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Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments on the
2000 Revised Draft Environmental Impact

Rggort/EnvironmentaI | mpact Statement

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the 2000 REIR/EIS followed by
responsesto those individual comments. Far fewer parties commented on the 2000 REIR/EIS than
onthe 1995 DEIR/EIS. Comment letters on the 2000 REIR/EIS are organized al phabetically by the
name of the commenter (agency or individual).

Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given a number. Responses are
numbered so that they correspond to the appropriate comment. Where appropriate, responses are
cross-referenced between letters or with a master response.

Changesto thetext of the 2000 REIR/EISthat are made in response to comments are shown
with aline through the text that has been deleted (strikeett) or double underlining where new text
hasbeen added. These changeshavebeen incorporated into the corresponding chaptersinVolume 1
of thisFEIS

Table 4-1 provides a list of al agencies and persons who submitted comments on the
2000 REIR/EIS.
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Table4-1. List of Comment Letters on the 2000 REIR/EIS for the Delta Wetlands Project

Commenter Date Letter number

Cdlifornia Department of Conservation 07/31/00 R1
California Department of Water Resources 07/31/00 R2
Cdlifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley 07/20/00 R3
Region

Cdifornia Urban Water Agencies 07/31/00 R4
California Waterfowl Association 07/26/00 R5
Central DeltaWater Agency et a. (Nomellini, Grilli & McDaniel) 07/27/00 R6
Contra Costa County Community Devel opment Department 07/26/00 R7
Contra Costa Water District 07/31/00 R8
Delta Protection Commission 07/31/00 R9
Delta Wetlands Properties (Ellison & Schneider) 07/31/00 R10

East Bay Municipal Utility District 07/31/00 R11
East Bay Regiona Park District 07/28/00 R12
Ironhouse Sanitary District 07/24/00 R13
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 08/07/00 R14
Natural Heritage I nstitute 07/16/00 R15
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 07/31/00 R16

Bob Raney (Bethel Island property owner) 07/12/00 R17
Reclamation District #830 07/24/00 R18
Bradford Reclamation District No. 2059 07/28/00 R19
State Water Contractors 07/31/00 R20

City of Stockton (McDonough, Holland & Allen) 07/31/00 R21

U.S. Department of the Interior 08/17/00 R22

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX (Federal 08/06/00 R23
Activities Office)
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Letter R1

State of California The Resources Agency

MEMORANDUM

To: Project Coordinator Date: July 31, 2000
Resources Agency

Mr. Jim Sutton

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

901 P Street, P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

From: Department of Conservation o
Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations.

Subject: Revised Draft Environmental impact Report/Environmentai Impact Statement
(DEIR/DEIS) for the Delta Wetlands Project, Contra Costa and San Joaquin .
Counties - SCH #1 995093022

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Qil, Gas and Geothermal
Resources (Division) has reviewed the above referenced project. The Division
supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil, gas and
geothermal wells in California. We offer the following comments for your consideration,

The cover Ietter accompanying the DEIR/DEIS does not indicate that project
impacts on natural gas exploration and development in the area will be addressed.
However, failure to analyze project impacts on onl and gas resources will result in an
incomplete environmental document.

Several wells have been drilled in the areas proposed by the project for water
storage and wetlands establishment. Presently, two wells are producing natural gas on
the Webb Tract. (In 1999, the combined production of these wells was 1.1 billion cubic
feet of gas). Two additional wells have been approved for future drilling on the Webb.
Tract. ' -

Although natural gas exploration has occurred within these istands with marginal
success, the Delta area, in general, is a fertile area for natural gas production and

exploratmn It is reasonabie to expect these islands will continue to be prime locations

for drilling. Therefore, consideration should be given to mitigation measures that will
allow future exploration and development of naturai gas on these islands.

If the project is implemented as proposed, the récords of the wells that have

been drilled within the project areas should be reviewed to determine if well
reabandonment would be necessary. Also, if these previously plugged and abandoned
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Mr. Jim Sutton
July 31, 2000
Page 2

wells are within areas where project related excavation is to occur, well reabandonment Rl'll
of the top portion of the wells may be necessary, particularly if well casings are cont d
damaged or cut off to a depth below ground level.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR/DEIS. If you have
questions on our comments, or require technical assistance or information on gas
wells, please contact Bob Reid at the Sacramento district office: 801 K Street, 20™
Floor, MS 20-22, Sacramento, CA 95814-3530; or, phone (916) 322-1110. You may

also call me at (916) 445-8733,

S &Uason Marshall
Assistant Director
Enclosure: map with well locations
cc: Bob Reid

Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources, Sacramento
Linda Campion

Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources, Sacramento
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California Department of Conservation

R1-1.

The issue of project effects on oil and gas resources, including natural gas wells, was
addressed in the 1995 DEIR/EIS. Asdescribed in Chapter 3E, “ Utilities and Highways”,
implementation of the Delta Wetlands Project would not affect the potential for gas
exploration on the project islands, minera rights would not change from current
conditions, and future proposalsto drill on theislands would be subject to environmental
review by the county and by the California Department of Conservation under an oil or gas
well permit. Therefore, inundating the reservoir islands would not preclude future natural
gas exploration.

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas, oversees the
construction, operation, and closure of wellsused totap oil, gas, and geothermal resources.
Although storage of water on Webb Tract would not preclude future natural gas
exploration, it may requirethat existing producing wellsbe abandoned, and that abandoned
wells be evaluated to determine whether reabandonment is necessary. During the final
design of the proposed project, Delta Wetlands would need to work with the Division of
Oil and Gas and existing mineral rights holders to determine whether wellslocated on the
project islands need to be abandoned or reabandoned. Abandonment of wells would be
completed in compliancewith Division 2, Chapter 4 of the Public Resources Code, which
governsthe regulation of oil and gas resources, and Title 14, Division 2, Chapter 4 of the
California Code of Regulations, “Development, Regulation, and Conservation of Oil &
Gas Resources’.
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4-7 July 2001



Letter R2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESQURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMENTO, CA 94236-0001
(916) 853-5791

RECEIVED
AUG 0 7 2000

Mr. Mike Finan

U.S. Army Corps of Engtneers Sacramento District
Reguiatory Branch

1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, California 95814-2922

Dear Mr. Finan:

The Department of Water Resources has reviewed the "Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Delta Wetlands
Project” (May 2000) and submits the attached comments. Our comments address
issues discussed in the REIR/EIS that we believe need additional information and
analysis to more fully understand the potential environmental impacts of the proposed

project. We hope these comments are useful in evalua’nng and responding to the
Department's concemns.

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact me or
John Pacheco of my staff at (916) 653-6426.

Sincerely,

oy

Katherine F. Kelly, Chief
Office of State Water Project Plannlng
(916) 653-1099

Enclosure
Same letter sent to:

Mr. Jim Sutton

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Post Office Box 2000

Sacramento, California 95812-2000
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California Department of Water Resources
Comments on the Delta Wetlands Project
Revised Draft EIR/EIS
“July 31, 2000

The Department of Water Resources reviewed the Revised Draft EIR/EIS for the
Delta Wetlands Project (May 2000) (“REIR”). Below are comments made by DWRs’
Division of Planning and Local Assistance, Division of Operations and Maintenance,
Office of State Water Project Planning, Division of Safety of Dams, Environmental
Services Office, and Division of Engineering. These comments address specific areas

of concern with respect to of water quality, fish, and Delta Wetlands Project design and
operation. ' |

In addition, DWR believes that the FEIR should include information with respect
to a comparison of alternative locations for reservoir islands that would achieve the
same purpose of the selected sites at Bacon Island and Webb Tract. The California
Environmental Quality Act requires lead agencies to consider alternative locations
where other locations could avoid or substantially lessen significant effects (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6.). By considering other alternative storage sites in the
Delta, potential significant impacts to drinking water supply, water quality in the Delta,

seepage to neighboring islands, and stability of Delta levees may be avoided or
lessened.

fn 1999, the SWRCB and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as lead agencies for
the DW Project, held several meetings to discuss issues in preparation of the REIR. -
During the meeting, DWR presented information on the CALFED Integrated Storage
Investigation (ISI} program. The REIR discusses the IS| program and its relationship to
the DW Project. DWR staff is developing information on three in-Delta storage options
for the 1SI. These options are: (1) DW Project Islands using Webb Tract and Bacon

Island; (2) CALFED In-Delta Project using Bacon, Woodward, and Victoria Islands; and -

(3) Southeast Delta Islands Project using McDonald and Victoria Islands and Upper and
Lower Jones Tracts. DWR will complete a reconnaissance level analysis of these three
options by late August 2000.  The analysis will provide preliminary comparison on the
feasibility of the islands for meeting water supply needs and concerns with
environmenta! impacts and water quality concerns. The lead agencies for Delta
Wetlands should also consider this information on these islands in relationship to the:

feasibility of the proposed Delta Weltands project and the alternatives analysis for that
project. : '

Division of Planning and Local Assistance

The Division of Planning and Local Assistance (DPLA) reviewed Chapter 4 of the
REIR with focus on the impacts from the Delta Wetlands Project discharges on levels of
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Total Organic Carbon/Dissolved Organic Carbon (TOC/DOC) and Trihalomethane
(THM} formation potential in the Delta channels and at the export pumps.

In general, the difficulties with predicting the water quality in the proposed Delta
Wetlands (DW) reservoir islands, especially TOC/DOC concentrations and loads,
require careful development and adoption of mitigation measures. Results from DWR’s
Special Multipurpose Applied Research Technology Station (SMARTS) experiments
showed that water quality in terms of TOC/DOC, THMFP, EC, and nutrients can vary
significantly depending on a variety of conditions that include time of flooding, duration

of storage, water depth, surface water exchange rate, peat soil characteristics, and algal
productivity.

