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:40 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Eric TILENIUS
30 Drayton Rd
Hillsborough, CA  94010-7233

From: jpizzo@redshift.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:17 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Julie Pizzo
PO Box 2134
Monterey, CA  93942

From: JtheFerg@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:03 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John A. Ferguson
1151 Walnut St
Berkeley, CA  94707

From: Jim.Feichtl@freight.fedex.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

James Feichtl
2036 Lyon Avenue
Belmont, CA  94002

From: lamplitr@ix.netcom.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:21 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Chuck Kelly
PO Box 30065
Long Beach, CA  90803

From: joe_kraynik@hp.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:23 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Joe Kraynik
1735 Foxridge Circle
Auburn, CA  95603

From: marian.cruz2903@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:02 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Marian Cruz
661 4th St.
Hollister, CA  95023
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From: rutkowski@terraworld.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 1:01 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing to urge the Department of Water Resources to reject the
proposed project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact
Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Rutkowski
2527 Faxon Court
Topeka, KS  66605-2086

From: clarkbeck@redshift.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:58 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gudrun  Beck
23765 Spectacular Bid Lane
Monterey, CA  93940

From: SLFMail@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:50 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
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drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

I urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sharon Frederick
2128 I Street
Sacramento, CA  95816

From: smacias@worldnet.att.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:50 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susan Macias
117 1/2 Grand Avenue
Long Beach, CA  90803
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From: mariposa34@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:34 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Francisco Diaz
1434 Mariposa Street
Richmond, CA  94804

From: wmmccall@juno.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:34 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
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would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Wm. McCall
944 West Arcadia Avenue, #8
Arcadia, CA  91007

From: peter@robinett.us
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:36 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Peter Robinett
485 Cotton St.
Menlo Park, CA  94025

From: unclelarbo@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:31 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Larry Brandenburg
13540 Collins Street
Van Nuys, CA  91401

From: graemek@astound.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:38 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California who frequently visits
the Delta but who also has seen the wealth of wildlife this watery
wonderland supports (permanent and transitory/migration). I urge the
Department of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in
the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Graeme Kinsey
1317 Sussex Way
Concord, CA  94521
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From: erik.nye@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:35 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Erik Nye
2590 Greenvalley Rd.
Los Angeles, CA  90046

From: umzta@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Heather Warren
6981 Ballena Way Unit 15
Carlsbad, CA  92009

From: wendyk@pon.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:46 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a farmer and native Californian. It is time to recognize
our limited and overtaxed water supplies and implement strict limits to
water use. I urge the Department of Water Resources to reject the proposed
project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Wendy Krupnick
4993 B. Occidental Rd.
Santa Rosa, CA  95401

From: billl5@prodigy.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:39 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
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and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Bill Leikam
530 Kendall Ave
Palo Alto , CA  94306

From: petera@ucr.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:39 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Peter Arensburger
117 East Campus View Drive
Riverside, CA  92507-4002

From: nancyheck1@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:33 PM

Page 365



568 Email Comments.txt
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nancy Heck
822 Speed Street
Santa Maria, CA  93454

From: acmwc@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:49 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
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inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

linda petrulias
23 silvia drive
cazadero, CA  95421

From: agsantacruz@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:48 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I urge the Department of Water Resources to reject the proposed project
outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would create irreparable damage to the ecosystem of the fragile Bay Delta
Estuary.

The proposed project eliminates drought safeguards for the Delta and,
while inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

As a concerned, long time California resident,I urge DWR to adopt a
responsible policy that recognizes that we must reduce reliance on Delta
water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
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conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopts the proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shift a great burden to the public and
local communities.  DWR will ensure the continued degradation of the Bay
Delta Estuary while decreasing drought water reliability across the state.

I urge you to implement the alternatives described above to limit water
consumption and robbing water from one area to please another area.

Aldo Giacchino
1005 Pelton Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA  95060

From: claude.mcdonald@mindspring.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:29 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Claude McDonald
6633 Mt. Forest Dr
San Jose, CA  95120

From: sids_wolf@yahoo.fr
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:44 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Cedric Stroehnisch
917 Euclid Ave
Long Beach, CA  90804-5210

From: ricardo_maria@peoplepc.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Richard Vielbig
4161 Helen Lane
Auburn, CA  95602-9638

From: daisy44@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Sharon Salisbury
116 W. Blithedale
Mill Valley, CA  94941

From: m9663116@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:28 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

We am writing as concerned citizens of California.  We urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Ensuring a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from Delta;

*   Assisting communities in decreasing demand from the Delta and
increasing drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of
urban water conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling
and other innovative techniques. The State's own water plan demonstrates
that urban water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about
4.5 million acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopts these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shift a great burden to the public and
local communities.

But, DWR has the opportunity to instead ensure that the degradation of the
Bay Delta Estuary will decrease along with improving our ability to
improve water reliability across the state during times of drought and
climate change.

We urge you to implement an alternative that uses your ability to better
serve this great state of the western United States.

Linda and Lance Millspaugh
22353 Mountain Drive
Twain Harte, CA  95383

From: wendylox@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:27 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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Wendy Lockwood
150 Allen Ave
Glendale, CA  91201

From: chris_kneedler@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:25 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Chris Kneedler
1220 El Toro Way
Sacramento, CA  95864

From: susieee@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:24 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susan Ellis
26329 W. Plata Lane
Calabasas, CA  91302

From: jmiranda@dgsllp.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:24 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
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help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jennifer Miranda
3581 Quimby Street
San Diego, CA  92106

From: jglittle64@alumni.rice.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:20 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
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water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

James Little
560 Kingsley Avenue
Palo Alto, CA  94301

From: shirslow@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:19 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

shirley boucher
1911 glenn place
davis, CA  95616

From: sltrainum@comcast.net
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Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:18 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Thomas Trainum
830 Pulteney Place
Windsor, CA  95492

From: gretapeck@msn.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:06 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Greta Peck
10800 San Marcos Rd.
Atascadero, CA  93422

From: rossbudge@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:05 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ross Budge
3960 Hawk St. Apt.3
San Diego, CA  92103

From: leoashton@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:33 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Leo Ashton
834 San Juan Dr
Sunnyvale, CA  94085

From: 2001barry@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:43 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dwight Barry
3185 Contra Loma Blvd
#201A
Antioch, CA  94509-5484

From: stevedowning@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:35 AM
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To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Steve Downing
2316 Edgewater Way
Santa Barbara, CA  93109

From: ellenh90@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:38 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.
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By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ellen Hellman
315 Montana Ave.
Apt. 211
Santa Monica, CA  90403

From: Shamilton@stevehamiltonlaw.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:17 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Steven Hamilton
406 W. Via Vaquero
San Dimas, CA  91773

From: anhamilton@ucdavis.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:35 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Andrew Hamilton
2128 Bueno Drive Apt. 27
Davis, CA  95616

From: eplinda@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:16 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Linda Bagneschi Dorrance
19 Alhambra Court
Novato, CA  94949

From: marinelldaniel@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:16 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Marinell Daniel
4070 La Colina Road
El Sobrante, CA  94803

From: richhubie@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:15 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
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will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Richard Hubacek
43300 Little River Airport Rd.
Sp.123
Little River, CA  95456

From: ckrupp@calpoly.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:12 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
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innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Catharine Krupp
654 Islay St
San Luis Obispo, CA  93401

From: perpetua99@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:02 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Carol Cetrone
427 N Commonwealth Av
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Los Angeles, CA  90004

From: sani.golriz@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:01 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

sani golriz
8450 whale watch way
la jolla, CA  92037

From: gdobosh@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:01 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

George Dobosh
468 West Montecito ave.
Sierra Madre, CA  91024

From: odsevil3@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 12:00 PM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Olga Sevilla
7050 Shoup Ave.  # 162
Canoga Park, CA  91303

From: lneustadt@lagunablanca.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
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continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Landon Neustadt
2006 Grand Ave #B
Santa Barbara, CA  993103

From: pacats@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Pamela Adams
1493 Morningside Drive
Laguna Beach, CA  92651-2810

From: rlasichsr@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:58 AM
To: Brown, Delores
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Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Roger  Lasich
3819 Milton Terrace
Fremont, CA  94555

From: gypsywoman5@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:57 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
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recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Margaret McMillan
263 Pine Avenue
Brea, CA  928215541

From: lee@cashleeper.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:55 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
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innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

lee pettenger
21 Diamond J  Road
pobox 675
Seiad Valley, CA  96086

From: ericaliu@att.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:53 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.
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erica liu
9648 nadine st
temple city, CA  91780

From: markehrlich@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:53 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mark Ehrlich
1340 N. Crescent Heights Blvd.
Apt. 9
West Hollywood, CA  90046

From: roberth@simonwolf.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:53 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Herrera
10200 Lilac Lane
Chatsworth, CA  91311

From: neuro__@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:50 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.
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I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Nils Tikkanen
171 Marine Parade Apt 3
Santa Cruz, CA  95062

From: bwarwick@softcom.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:50 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Catherine Warwick
11747 Giusti Road
Herald, CA  95638

From: tsourmany@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:50 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Tony Sourmany
441 Buena Vista East #6
San Francisco, CA  94117
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From: tigger100@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:49 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

AS a concerned citizen of California I am writing to urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

The proposed project would eliminate drought safeguards inflate the
expectation of Delta water deliveries. The State is thereby recklessly
increasing the demand for Delta water, and leaving communities high and
dry during drought years.