Additional information is presented below and is provided to correct technical
errors or potential misinterpretations about the referenced studies and salt and organic
carbon budgets described in the REIR. Our recommended changes further support the
need for mitigation measures in view of the complexities and uncertainties of predicting
the water quality of the proposed DW Project. If the Project is approved, it may be
prudent to construct and operate the four-isiand project in stages. Initial work could
begin on the habitat islands and one reservoir island. The one reservoir island should
have water guality monitoring during the stages of filling, holding water, and discharge
to better understand EC and TOC/DOC levels prior to operating the second reservoir

island. These actions would reduce the risk of having to mmgate two filled reservoirs at
the same time.

The first set of comments below focuses on the potential impacts of organic
carbon loading from the project and not on THM formation impacts at treatment plants
or salinity. DPLA has recommended further analyses to help respond to questions
concerning carbon loading, which would also assist in calculating relative contributions
of these other constituents at the export pumps and to satisfy concerns of water quality
impacts. The second set of comments focuses on the use of Municipal Water Quality
investigations (MWQI) SMARTS data and other water quality elements within the REIR.

- - SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA FOR DOC

The original Draft EIR (DEIR) presented projected concentration data for
- constituents in the stored water that was widely unaccepted, and much of the testimony

at the 1997 water rights hearing on the DW Project focused on this disparity. Though
presented briefly in the DEIR, the REIR gives extensive support to justify the
significance criteria of 20 percent change in the numerical limit of a water quality
variable or change in the mean value for a variable without a numerical limit. This
extensive new documentation gives rise to a more detailed look at this criteria. DPLA
believes the approach used in the REIR is faulty and fails to provide an approach that

could better describe the potential lmpacts of the DW Project to water quality at the
export facmtles in the Delta
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The REIR (and DEIR) proposes using the average or mean value of a simulated

export DOC concentration of 4 mg/l and allowing a 20 percent increase before a

significant impact occurs. This criterion would allow an average increase in the delta
export values of 0.8 mg/t of DOC.

A.

Concern with Using Simulated Average Export DOC Concentration

DPLA has concerns with using the average or mean export concentration of

4 mg/l DOC and allowing a 20 percent increase to determine if a significant impact
occurs from DOC loading for the following reasons:

1.

The REIR notes that total delta lowlands contribute 40 percent of export carbon
at the southern export facilities. Using the 4 mg/l. average, delta lowlands,
including Bacon Island and Webb Tract, contribute 1.6 mg/l of the 4 mg/l average
concentration. DW suggest that its increased contributions can equal an

increase of 50 percent of all delta drainage contributions at the pumps before the
impact is significant.

Data from DWR’s consultant Marvin Jung, to be published in his forthcoming
report #3, “Water Quality Benefits from controlling Delta Island Drainage” (Marvin
Jung, Fall 2000), show a modeled potential reduction in agricultural drainage of
60 percent from candidate regions in the delta that could equal approximately a
0.8 mg/l. decrease at the pumps. [n addition, a document with related
information, “Candidate Regions for Treatment to Reduce Organic Carbon

Loads,” was provided to the DW staff. Estimated costs to meet this goal of

reducing carbon by 0.8 mg/l at the facilities using treatment are $278-411 million
for capital costs, with an annual cost O&M cost of $11 million. This information

highlights the potential costs associated with changes in carbon and the effect of

the REIR significance criterion of 20 percent. This criterion would allow the DW
project to add up to 0.8 mg/l carbon at the pumps with no mitigation.

Targets (CALFED)

CALFED has set forth a plan for the Delta in its June 8, 2000 “California’s Water
Future: A Framework for Action™. The water quality program in CALFED has set
target goals of 3 mg/l for total organic carbon (not DOC). Analysis of MWQI Data
at Banks shows the current probability of exceeding this standard for DOC is 68

percent (Bruce Agee May 2000- MWQI Delta Workshop). An additional 0.8 mg/l
will further reduce the ability to meet this goal.

Habitat Restoration (Cumulative Impacts)
CALFED has identified as a concem potential changes in the amount and

seasonality of carbon loading at the pumps due to possible CALFED tidal and
seasonal wetland restoration projects in the Delta. DW has not modeled the
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seasonal or potential additional loads of carbon from the two proposed habitat
restoration islands. Conversely, there is also a belief that seasonal wetlands on
Delta islands could help improve carbon loading at the pumps by holding late
winter/early spring water on the islands in seasonal wetlands. The proposed
criterion does not take into account the potential changes in the water quality due
to the operation of the two restoration islands.

Tables 2-2 and 3-9 state that there will be no discharges for export or rediversion
from the habitat islands to the reservoir islands but Table 2-1 states there will be
a maximum discharge of 200 cfs. While this discharge is relatively small, the
water will certainly be part of the exportable water in the channels and there is
the potential of high concentrations of salts, nutrients, and organic carbon in the
habitat island discharge. Shallow tank experiments (2 ft. water depth) conducted
at the DWR SMARTS facility showed there could be high buildup of EC,
TOC/DOC, and nutrients under conditions of low water exchange in shallow
flooded islands. There should be a brief discussion of the habitat island
discharges and loads in the REIR.

Other Prbjects

No discussion is presented of cumulative impacts regarding the Sacramento
Regional treatment Plant 2020 master plan, the Tracy Hills wastewater project,
and the City of Tracy Wastewater expansion plans. Whether these are required,
as part of the cumulative impact assessment for the REIR is a matter of
interpretation based on CEQA guidelines. Regardless, all of these projects have
the potential to incrementally increase carbon at the export facility, along with the
DW project. Since the SWRCB can review and examine a broad range of issues

when issuing water rights permits, these cumulative impacts should be
considered.

CVRWQCB/SWRCB Development of Drinking Water Policy

In 1999, meetings were held as part of the Triennial review of the basin plan.
Testimony was presented to the CVRWQCB on the disconnect between the
Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Funding has been provided
for the SWRCB to develop a policy relating to drinking water standards in the
Delta. This includes the investigation of carbon loading from permitted sources,
This supports the effort to identify loading of all carbon in the Delta with a TMDL.
approach, and the relative impact to the beneficial use of the water.

The DW project may provide a maximum of 3 to 4 percent of the totai water
exported through pumps from the Delta, yet the REIR states that the project can
increase the total carbon loading at the pumps up 1o 20 percent without a
significant impact. This inequity has the potential to significantly impact the

- beneficial use of water by other water users and needs to be addressed by the
EIR process.
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B. Recommendation to Use Common Units of Measure and Clarification of
Information

During post-hearing meetings with Delta Wetlands, Jones and Stokes, and
SWRCB staff, the MWQI Program staff requested that carbon loading be described in
common units of measure, such as pounds per day or Kg per day in the channels and
at the pumps under different modeling regimes. The REIR does not present carbon
loading based on common and acceptable units of measure. Much of the
documentation in the REIR discusses rates of loading per square meter of land surface
area, and then changes to loading rates per cubic meter of storage. The discussion of
exports is also confusing because at times it is not clear whether the dlSCUSSIOI"l isin
regard to DW exports or Delta pumping exports.

Additionally, alt MWQI and USGS data used have been converted to a loading
rate of grams per meter squared. DPLA found the documentation in the REIR mostly
relies on a text discussion, with limited documentation on conversion of existing data. In
addition, it was difficult to verify the validity of the loading assumptions. Many of the
time series graphs are so compressed they are difficult to read and interpret. True
loading numbers and quantified loading by month in comparison should be presented
for the channels and the pumps under various scenarios and hydrological years.
Conversion formulas should be provided in.the appendix.

C. Recommended Approach For Development and Analysis of Potential Significant
Impact from Changes in DOC

Because of the concerns with using the simulated average export DOC
concentrations of 4 mg/l, DPLA recommends a different approach to the significance
criterion for DOC. The REIR acknowledges that the comprehensive loading study on
Twitchell Island is one of the most definitive to date. We suggest the following approach

using information from the Twitchell Island study and existing data already reviewed by

the DW project.

1. Use 1995 monthly discharge volumes from Twitchell to calculate a per acre rate
of drainage volume discharge for a typical delta island with similar land use in

1995. If other drainage volume estimates for Bacon are avaitable and preferred
then these could also be used.

Use the following formuia to provide a baseline condition for Bacen for a 1995
water year.

“ Monthly dischafge volume per acre X Bacon Island Acreage X 1995
Bacon island actual DOC concentrations = mass loading per month for the
baseline condition for 1995 ”
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2. Calculate the range of concentrations from the proposed storage option using the
referenced range of carbon values from testimony at the hearings. Also use a
range of carbon values based on times of filling. Use 1995 year as a scenario.

3. Model the percentage by month of drain volume that leaves Bacon and Webb
islands and reaches the export facilities, including CCWD, the SWP and CVP.
Calculate, for the baseline or existing condition, the loading in pounds or
kilograms per month at the pumps, and the percent of the total loading at the

pumps. Calculate the same information based on operating criteria for the
storage project.

4. Calculate the percentage difference for each month in carbon loading at the
pumps between the existing condition loading and the storage project loading, as
well as the concentrationimpact. This is where the significance of impact can be
evaluated. A 10-20 percent difference between the baseline land use condition
loading totals and the storage option loading totals might be more realistic as
significance criteria for impact. The project should only be compared to itself
when calculating the change in percentage of loading. For example: if Bacon
Island under a normal baseline condition contributes 0.1 mg/ at the pumps, then
the storage project could contribute 0.12 mg/! before it would be considered
significant under a 20 percent rule (an additional 0.02 mg/l could be added).