I urge DWR to:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assist communities decrease water demand through education,
conservation, recycling and reuse of waste water and run-off water,
improved agricultural watering methods, desalinization,and other
innovative techniques.

The currently proposed amendments will permit DWR to avoid its responsibly
to the water users of California, who intended the State Water Project to
be used for municipal water supplies as it principal use. The adoption of
these amendments will place a huge burden on the public and local
communities.

Of additional significance is the fact that DWR will ensure the continued
degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decreasing drought water
reliability across the state.

Moral, and social conscience and good government management demand that
you submit and implement an alternative amendment that better serves the
majority of the people and the environmental concerns of the State of
California.

Catherine Moseley
36835 Lexington AV
Madera, CA  93636

From: rgwatson@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:13 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

richard watson
501 via casitas #321
greenbrae, CA  94904

From: johnc@skyhighway.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:10 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John  Caletti
218 Brookside Ave
Santa Cruz, CA  95060

From: kamchic@jps.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:14 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
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and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Marian Lotz
P.O.Box 556
North San Juan, CA  95960

From: sekfmn@pacbell.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:07 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Stan Kaufman MD
144 Idora Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94127
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From: gregg@L-Force.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:10 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gregg Peterson
2215R Market Street #265
San Francisco, CA  94114

From: BrianP@fox.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:07 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
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the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Brian D. Pope
128 South Hayworth Avenue #5
Los Angeles, CA  90048-3620

From: Sprietsma29@netscape.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:43 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
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Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Leo Sprietsma, OFM
Mission Santa Barbara
2201 Laguna St.
Santa Barbara, CA  93105

From: Powers5500@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:42 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Scott McKay
853 Laurel Street
Alameda, CA  94501

From: kkbluerose@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:42 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

K Krupinski
4664 Rosewood Ave
la, CA  90004

From: dsharee@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:42 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Donna Sharee
459 Naples Street
San Francisco, CA  94112

From: susancrawford@mac.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:41 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
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and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

susan Crawford
49 Divisadero Street
San Francisco, CA  94117

From: devesi@bullsroar.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:40 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gail Herson
32422 Via Antibes
Dana Point, CA  92629

From: john@symphonyconsult.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:36 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

john holton
1635 corte via
los altos, CA  94024
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From: adeane@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:36 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Alan Deane
1600 E Broadway Apt 5
Glendale, CA  91205

From: rolandsalvato@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:36 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Page 410



568 Email Comments.txt
Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Roland Salvato
2934 Larkin Street
San Francisco, CA  94109

From: weitzs@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:35 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Stephen Weitz
2757 Best Ave
Oakland, CA  94619

From: cairns@hsc.usc.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:34 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
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water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

maureen cairns
4058 tujunga #j
studio city, CA  91604

From: karenbearson@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:33 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Karen Bearson
5730 Shepard Avenue
Sacramento, CA  95819

From: driehart@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:33 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report
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Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

dale riehart
86 south park st
san francisco, CA  94107

From: fluteplayer@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:32 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
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and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Rick KEMENESI
1524 E. Rio Verde Dr.
West Covina, CA  91791

From: will@aialosangeles.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
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water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Will Wright
1036 Coronado Terrace
Los Angeles, CA  90026

From: energy@healthdetectives.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:19 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

sondra Becchetti
121 Kestrel Ct.

Page 416



568 Email Comments.txt
Brisbane, CA  94005

From: boltje@ucsc.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:22 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Robert Boltje
137 Hagar Court
Santa Cruz, CA  95064

From: caryn@lmi.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
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of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Caryn Graves
1642 Curtis St.
Berkeley, CA  94702

From: amrsb@worldnet.att.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

Page 418



568 Email Comments.txt
I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

rich schwartz
1676 tacoma ave
berkeley, CA  94707

From: dsilverla@earthlink.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:19 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

Page 419



568 Email Comments.txt

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dan Silver
1422 N Sweetzer Ave. #401
Los Angeles, CA  90069

From: mshirey@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:31 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California regarding the proposed
water project outlined in the Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact
Report. I am totally opposed to this project.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Marilyn  Shirey
7711 River Landing Drive
Sacramento, CA  95831
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From: paul.martin@msnyuhealth.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:19 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

paul martin
1309 Marinette Rd
pacific palisades, CA  90272

From: musical22@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:20 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Evelyn Fulwiler
P.O.Box 731
Moss Beach, CA  94038

From: susanne.olson@csun.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:18 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
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Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Susanne Olson
2225 Ben Lomond Drive
Los Angeles, CA  90027-2904

From: gmallimson@mindspring.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:31 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.  I  believe that the proposed
amendments are destructive.  They are not just destructive today, but are
disastrous to future generations who may face emergency rationing of water
due to global warming.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million

Page 423



568 Email Comments.txt
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Gail Mallimson
2130 23rd St.
San Francisco, CA  94107

From: summersj@saccounty.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:28 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jan Summers
2311 River Plaza Drive; 15A
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Sacramento, CA  95833

From: mmoore3508@msn.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:21 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mary K. Moore
7760 Condalia Ave.
Yucca Valley, CA  92284

From: yodeler@sfbaysc.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:19 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.
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Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Donald Forman
2139 Grant St., Apt. 1
Berkeley, CA  94702

From: dgoosey@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:17 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:
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*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Doug Goosey
6916 Purpleridge
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA  90275

From: scottfree1@charter.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:15 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.
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If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dan Field
476 Warwick St.
Cambria, CA  93428

From: pechka@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:15 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Rochelle  La Frinere
783 Goetschl St.
San Diego, CA  92114-6723

Page 428



568 Email Comments.txt
From: wedwards62@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:15 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Walter Edwards
4145 Shadow Lane
Apt 1122
Santa Rosa, CA  95405-5261

From: rayrodney@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:15 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
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the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ray Rodney
58 Redwood Road
Fairfax, CA  94930

From: joellen@youngcanine.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:12 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jo Ellen Young
10752 Garfield Ave.
Culver City, CA  90230

From: dalehiker@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:11 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Dale Stocking
808 Bristol Avenue
Stockton, CA  95204

From: david.minger@verizonwireless.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:11 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

David Minger
4120-B Hacienda Drive
Pleasanton, CA  94568

From: Denise.Buttrey@ONgroup.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:11 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow
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I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Denise Buttrey
3025 Bayshore Ave
Ventura, CA  93001

From: teo@cheesemans.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:10 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

Page 433



568 Email Comments.txt

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Ted Cheeseman
20800 Kittredge Rd
Saratoga, CA  95070

From: mdn@umail.ucsb.edu
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

Page 434



568 Email Comments.txt

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Mark Novak
414 W. Ortega St.
Santa Barbara, CA  93101

From: happykampas@cruzio.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Jan Kampa
3120 Hardin Way
Soquel, CA  95073
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From: birk_john@rsccd.org
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

John Birk
33 Sleepy Hollow Lane
Ladera Ranch, CA  92694

From: carin@cruzio.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
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the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

carin chapin
612 arroyo seco
santa cruz, ca  95060

From: cmbigger@cox.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.
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*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.

We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Carolyn Bigger
848 Hacienda Dr.
El Cajon, CA  92020

From: brookee@india.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 11:09 AM
To: Brown, Delores
Subject: Draft Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Lester A. Snow

I am writing as a concerned citizen of California. I urge the Department
of Water Resources to reject the proposed project outlined in the Draft
Monterey Plus Environmental Impact Report.

Permanent implementation of the State Water Project contract amendments
would endanger water supply reliability and encourage further damage to
the fragile Bay Delta Estuary.

By adopting the proposed project and eliminating drought safeguards while
inflating the expectation of Delta water deliveries, the State is
recklessly increasing the demand for Delta water. When laws are enforced
and dry years occur, those communities that trusted DWRs promise of water
will be left with serving more people with less water.

I urge DWR to adopt a more responsible alternative for California. DWR can
help regions across the state prepare for dry times and reduce reliance on
Delta water by:

*   Providing a realistic assessment of the safe yield of water from
Delta.

*   Assisting communities decrease demand from the Delta and increase
drought water reliability through aggressive implementation of urban water
conservation, agricultural water conservation, water recycling and other
innovative techniques. The States own water plan demonstrates that urban
water use efficiency and water recycling could provide about 4.5 million
acre feet of water for California.

If DWR adopt these proposed amendments and avoids its responsibly to the
water users of California, DWR will shifted a great burden to the public
and local communities. Even more importantly, DWR will ensure the
continued degradation of the Bay Delta Estuary while decrease drought
water reliability across the state.
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We urge you to implement an alternative that better serves California.

Brooke Bryant
109 N. Mansfield Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90036
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