5.  Using the existing historical MWQI Data for the export facilities, calculate the

probability of exceeding the 3.0 mg/L. CALFED target for carbon with the change
in loading at the pumps.

Uéing the above approach, and modeling additional years would provide the

reviewers with a comparative approach to assess the significance of the impact due to
changes in DOC.

D. Mitigation of Impacts from Changes in DOC

The above sections explain the problems of using the REIR method to determine
impacts from DOC loading and the importance of considering the timing of loading
(seasonality). Tables 4-20 through 4-22 in the REIR show the potential to exceed even
the unacceptable 0.8 mg/l significance criteria under various filling carbon concentration
values. In addition, as discussed above, it is difficult to evaluate the units of carbon
loading for filling and discharging the reservoir using the g/m2/month units. In
Table 4-21 of the REIR, the mid-range filling DOC value (4 g/m2/month) results in an
average loading of 0.82 mg/L in June and 0.53 mg/L in July. The export water of the
SWP and CVP traditionally experience tower DOC concentration during these months.

If pumps are running during these months, the contribution from Delta Wetlands at the
pumps might exceed the 20 percent criteria for the month. This highlights the
importance of evaluating the impacts based on the seasonality of exports.
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Mitigation should be based on specific periods of export to municipal and
industrial water users as loading exceeds the baseline condition for the four Delta
Wetland islands by 10-20 percent. For example, if the existing land use for the four
islands contributes a total 0.2 mg/l at the export facilities for the month of July, then
significance criteria could be set at 20 percent of this baseline condition, which would be
0.04mg/L. Therefore for this example, if the net change for July is less than 0.04 mg/l at
the export facilities (CCWD, Banks, Tracy) then no mitigation is required. I the change
were greater than 0.04 mg/L, Delta Wetlands would be required to reduce their loading
by controlling discharges to the channels from the four islands.

The REIR shows that under the 0.8 mg/l significance criteria that metering the
discharge of water would require a long period of time in order to meet the criteria under
certain hydrological conditions. The proposed significance criterion of 20 percent of the
existing monthily load suggested in DPLA’s comments is much more stringent. A
monthly comparison of net change in loading versus export amounts would provide the

seasonality of loading, and allow a true estimate in the net change in carbon delivered
to users.

. DISSOLVED ORGANIC CARBON AND SALT BUDGETS FOR DELTA ISLANDS
(pg 4-16)

The statement, “The concentrations of dissolved substances in drainage will vary
because of dilution by rainwater or increases from evaporative losses.” overly simplifies

the salt budget. The REIR would be more technically correct to include the following
information:

Terms for the salt and organic carbon budget and processes are more complex
than stated and are different between salts and DOC. For dissolved minerals that affect
EC, the processes of ion exchange, precipitation, resolubilization of mineral
compounds, adsorption, desorption, and oxidation-reduction reactions will also cause
variations in the salt budget. For dissolved organic matter, the physical, chemical, and
microbiological breakdowns or transformations of particulate organic matter in the soil
and drain water will increase the dissolved organic concentrations and alter its
composition in the drainage water.

At least seven factors determine the water quality in agriculture drainage (Bower, 1974):
1) ratio of surface water runoff water to water moving through the soil (percolated

water)
2) applied water quality
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3) applied chemical soil amendments
4) drainage fraction
5) mineral and salt solution and prempltatlon

6) cation-exchange, adsorption, and oxidation- reductlon reactions in the soil
7) removal of soil solutes by crops

The primary sources of soluble salts in agricultural soils are (Rhoades, 1974):

» applied irrigation waters
salt deposits in soil parent materials before farming occurred

o surface and subsurface agricultural drainage waters drammg from
upper-lying to lower-lying lands

» shallow water tables

Additional secondary sources of salts include:

» applied fertilizers, soil amendments and animal manures
e weathering mineral soils
» rainfall and snow

Despite testimony to the contrary, the REIR continues to present salinity/carbon
ratio calculations. This has been refuted and is not accepted within the Delta drinking
water scientific community. The REIR acknowledges that the 1995 Twitchell Istand real
measured data was twice the value of the calculated ratio Value This ratio approach
should be dropped from the analyses.

Hl. SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION OF SMARTS REPORTS (pg 4-17)

The report did not incorporate the corrections o the summary and interpretation
of the SMARTS reports provided by MWQ!’s consultant Marvin Jung’s January 2000
memo to Dr. Russ Brown of Jones and Stokes.

In addition to elevated DOC and EC, the SMARTS 1 experiments also showed
that nutrients from the submerged peat soil were at eutrophic levels and resulted in
algal blooms in the tanks.

The REIR should have stated the titles, purpose, and objectives of each of the
two SMARTS experiments. SMARTS 1 was titled, “A Trial Experiment On Studying
Short-Term Water Quality Changes In Flooded Peat Soil Environments.” SMARTS 2
was titled,”Seasonal Water Quality Changes in Flooded Peat Soil Environments Due to
Peat Soil, Water Depth, and Water Exchange Rate”. It is not until the end of the section
(page 4-22) that the readers are informed that SMARTS was not developed to simulate
the proposed operating scheme of the Delta Wetlands reservoir islands., However, the

data was used extensively in the REIR to estimate organic carbon loads from the
islands.
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SMARTS 2 was a one-year study (1/21/99 - 1/21/00) not a 27-week study
{pg 4-17). Atthe request of the SWRCB, DWR completed a draft work-in-progress
report (dated 11/2/99) prior to the study’s end. Jones & Stokes reviewed the progress
report of the first 27 weeks of SMARTS 2. There were data for 36 weeks (1/21/99 -
9/15/99) in the progress report that were not used in the REIR. The additional data
indicates that organic carbon buildup could appreciably continue beyond the proposed
DW discharge period should restrictions be placed on those discharges.

The REIR incorrecily stated that two different peat soil sources were used

{pg. 4-18). SMARTS 2 peat soil, which was delivered in two batches, were taken from
“the same Twitchell Island field or source. The differences between the soil character in
the two batches were attributed to a major winter storm event that occurred between the
time the two batches were taken. Although one soil batch was preferred, the
experiment was not compromised because there were no soil differences between the
tank pairs (i.e., those with same peat soil and water depths but different flow conditions
(static vs. continuous flow-through) that were compared. The two soil batches divided
SMARTS 2 tanks into two subexperiments with 2 pairs of tanks using batch #1 soil and
the second 2 pairs of tanks the other batch.

The REIR compared the SMARTS peat soil water DOC to USGS field data
{(pg 4-19). We attribute the higher peat soil pore water DOC to be higher than field data
because SMARTS simulated a waterlogged condition with no drainage occurring.
Under this condition, DOC will build up in the pore water as the water to soil contact
time increases. The USGS field study examined pore water DOC in a field that was
drained. In this condition, surface water dilutes the pore water as it is pulled down

through the peat seil. In a flooded island condition, seepage or drainage processes will
be less than in a drained farm field.

The REIR also states that the USGS Twitchell Island soil water DOC were
generally in the range of 40 to 100 mg/l (pg. 4-19). Table F2 from the cited 1998 USGS
report showed that DOC at station “TwitPiz7” (0.5 to 1.5 ft. below land surface) was up
to 207.9 mg/l on 6/20/96. The sample was taken below an enclosed pond under a
reverse-flooding operation where it is flooded to about 1 feet deep from early spring to
mid-July and then kept moist to very wet in standing water during the winter.

Although the SMARTS experiments were not designed specifically to simulate
the Delta Wetlands reservoir islands, the results did show that peat soil characteristics
and thickness, water depth, water exchange rate, duration of flooding, and time of
flooding may be manageable factors that affect water quality in a wetland or reservoir
island. Peat soil characteristics vary spatially and with depth at the same location
depending on the history of the area. For example, heavy rains or flooding will leach
away salts and organic carbon when drained. If surface water exchanges (flows) are
high enough, the contribution of salts and organic carbon from the flooded peat soil is
hot apparent in the surface water due to high dilution and transport. Timing and
duration (exposure) of flooding peat soil can also affect water quality. Long periods of
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flooding will result in elevated DOC and EC in the surface water. Organic matter decay
is slowest during the cold winter months when microbial activity is lowest. Therefore,

collecting, storing , and releasing water during the cold months will likely resuit in lower
concentrations than during the warmer seasons. In addition to salt and DOC concems,

there are potential eutrophication problems from nutrient releases from submerged peat R2-1IZ
soils and nuisance algal blooms. cont'd

The calculated DOC load of 8 g/m2/yr was computed by Jones & Stokes and not
computed in the “Candidate Delta Regions for Treatment to Reduce Organic Carbon
Loads, MWQI-CR #2 {(Jung and Tran, 1399)” report (pg 4-23).

IV.  ESTIMATES FROM THE 1995 DEIR/EIS (pg. 4-24)

The issue that the Holland tract flooded wetland experiment may have been
terminated too early to determine if the level of DOC had started to level off or not may
have been addressed by the SMARTS 1 and 2 tank 1 observations. Tank 1 had 1.5 ft.
of peat submerged by 2 ft. of water under static conditions. SMARTS 1 tank 1. DOC
levels approached 40 mg/l at the end of 3 months. In SMARTS 2, the DOC was up to R2-13
41 mg/l in 3 months (3/31/99) and continued up to 200 mg/i by the sixth month (7/21/99)
and about 250 mg/l by 9/15/99. The high TOC/DOC concentrations were attributed to
the peat soil since test conditions in SMARTS 2 included covered tanks to exclude
algae growth as a source. The DOC concentrations in the Holland Tract pond
experiment were up to about 38 mg/l at the end of three months.

V. ESTIMATING EXISTING LEVELS OF DiSSOLVED ORGANIC CARBON AND
- SALINITY IN DELTA AGRICULTURAL DRAINAGE (G-1)

Three assumptions were used in the REIR water quality assessment method.
First, that EC can be modeled to be a conservative constituent on the Delta islands.
Second, DOC can also be modeled to behave conservatively on the Delta islands. And
thirdly, if DOC and EC or soluble salts behave similarly, the ratio of drain water EC to
applied water EC can be used to predict the amount of DOC for Delta island sources.

The assumption of steady state, Co/C; = Di/Dy, (where C is concentration of a
solute, D is water depth, i is irrigation water and d is drainage water) works only if the
solute in the applied-water is not sorbed by plant or soil or precipitated (Bower, 1974).
For the DWEIR assumptions to be correct, if available the REIR should include
supporting information to the following questions:

1. If EC is conservative, are the soluble constituents in applied water and in
drainage water also conservative and shown by the same ionic ratios R2'14
{composition)?
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2. Does DOC undergo the same biological, chemical, and physical processes
and reactions that occur with i lnorgamc salts in solution?

MWQI water quality data for mineral constituents for Sacramento River water and
drain water at the DW Project islands appear dissimilar. While drain water EC are often
several times more than the applied water EC, not all mineral ions are in the same ratio

as the drainage to applied water EC ratio. EC correlated well with some ions but not as
well as with other ions (e.g., Ca, Mg, SO4).

As the soil solution is concentrated, the salt species most likely to precipitate first
are the alkaline-earth carbonates. These include CaCO3 (calcite, aragonite, or vaterite,
MgCO3 (magnesite) or MgCO3-3H:0 (nesquehonite), and (Ca,Mg) CO3 (dolomite).
The amount and which form of carbonate is precipitated from the water depend upon
several properties within the soil chemical system. Crops in humid climates and in
irrigated areas where the applied irrigation water has a low salt concentration can
absorb the sum amounts of Ca, Mg, Na, Cl, and S04 removed annually in the same
order of magnitude as that removed in drainage water.

The concentration factor that is computed by comparing drainage EC to
applied-water EC is useful in predicting the concentration of nonsorbed and
nonprecipitable solutes in drain water. However, the concentration factor influences
precipitation, solution, cation exchange, and adsorption reactions in soil that in turn
affect the quality of drainage water. As the concentration factor increases, salt
precipitation and anion adsorption by soil increases, solution processes decrease and
cation-exchange equilibrium shifts such that monovalent cations (e.g., Na*} in the soil
solution exchange for divalent cations (e.g. Ca*?) on the exchange complex. The
proportion of monovalent and divalent cations adsorbed on soil-exchange complexes
are concentration dependent, with dilution favoring adsorption of cations with the
highest valence (Bower, 1974). Since EC is a gross measurement of total dissolved
solids, and applied and drain waters of the same EC can have different ionic

composition, EC may not be exhibit full conservative behavior based on the preceding
explanation and MWQI data.

For example, at Bacon iIsland, the EC ratio was 1.96 for drainage water to

- applied water but not for chloricde. The average chloride at Sacramento River was 6.8
mg/l (Table 4-1) with an average EC of 159 mS/cm. The comparison made in the REIR
assumed the applied water was Sacramento River water with an EC of 300 mS/cm.
The Bacon Island drainage chloride average was 102 mg/l. If the applied water chioride
concentration followed the 1.96 EC ratio, the applied water chloride should have been

52 mg/l (102/1.96) if we assume the chloride doubled to 14 mg/l (2x6.8 mg/l) when the
EC doubled to 300 mS/cm. In the Bouldin Island example, the average drain water to
applied water EC ratio was 2.5 (426/160) but the corresponding average chloride
concentration ratio was 4.7 (32/6.8). For Twitchell Island, the assumed EC ratio was

also 3 (937/300). The applied water chloride level would have been 55 (174/3) based
on the EC ratio.
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The second REIR assumption is made that DOC behaves as a conservative
dissolved substance (i.e., its concentration increases with evaporation, decreases with
rainfall, and is not removed by biological or other physical and chemical processes) and
that DOC accumulates in soil moisture in the same manner that salt does. Results from
the DWR SMARTS experiments as well as by others, show that TOC and DOC is a
gross measurement similar to EC and that the composition of the organic pool varies
with source and time. While there are some organic fractions (e.g., humic matter) that
behave conservatively because of slow degradation, organic matter in the Delta
channels, islands, and drains undergo constant transformation. There were about 20
cited articles along with a lengthy discussion about the microbial degradation of organic
matter in flooded peat soil in the SMARTS 2 progress report, which show that
TOC/DOC are not conservative parameters. Unless there is evidence supporting the
two REIR assumptions of conservative behavior in all EC and DOC measurements, the
last assumption that EC can be used to model DOC cannot be made.
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Division of Operations and Maintenance

L. Summary

The issues raised by the Project Operations Planning Branch have been addressed in
the REIR.

Il. Specific Comments

p. 3-3, a continuation of “Definition of Terms”, 4™ bullet of page, “South-of-Delta Delivery
Deficit”: The definition does not mention changes to southern SWP storage facilities
such as Castaic, Pyramid, Silverwood, and Perris reservoirs.

p. 3-4, "DWRSIM” second paragraph, “The AFRP was implemented pursuant to the
CVPIA, resulting in ... several new ... standards”: The term “standards” implies
regulatory obligation. No such obligation from the AFRP is beholden upon the SWP.

Furthermore, the AFRP actions are only potential objectives for the operations of the
CVP.
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p. 3-13, “Delta Wetlands Project Diversion Criteria®, last bullet on page, “This conidition
(X2 at Chipps Island) was simulated in DeltaSOS with a miniumum Delia outflow
requirement of 9,000 cfs for the months of September through January”: The reason for

using 9,000 cfs is not given. The Delta outflow requirement pursuant to Chipps Island,
February through June, is 11,400 cfs.

p. 3-15, second paragraph, second line should read: Delta Wetlands discharges from
Bacon Island are limited to 50 percent of San Joaquin River flow, as measured at
Vernalis, during the period of April through June. Or the term “San Joaquin River
inflow” could be changed to “Delta inflow from the San Joaquin River.” The term San

Joaquin River inflow is vague and may refer to the flow into the San Joaquin River from
its tributaries.

OFFICE OF STATE WATER PROJECT PLANNING

WATER SUPPLY (DWRSIM)

Page 3-12

Under “Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan and Delta Export Pumping
Restrictions”, the statement “VAMP flow requirement depends both on San Joaquin
River flows during the pulse flow period of April 15 ~ May 15 and the previous month’s
runoff condition” is not correct. It is correct that the VAMP flow requirement depends on
the San Joaquin River flows during the pulse flow period, but it also depends on the
current and previous year's 60-20-20 index to determine whether to do double step
increases. It does not depend on the previous month’s runoff conditions.

Page 3-17

On top of the page, the paragraph on SWP interruptible demand and delivery in
DWRSIM is not correct. The interruptible demand and delivery impiemented in
DWRSIM dre as follows:

The interruptible demand mput in DWRSIM is 84 taf/month in all months not just from
November through March as stated on page 3-17.

Interruptible delivery is made whenever the following conditions are met:

. o There is surplus water in the Delta.
+ -Banks P.P. has excess capacity.

» SWP San Luis storage is full {not just above target storage as stated on page
3-17).
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DIVISION OF SAFETY OF DAMS

The REIR indicates that DW proposes a design for the reservoir islands that will
allow storage of water up to elevation +6 feet above mean sea level. The California
Water Code provides that levees in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta shall not be
considered a dam if the maximum possibie water storage elevation of the impounded
water does not exceed four feet above mean sea level. (Water Code Section 6004. )
Because the project proposes storage elevations above +4 feet, the levees will
considered a dam. Therefore, the reservoir levees will need to be designed pursuant to
requirements of the Division of Safety of Dams for “jurisdictional” dams

Projects for jurisdictional dams must submit a construction application to DSOD
after obtaining its water rights All dam safety issues related to the proposed work

would have to be resolved prior to approval of the application and any construction
activity.

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES OFFICE

Environmental Services Office staff reviewed the May 2000 Delta Wetlands
Project REIR. Our review focused on whether the REIR addresses our earlier
comments on the previous DEIR. Overall, we noted several improvements over the
DEIR, but several major issues remain unresolved. Our major concern continues io be
that: 1) there is inadequate information about the project’s fish facilities; and 2) the
document does not adequately address the potential predation impacts of project
facilities. Specific comments are summarized below.

I FISH SCREEN AND PREDATION ISSUES

The REIR does not adequately address the Department’s previous comments on
the draft document regarding fish facilities. The revised document provides some
additional information about the project’s fish screens, namely that they will comply with
the Reasonable and Prudent Measures of the regulatory agencies regarding fish
protection,-DFG's fish screening policy (the document is silent regarding compliance
with NMFS's fish screening criteria), and the USFWS 0.2 foot per second approach
velocity criterion for delta smelt.

While generally this additional information is helpful, the revised document does
not provide the information on predation, hydraulic control, debris, cleaning systems,
and other maintenance issues that DWR suggested in December 1995. In the
discussion on pages 5-16 and 5-17, the document fails to mention the predation that is
likely to occur at fish screens. The document also appears to inaccurately attribute to
the NMFS Biolegical Opinion the statement that fish screens will reduce predation
during diversion operations (a statement that is contradicted by the DFG Biological
Opinion), and fails to state to what this reduction is compared. The document is also
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unclear as to the exact number of project intakes. We continue to be concerned that
project facilities including screens and boat docks will increase the number of feeding
stations for predators. We disagree with the assertion in the EIR/EIS (Page 5-16) that
project facilities will not significantly affect predator-prey interactions. We are concemned
that the proposed DW instream structures will increase the number of feeding stations
for predators. The problem would be exacerbated during periods when DW is diverting,
creating higher concentrations of prey (and increased predation rates) in channels
adjacent to the DW project through a "bathtub drain” effect. In summary, most of DWR’s
previous comments about fish screens and predation were not addressed .

fl. THE PROPOSED ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY FOR FISH

The Final Operations Criteria (Appendix B) in the REIR still provides insufficient
information about who will collect the required data and whether the information can be
processed quickly enough to allow adaptive management. We continue to have
questions about whether the proposed use of transport modeling will be: 1) performed
quickly enough to allow for adaptive management within a reasonable time frame; and
2) relevant to all of the fish species of concern.

Il. OTHER ISSUES

Several other points raised by DWR regarding the previous DEIR do not appear
to have been addressed. The REIR still does not provide an adequate analysis of the
. potential for nuisance algal blooms, has not updated key biological information (e.g.

splittail life history) and provides few details about the methodologies used for impact
analysis.

DIVISION OF ENGINEERING

The Division of Engineering reviewed the Delta Wetlands Project REIR, including

th'é Appendix H, “Levee Stability and Seepage Analysis Report for the Delta Wetlands
Project.”

A.  Liguefaction

The liquefaction evaluation presented in the REIR indicates that “a few
pockets of potentially liquefiable soil deposit may exist in the levees and foundation
soils. We believe, however, that these liquefiable soil pockets are confined in limited
areas and therefore are expected to have negligible adverse effects on the stability of
the levees.” This evaluation is not consistent with the Corps of Engineering’s 1987
study, “Sacramento — San Joaquin Delta Levees Liquefaction Potential,” or Division of
Engineering’s review of DWR geological investigations for Webb Tract and Bacon
Island. The Corps of Engineers study identified Webb Tract as having high liquefaction
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potential (defined as 50 percent of the borings analyzed indicate liquefiable soils fora -
5.5 M earthquake and ground motion of 0.10g). Bacon Island was identified as having
moderate liquefaction potential (defined as 21 to 50 percent of the borings analyzed
indicated liquefiable soils under the same earthquake loading conditicns). Boring logs
from DWR geotechnical investigations indicate areas of loose sand (Standard

Penetration Test blow counts less than 10) in both the embankment and the foundation.

It should be noted that the Corps of Engineers 1987 report identified both Webb
Tract and Bacon Island as islands which had undergone prior earthquake damage. A
250-foot slip reportedly occurred on the east levee of Bacon Island following the M5.5
Livermore earthquake of January 24, 1980. Levee cracking was reported on Webb
Tract after the 1983 Pittsburg and Coalinga earthquakes.

The liquefaction of the embankment and foundation should be further evaluated.
Liquefaction mitigation, if required, could significantly impact project costs.

B. Desiqh Earthquake Loading

The design earthquake loading reflects 10 percent accedence in 50 years. This
loading represents the minimum ground motion identified by the Uniform Building Code
for normal (non-critical) structures. This level of earthquake loading is less than what
would be required for jurisdictional dams, critical structures (i.e. Hospitals, etc.), and
most landfills, and it may be unconservative in light of potential economic and water
quality impacts.

'C.  Slope Stability

Large displacements were predtcted for the landside slopes (2 feet) and
waterside slopes (4 feet) for the four sections analyzed. It should be noted that the
sections chosen do not reflect the most critical sections analyzed in terms of slope

stability. Consequently, the results presented do not reflect the largest values of
anticipated displacement that could occur.

The large displacements predicted for the levees under seismic loading would
result in severe cracking and possible failure from erosion or overtopping.

Consequently, the proposed levee freeboard (3 feet) may need to be increased to help
prevent an overtopping failure.
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California Department of Water Resour ces

R2-1.

R2-2.

TheNEPA and CEQA analysisfor the Delta Wetlands Project analyzes areasonablerange
of aternatives that would meet the project purpose; it also analyzes the No-Project
Alternative as required by NEPA and CEQA. As described in Chapter 2 under
“Alternatives Considered but Not Selected for Detailed Evaluation”, the lead agencies
considered water storage on other Delta islands as a potential alternative. Lower Jones
Tract, Upper Jones Tract, McDonald Island, Victorialsland, and Woodward Island were
all considered in the evaluation of other Delta islands. However, those sites were
eliminated from further evaluation because other factors, such as conflicts with existing
infrastructure, made them impracticable as alternative storage sites. See the
Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis presented in Appendix 4 of the 1995 DEIR/EIS
for more details.

The commenter recommends building the Delta Wetlands Project in stages, with one
reservoir island and one habitat island created and operated in each stage. The comment
suggests that by monitoring the quality of reservoir water during the first stage,
Delta Wetlands will be able to determine, before it operates the full-scale project, the
water quality effects that are likely to result from project operations and the extent of
mitigation that would be necessary. The commenter suggeststhat such a staged approach
would reduce the risk that Delta Wetlands would have to mitigate large effects of
discharges on water quality after it had filled both reservoirs.

Asnoted in the paragraph that precedesthiscomment, however, the quality of water stored
over peat soil may vary considerably and may beinfluenced by several factors, such asthe
time of flooding, duration of storage, depth of stored water, and site-specific peat soil
characteristics. The FOC include different discharge rules for the two reservoir islands
(i.e., discharges are allowed from Bacon Island in any month but are allowed from
Webb Tract only from July through December); therefore, the diversion and discharge
cycles on these two islands would differ, and the water quality parameters for the water
stored on each island may differ somewhat. For this reason, the data collected for one
island would help determine what timing and rate of dischargesfrom that island would be
appropriateto avoid potential water quality effects, but they would not necessarily replicate
the conditions that would be found on the second island. Therefore, the two islands will
need to be monitored separately.

The 1995 DEIR/EIS and the 2000 REIR/EIS evaluated the construction and operation of
the four proposed project islands as one project. The proposed mitigation of the potential
effects of discharging water with elevated EC or DOC levelsisto do the following:

# monitor water quality parameters and
# control the release of water for export or augmentation of outflow as necessary to

maintain those parameters at or below specified levels in the blended water at the
export facilities or in outflow.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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Itisnot necessary to construct and operate astaged project rather than thefull-scal e project
to directly mitigate environmental impacts of the proposed project; such staged
construction and operation would be at the discretion of the project applicant.

R2-3.  Thiscommenter suggests that the significance criterion of a 20% change in the monthly
average export DOC concentration used in the 2000 REIR/EIS is too lenient.

The first part of this comment states that the significance criterion for DOC of a 20%
increase in average concentration (0.8 mg/l) isequivalent to half the existing contribution
of all Delta agricultural drainage to the export DOC concentration. This conclusion
appears to be based on a misunderstanding of some statements in the 2000 REIR/EIS.
Contrary to what the commenter states, the text of the 2000 REIR/EIS does not indicate
that 40% of export DOC originates from agricultural drainage; it states that “40% of total
Delta agricultural drainage is assumed to originate from the Delta lowlands and be
transported toward the export pumps’ (page G-13 of Appendix G). The monthly average
concentration of DOC at the export pumps depends on several factors:

# DOC concentrations in water that comes into the Delta,

# theway in which in-Delta activities (including agricultural activities) change DOC
concentrations,

# thevolume of Deltainflows and exports, and
# the proportion of the export water that comes from each source.

Appendix G indicates that the Delta lowlands are assumed to be the source area for all
DOC increases in the Delta, and that drainage from the lowlands is assumed to be about
40% of the total flow from agricultural drainage in the Delta. Because flow from
agricultural drainageisonly aportion of thetotal export water, Deltaagricultural drainage
would contribute only a fraction of the export DOC concentration; the fraction from
agricultural drainage varies throughout the year depending on agricultural drainage
activities.

The commenter aso reports that DWR and others are working to identify options for
reducing organic carbon loads by controlling Delta isand drainage and using other
techniques, such astreatment. The comment discusses costs for reducing organic carbon
at treatment facilities by 0.8 mg/l. It is unclear what averaging period is used in the
commenter’ s estimates of treatment costs; however, the values appear to be annual costs.

The significance criterion used in the analysis of Delta Wetlands Project effects on water
is applied to changes in export DOC on an average monthly basis. The project could
adversely affect DOC concentrations at the export pumps only during those months when
discharges are occurring, typically 1-3 monthsin ayear. Asreported in theresults of the
72-year simulation, Delta Wetlands would not exceed the significance criterion during
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R2-4.

R2-5.

every discharge month. Additionally, Delta Wetlands operations would improve DOC
conditions compared to existing (no-project) conditions during other months when
agricultural drainagefrom the project islandswould haveincreased DOC under no-project
conditions. Therefore, the net annual effect of the Delta Wetlands Project on export DOC
would be much less than the monthly changes reported in the document. See Master
Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, for adiscussion of project effects on DOC and treatment plant costs.

The Delta Wetlands Project WQM P requires monitoring of project-related TOC loading
that could cause an increase in water treatment costs. Master Response 7 describes the
WQMP screening criteriathat would trigger the requirement that Delta Wetlands modify
operations (e.g., reduce or reschedul e discharges) and implement mitigation of long-term
water quality impacts.

Asstated by the commenter, CALFED has established an overall long-term goal to reduce
TOC at the exportsto lessthan 3 mg/l. Thisisavery ambitious goal. DWR monitoring
data indicate that concentrations of export TOC exceed 3 mg/I more often than not under
existing conditions (see Figure G-9 in Appendix G of the 2000 REIR/EIS and A ppendix
C1linthe1995 DEIR/EIS). For purposesof the DeltaWetlandsmodeling analysis, average
DOC concentrations in the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River were assumed to be
2 mg/l and 4 mg/l, respectively, and the ssmulated annual average DOC concentration in
exports was approximately 4 mg/l (see Chapter 3C of Volume 1 of thisFEIS). Therefore,
anisolated Deltafacility that divertswater from the Sacramento River directly totheexport
locations would be the best option for satisfying the target of 3 mg/I.

The lead agencies recognize the goals of other agencies, including CALFED, to improve
water quality conditions. However, the analysis of aproject’s effectsin compliance with
CEQA and NEPA compares existing (no-project) conditions and with-project conditions
to determinetheincremental effect of project operations. CALFED’ slong-term goal does
not reflect existing conditions and is not a prevailing standard. The analysis of Delta
Wetlands Project effects on DOC appropriatel y uses significance criteriathat are based on
existing conditions, rather thanon CALFED’ sgoal. Inaddition, evenif water diverted and
discharged by Delta Wetlands had higher DOC concentrations than were considered
acceptable for exporting, reservoir island storage and discharges could still supply Delta
outflow during periods with reduced Delta inflows at times when the CVP and SWP are
not exporting water.

One of the Delta Wetlands WQMP “Drinking Water Quality Protection Principles’ states
that “Project operations shall contribute to CALFED’s progress toward achieving
continuousimprovement of Deltadrinking water sourcequality”. Inagreeingtoimplement
the WQMP, Delta Wetlands has committed to operating according to this principle.

Under the proposed project, DeltaWetlands would divert water onto the habitat islandsto
provide the water necessary for implementing the HMP. Diversions and discharges of
water to and from the habitat islands would not differ substantially from existing
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R2-6.

R2-7.

R2-8.

agricultural practices. Because a large portion of the habitat islands would remain in
agricultural crops, it isassumed that the DOC concentrations of habitat island discharges
would be similar to those of current agricultural drainage. Discharge from the habitat
islands would account for a very small proportion of water exported from the Delta;
therefore, if DOC loading on the habitat islands were found to be greater than under
existing agricultural practices, the resulting effect on export DOC concentration would be
extremely small.

Additionally, the DeltaWetlandsWQM Prequires DeltaWetlandsto monitor water quality
conditions on the habitat islands. Under the WQMP, the operational screening criteria
apply to the effects of project operationstaking place on both the reservoir islands and the
habitat islands. The TOC screening criteriaaredescribed in Master Response 7, “Analysis
of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection Byproducts’.

DWR indicates that wastewater discharges may increase in the future, and potentially
contribute a larger amount of DOC to exports under cumulative future conditions. The
discussion of cumulativefutureimpactsdid not include changesinthe DOC concentrations
of inflows from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers becauseit is difficult to quantify
the influence that wastewater treatment plant projects would have on future DOC levels.
Anincreasedload of DOC from wastewater would probably increase the background DOC
at the export locations. In general, this could limit future Delta Wetlands Project
operations.

Thecommenter indicatesthat the significancethreshold used inthe 2000 REIR/EIS allows
the DeltaWetlands Project to increase the DOC load in exportsby 20%. Thisisincorrect.
The 20% significancecriterionwould alow anincreasein the monthly DOC concentration
equal to 20% of the mean DOC concentration; the mean DOC concentration in exported
water isestimated to be4 mg/l. Asdescribed inresponseto Comment R2-3, the net annual
effect of the Delta Wetlands Project on export DOC would be much less than individual
monthly changes reported in the document. Additionally, the Delta Wetlands WQMP
includes more detailed operating criteria for project diversions and discharges related to
effects on TOC. See also Master Response 6, “Significance Criteria Used for the
Water Quality Impact Analysis’.

The unitsused in the 2000 REIR/EIS are scientifically consistent and accurate. Loads are
basically amass of material in some volume or from some areain sometime period; there
are many different possible units for measuring loads. All experimental and field
measurements of DOC concentrations are normalized to the common units of g/m? in the
analysis so that the different measurements can be compared. Methods for converting
concentration measurements to estimates of DOC loading are described in the 2000
REIR/EIS on pages 4-15, 4-18, and 4-23 (pages 3C-54, 3C-56, and 3C-61, respectively,
of Volume 1 of this FEIS), given in the footnotes of Table 4-5 (Table 3C-13 in FEIS
Volume 1), and detailed in many of the sections of Appendix G.
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R2-9.

R2-10.

R2-11.

R2-12.

DWR suggests a methodology for estimating the effects of Delta Wetlands operations on
export DOC loadsthat is similar to the methodol ogy built into the DeltaSOQ model used
in the 2000 REIR/EIS. By comparing with-project conditions to no-project conditions,
both methods isolate the effects attributable to changes in DOC from the project islands;
however, the methods differ with DWR’ s step 4. DWR recommends cal culating the load,
in weight, of DOC contributions from the Delta Wetlands islands to exports under both
no-project conditions and with-project conditions. Thesetwo valueswould be compared,;
asignificant impact would beidentified when the DOC |oad from the project islands under
project operations exceeds a given percentage of the load from the same islands under
no-project conditions.

This aternative method for determining project impacts, however, does not address the
underlying reasons for controlling DOC levels. DOC loads, in themselves, do not
constitute an environmental concern; DOC in raw water is of concern only because the
water may betreated for useasdrinking water, possibly resulting in theformation of DBPs,
which may affect human health. The criteria for treating water delivered to treatment
plants are expressed as concentrations of DOC. Therefore, the change in DOC
concentration (not DOC load) at the export locationsisthe most appropriate water quality
assessment variable.

See response to Comment R2-4 regarding CALFED targets for long-term DOC
concentrations.

For purposes of impact assessment, an annual average concentration of DOC was used to
establishthesignificancecriteria. During project operations, theimpact of DeltaWetlands
diversions and discharges would be a function of the concentration of DOC in
Delta Wetlands' water, in Delta inflows, and at the export pumps. Seasona changesin
DOC concentrations could be monitored, and the criteria used to trigger mitigation could
be based on adifferent (i.e., seasonal) averaging period. However, theincremental effect
of the DeltaWetlands Project would still drive the evaluation of project impacts on export
DOC and the need for mitigation. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the
Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection Byproducts’, regarding the mitigation triggers
proposed in the Delta Wetlands Project WQMP. The full text of the WQMP isincluded
inthe DeltaWetlands—CUWA agreement in the A ppendix to the Responsesto Comments.

See response to Comment B7-8.

Summary of Use of the SMARTS Data in the NEPA and CEQA Analysis. The
SMARTS experiments, like all the information on DOC loading and concentrations
presented inthe 1995 DEIR/EIS and in testimony presented inthewater right hearing, were
interpreted and evaluated for applicability to conditions under the proposed project.
Results of the SMARTS experiments were considered in combination with all the other
available information on DOC.
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Of the available sources of information on DOC, however, the SMART S reports include
some of theinformation most relevant to project conditions (becauseit pertainsto rel eases
of DOC from Delta-island peat soils). Therefore, specia attention was given in Chapter
4 of the 2000 REIR/EIS to describing the SMARTS experiments and interpreting their
results (see Chapter 3C of Volume 1 of this FEIS). This necessarily involved evaluating
thelimitationsof comparing the conditionsinducedinthelaboratory with natural processes
on the project islands. The 2000 REIR/EIS therefore included several interpretations and
evaluations of the SMARTS data that went beyond the information provided by DWR.
DWR, for example, did not calculate DOC loads from the tanks and did not compare the
concentrations of DOC or EC in soil water with those measured in the water.

Evaluation of the 36-Week Data Set Provided by DWR. Thelatter 9 weeks of datain
the 36-week data set were overlooked during the preparation of the 2000 REIR/EIS
evaluation because they were not included in the data sheets in DWR'’s progress report
(although they were graphed in another part of thereport). Review of these additional data
indicates that the DOC concentration increased most rapidly during the first 6 months of
the experiment.

M easurementsof pore-water DOC concentrations provide additional information about the
rate at which DOC isreleased over time. The peat soil inthe SMARTStanksis assumed
to consist of about 50% pore water and 50% peat soil particles. The pore-water DOC
concentration increases as the peat soil particles are modified by microbial (biochemical)
processes and pieces of the complex organic molecules dissolve into the pore water. The
pore water then mixes with the surface water in the tank and DOC istransferred from the
pore water to the surface water. The measured DOC load in the SMARTS tanks is the
combination of the initial source of DOC in the pore water and the relatively slow
exchange with the surface water.

The DOC loading observed in the tanksis the result of DOC loading from the pore water
and will be greater if the pore-water DOC concentration is higher. Review of the data
showed that the pore-water DOC concentrationsin the SMARTS 2 static tanks increased
dramatically during the initial 4 months of the experiment, then decreased during the
subsequent months of the experiment; this result indicates that the subsequent production
of DOC from the submerged peat soil was limited. The origin of the high DOC
concentrations during the initial months cannot beidentified; DWR did not make detailed
biochemical measurements of the peat sails.

Differencein Soil BatchesUsed by DWR. The SMARTS 2 data showed different DOC
and EC valuesin the soil water from the two batches of soil collected from the samefield
on Twitchell IsSland. DWR attributes the differencesto the effects of leaching by rainfall.
However, there were only about 4 inches of rainfall in November 1999. Because the
soil water for the 12-inch soil layer scraped for usein the SMART S tanks would be about
6 inches, almost all of the rainwater should have been retained in the soil. It isunlikely
that salt or DOC would already have been leached from the soil.
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R2-13.

R2-14.

The discussion on page 4-18 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3C-57 of FEIS Volume 1) notes
thedifferencesin EC between thetwo batchestoindicatethedifferentinitial characteristics
of thesoils. Itisimportant to note such information wheninterpreting experimental results
because the information helpsto define the limits of applicability of the data.

USGSField Data. One USGS measurement of 208 mg/l in soil water on Twitchell IsSland
does not invalidate the statement in the 2000 REIR/EIS that most DOC concentrationsin
soil water from the Delta are less than 100 mg/l. The values for the soil used for
SMARTS 2 were very high in comparison.

Summary Conclusions. Asnotedinthecomment, the DWR SMART S experimentswere
successful in obtaining measurementsof DOC concentrationsrel ated to flooded peat soils.
The results must be interpreted before the raw data can be applied to scientific purposes
such as impact evaluations.

See responses to Comments B7-50 and C14-13 regarding algae and nutrients in
Delta Wetlands water.

The results of the SMARTS studies and the results of the Holland Tract demonstration
wetland experiment were both used in estimating the potential for DOC loading on the
reservoir and habitat islands. The Holland Tract experiments, although limited in scope
and duration, best mimic the in-field conditions that may be found during project
operations.

The commenter is comparing DOC concentrations in surface water from the SMARTS
experiments to DOC concentrations from the Holland Tract experiment; however, DOC
concentrations a one do not provide an adequate estimate of potential loading. The depth
of water over the peat soil contributes to the final DOC concentrations. 1t may be more
appropriate to compare the DOC in soil water from the SMARTS studies with that found
in the Holland Tract experiment; see response to Comment R2-12 for more information
about the uses of data on soil pore-water. It is agreed that measurements will be needed
to determine the actual valuesfor DOC loading from Bacon Island and Webb Tract. The
DeltaWetlands Project WQM Pincludes monitoring to obtain such measurements; thefull
text of the WQMP isincluded in the Delta Wetlands—CUWA agreement in the Appendix
to the Responses to Comments.

The chemical reactions and processes within the peat soilsin the Delta are numerous and
complex. Appendix C-2inthe 1995 DEIR/EISincludesafull discussion of the anion and
cation ratios in water from the Sacramento River, the San Joaquin River, and the ocean.
The assumption that al diverted salt and DOC islater incorporated in the drainage water
is appropriate for the simulated monthly assessment of potential impacts used for
CEQA/NEPA impact assessment. See also response to Comment B7-8.

The commenter also states that the EC and chloride ratios used in this method are not
always consistent; the EC ratio on Bacon Island is used as an example. The commenter

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS

4-31 July 2001



R2-15.

R2-16.

R2-17.

R2-18.

fails to note, however, that some of the chloride in the water diverted onto each of the
Delta Wetlands islands originated from San Joaquin River water or from the intrusion of
seawater into the Delta. Theratio of chlorideto EC ishigher for these water sources. For
more information, see Appendix G of the 2000 REIR/EIS and Appendix C2 of the
1995 DEIR/EIS.

The commenter points out that the ssimple method of estimating the DOC load in
agricultural drainagethat isdescribed inthe 2000 REIR/EISisavery rough approximation.
This method provides only arough approximation of the DOC that could have originated
from the applied irrigation and seepage water. However, thisis an adequate method to use
in establishing baseline conditions for a monthly simulation of potential project effects.

Operations of southern SWP reservoirs are generally smulated by DWRSIM to follow
fixed monthly storage changes. Possible changesin southern reservoirswere not included
in the estimates of deliveries or delivery deficits.

The commenter is correct. AFRP target actions are applied only to CVP facilities under
the CVPIA and court interpretation of the CVPIA. DWR is not directly obligated to
change SWP operationsto meet AFRP target actions. However, actionsthat apply to CVP
facilities may aso affect SWP operations because of the Delta outflow requirements and
export pumping limits, such as the WQCP E/I ratios and the Vernalis Adaptive
Management Plan (VAMP) pumping limits, that the SWP and CV P share under complex
rules and procedures.

The Chipps Island X2 requirement described on page 3-13 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page
3A-34 of Chapter 3A of FEIS Volume 1) applies only to diversions under the Delta
Wetlands Project. Maintaining X2 at or below Chipps Island requires an outflow of
approximately 11,400 cfs. The minimum monthly flow of 9,000 cfs was used in the
monthly modeling to represent the average of the two X2 requirements that apply to the
Delta Wetlands Project: 10 days of outflow at 11,400 cfsto maintain X2 at ChippsIsland
and approximately 20 days of outflow at 7,100 cfsto maintain X2 at Collinsville. These
valuesresult inamonthly average of 8,533 cfs; therefore, monthly project simulationsuse
a9,000-cfsminimum monthly outflow for DeltaWetlandsdiversionsin September through
January to approximate these requirements.

The Delta outflow requirement referenced by the commenter (11,400 cfs) is part of
the 1995 WQCP and isapplied to the SWP and CV P operations based on Deltaconditions.
The DeltaWetlands X 2 requirement described above isindependent of the CVP and SWP
requirement. Maintenance of the 1995 WQCP outflow requirement is simulated in
DWRSIM. The assessment in the 2000 REIR/EIS does not adjust DWRSIM estimates of
required Delta outflow.

The term “San Joaquin River inflow” referenced by the commenter refers to flow at
Vernalis.
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R2-20.

R2-21.

R2-22.

The text referred to by the commenter has been revised as follows:

TheVAMPflow requirement depends both on San Joaquin River flows during

the pulse-flow period of April-May 15 andﬂﬁ—the—pfeﬂeus—meﬁfh—s—ruﬁeﬁ
eonditrons the current and previous water-year 60-20-20 index values .

The text referred to by the commenter has been revised as follows:

Thisassumption of maximum possibleexport pumpingissimilar tothe
SWP mterruptl bIe supply s mulated in DWRSI M 771 as 84 TAF/month (i. e,

SWPﬂgetﬁeragaﬁSaﬁ-l:ursR@aﬁfeﬁ, mterrugtl bledellverv is madewh

the following conditions are met:

there is surplus water in the Delta,

Banks Pumping Plant has excess capacity, and
San Luis Reservoair isfull.

[ (14 M4

Because DWRSIM assumes that contractors will take this additional water whenever itis
available during winter, it may be reasonably assumed that the Delta Wetlands Project
water would be purchased when available.

See response to Comment B7-6.

Responses to comments on the 1995 DEIR/EIS submitted by DWR'S
Environmental Services Office are provided in Chapter 3 (see responses to Comments
B7-62 through B7-83).

The commenter states that the 2000 REIR/EIS “provides some additiona information
about the project’s fish screens, namely that they will comply with the Reasonable and
Prudent Measures of the regulatory agencies regarding fish protection, DFG’s fish
screening policy (thedocument issilent regarding compliancewith NMFS' sfish screening
criteria), and the USFWS 0.2 foot per second approach velocity criterion for deltasmelt”.
The commenter further states that the document does not provide the information on
predation, hydraulic control, debris, cleaning systems, and other maintenance issues that
DWR commented on in December 1995, and requests information on these issues.

The basic fish screen design proposed by Delta Wetlands was described in Appendix 2 of
the 1995 DEIR/EIS. DFG, NMFS, and USFWS subsequently considered fish screen
design and operation criteria in the federal and California ESA consultation. All the
requirements of these agenciesfor DeltaWetlands' fish screen design and procedures are
specified in their biological opinionsfor the project, which areincluded in Appendices C,
D, and E of the 2000 REIR/EIS. See aso response to Comment B6-60.
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Chapter 5 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see Chapter 3F of Volume 1 of this FEIS) provides
summary information about DFG’s, NMFS's, and USFWS's fish screen measures that
have been incorporated into the proposed project. It refersto the measuresincluded inthe
FOC (the 0.2-fps approach-velocity criterion) and in the DFG and NMFS biological
opinions, and refers reviewers to the appropriate appendices of the 2000 REIR/EIS for
details. Seeresponseto Comment B6-60 regarding the details of thefish screen designthat
were developed through consultation with DFG, NMFS, and USFWS.

For adiscussion of thepotential for predation at the DeltaWetlandsfacilities, see response
to Comment B7-64.

In reference to predation, this comment also states that the document “appears to
inaccurately attribute to the NMFS Biological Opinion the statement that fish screenswill
reduce predation during diversion operations ... and failsto state to what thisreductionis
compared”. The commenter is apparently referring to the summary of NMFS biological
opinion RPMslisted on page 5-6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3F-48 of Chapter 3F of FEIS
Volume 1).

NMFS s RPM on fish screens states. “Measures shall be taken to reduce the extent of
entrainment and predation during Delta Wetlands diversion operations through the use of
properly designed fish screens’. Details about this measure are provided on pages 40
and 41 of the biological opinion (Appendix D of the 2000 REIR/EIS). The summary
statement on page 5-6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (FEIS Volume 1, page 3F-48) characterizes
this RPM accurately; it indicates that NMFS requires Delta Wetlands to use properly
designed fish screens to reduce entrainment and predation during diversion operations.
Thereduction isin comparison with existing conditions; this does not contradict the DFG
biological opinion. Constructing fish screens that meet the terms and conditions in the
biological opinionswould resultinlessentrainment and | ess predati on than diverting water
without fish screens or using an inferior fish screen design.

The commenter’ sdiscussion also refersto a*“ bathtub drain” effect that could occur during
project diversions. Available information, including documents produced by DWR,
does not conclusively support the assumption that diversions, such as those proposed by
Delta Wetlands, would result in a“bathtub drain” effect. Because of the low approach
velocity (0.2 fps) at the screen face of Delta Wetlands' siphons and the bypass flow that
would be provided by tidal and net Delta channel flow, it isunlikely that the fish screens
and diversion facilities would cause concentration of juvenile salmonids and other
fish species. DWR has not provided information supporting a “bathtub drain” effect
related to the CVP and SWP exports from the south Delta. A bathtub drain effect,
therefore, would not be expected during operation of the DeltaWetlands Project, especially
giventhe FOC restrictionsthat limit DeltaWetlands' diversionsto apercentage of outflow
and San Joaquin River inflow. Because of these limitations, Delta Wetlands would have
much smaller potential effects on channel flows than would CVP and SWP exports.
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R2-23.

R2-24.

R2-25.

R2-26.

R2-27.

Transport modeling was proposed in the 1995 DEIR/EIS as part of the mitigation of
potential effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on fisheries. The mitigation measures
proposed to reduce project effects on fishery resources have been replaced with the FOC
and RPMs described in the biological opinions, as discussed in Master Response 4,
“Impacts on Fisheries Identified in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and Adoption of Biological
Opinions’. The FOC terms do not include transport modeling but include a monitoring
programthat issummarized in Master Response 4; the program includes, but isnot limited
to, in-channel and on-island monitoring, reporting, and resol ution of technical monitoring
issueswith DFG. For moredetail, seethe attachment to the FOC entitled “ Delta Wetlands
Fish Monitoring Program” in Appendix B of the 2000 REIR/EIS.

See response to Comment B7-50 regarding mitigation of algae blooms. See responsesto
Comments B7-66 and B7-74 regarding the commenter’'s previous request for more
information about the life histories of delta smelt and splittail. It is not clear which
methodol ogies the commenter is referring to; see responses to Comments B7-67 and
B7-79 through B7-83.

Although the potentia for liquefaction is understated in the Appendix H text referenced
by the commenter, the analysis of dynamic levee stability accurately reflects a high
potential for liquefaction in the soils analyzed. The review of the borings drilled in the
proposed reservoir islandsindicates that the upper 5-10 feet of the shallow sand alluvium
are loose and saturated; therefore, the potential for liquefaction is high. Should a severe
earthquake occur in the region, liquefaction-induced damage to the Deltalevees could be
substantial under both the no-project and with-project conditions. The post-liquefaction
residual strength in the upper sand alluvium was incorporated into the dynamic levee
stability model (see Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS). A soft/loose foundation layer
under the levees was used in the model to represent both the peat and the |oose sands that
are subject to liquefaction. The deeper portion of the sand alluvium is described as dense
to very dense, and hence not susceptible to liquefaction. These foundation conditions are
the same under the baseline (no project) and proposed project. No additional analysis or
mitigation is required.

The design earthquake used in the seismic eval uation of thereservoir leveesis appropriate
for the NEPA and CEQA analysis. The ground motions at the project site for the
earthquake event with a 10% probability of exceedance in 50 yearsis also the maximum
credible earthquake on the Midland Thrust fault, which is the controlling fault for the
project islands. The ground motions used for the project are similar to the ground motions
considered in the evaluation of the seismic vulnerability of the Deltalevees conducted by
the CALFED Levees and Channels Technical Team, Seismic Vulnerability Sub-Team
(CALFED Bay-Delta Program 1999b).

The cross sections used for the analysis of static slope stability and earthquake-induced
levee deformation were selected to be reasonably representative of conditions that would
be encountered on thereservoir islandsandto allow for conservative estimatesfor stability
issues. Therefore, the results of the analysis are representative of stability conditionsin
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most parts of the Delta Wetlands Project levees, but not of worst-case conditions. See
Master Response 8, “Levee Stability Analysis and Worst-Case Conditions’.

The analysis of earthquake-induced |levee deformation is based on state-of-the-practice
procedure and consists of using the following:

# limit-equilibrium slope stability analysis, to estimate the most critical failure surface
and associated yield acceleration; and

# the Newmark doubleintegration method, used in conjunction with the acceleration
time histories. This method is used to estimate the deformation that would be
associated with the most critical failure surface of the section analyzed.

Several figuresin Section 3 of Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS show the most critical
faillure surfaces determined through the evaluation; the results indicate that such
deformation would affect only a portion of the crest. Therefore, the proposed levee
freeboard would be adequate to prevent an overtopping failure under seismic conditions.
Additionally, the measures proposed to mitigate inadequate channel-side stability would
also apply to slough-side deformation, and would apply to more severe conditions aswell
as the conditions analyzed.
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Letter R3
Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Central Valley Region
. . Steven T. Butler, Chair
Winston H. Hickox Gray Davis
Secretary for Sacramento Main Office Governor
Envir O”mf?"m" Internet Address: http://www.swreb.ca.govi~rwqeb3
Protection 3443 Routier Road, Suite A, Sacramento, California 95827-3003

Phone {916) 255-3000 » FAX (916) 255-3015
20 July 2000

Aimee Dour-Smith
Jones and Stokes, 2600 V Street
Sacramento, CA 95818-1914

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) DOCUMENT REVIEW FOR PROPOSED
PROJECT: DELTA WETLANDS PROJECT, CONTRA COSTA AND SAN JOAQUIN COUNTIES

We ha‘;fe reviewed the draft EIR CEQA Document.

To protect water quality, the Regional Water Quality Control Board will require appropriate pollution control
measures during construction and post construction. The Regional Board may require the following:
Construction Storm Water Permit, 401 Water Quality Certification, General Order for Low Threat and
Dewatering General Order.

Construction Storm Water Permit -

A Construction Storm Water Permit (Order No. 99-08-DWQ) is required for construction activities where
clearing, grading, filling, and excavation result in a land disturbance of five or more acres. The Storm Water
Permit requires that discharges of sediment and earthen materials, as well as chemicals and other materials from
vehicles, building materials, and storage areas be eliminated or minimized. The permit also requires a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan be prepared which specifies: 1) Best Management Practices preventing
construction pollutants from contacting with surface waters and 2) a monitoring program for the site. If there are
any questions about the Storm Water program, you may call Dani Berchtold at (916) 255-3383 or Leo Sarmiento
at (916) 255-3049. R3-1

401 Water Quality Certification

A Federal 404 permit is required for activities involving a discharge (such as dredged material or ﬁll) to waters of
the United States. “Waters” include wetlands, riparian zones, streambeds, rivers, lakes, and oceans. These
projects also require a Water Quality Certification (per Section 401 of the Clean Water Act) verifying the project
does not violate State water quality standards. If there are any quest1ons about the Water Quality program please
contact Matthew Reischman at (916) 255-3120.

Dewatering Permit

Some pollutants associated with construction dewatering activities may be addressed under the General
Construction Storm Water Permit. However the Central Valley Regional Board may choose to cover the
dewatering discharge under Order No.5-00-175, General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat
Discharges. For Dewatering Permit questions, please contact Leo Sarmiento, of our Stormwater Unit at (916)
255-3049 or Patricia Leary, of our NPDES Section at (916) 255-3023.

Alethe1a Gooden %

Program Assistant

California Environmental Protection Agency
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region

R3-1. DeltaWetlands applied to the SWRCB for awater quality certification under Section 401
of the Clean Water Act. As stated in the 2000 REIR/EIS, the SWRCB denied the
Section 401 certification without prejudice in 1998. Delta Wetlands will resubmit the
application for Section 401 certification to the SWRCB. Table 4-1, “Permits and
Approvals that May Be Required for the Delta Wetlands Project Alternatives’, of the
1995 DEIR/EIS and of Volume 1 of this FEIS includes water quality certification under
Section 401 from the SWRCB and the issuance of waste discharge requirements by the
regional water quality control board (RWQCB). Thefollowing additional information has
been added to Table 4-1:

Agency and Project Activities Subject
Requirements Agency Authority to Requirements

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Construction Storm The RWQCB, under the SWRCB Clearing, grading, filling,

Water Permit ensures compliance with National and excavation activities
(Order No. 99-08- Pollutant Discharge Elimination extending over 5 acres or
DWQ) System requirements pursuant to more
Section 402 of the Clean Water T
Act
Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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Letter R4

m CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER AGENCIES

"‘WW

July 31, 2000

RECEIVED
State Water Resources Control Board -
Division of Water Rights AUG 8 1 2000
Attn: Jim Sutton
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

Attn: Mike Finan

1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Delta Wetlands Project
Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mssrs. Sutton and Finan:

California Urban Water Agencies' (CUWA) has reviewed the Delta Wetlands Project
Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(DREIR/S) and respectfully submits the following comments for your consideration.

Background

California Urban Water Agencies (CUWA) and its member agencies have been
participating in the public review of this Project since 1997 and are parties to the water
rights proceedings for the Project. The primary focus of CUWA’s participation in the
review of the Project has been to ensure that the potential impacts to drinking water
quality due to Project operations are adequately mitigated. CUWA is concerned that, left R4-1
unm1t1gated the Project could lead to long-term degradation in drinking water quality.
There is a potential for Delta Wetlands operations to result in increased total organic
carbon (TOC), bromide, total dissolved solids (TDS) and chloride concentrations in
urban water supplies. In addition, the Project has the potential to adversely impact
human health and increase the cost of water utility operations. These potential impacts
are ascribed to the Delta Wetlands Project because of the high rates of discharge of water
with elevated concentrations of constituents of concem in close proximity to urban water
agencies’ intakes.

! The California Urban Water Agencies (CUWA) is an organization of twelve municipal water providers
serving over 22 million water consumers in the City of Sacramento, San Francisco Bay Area and Southern
California. CUWA’s member agencies use about 90% of the urban water supplies diverted from the
Sacramento-San Joaguin Delta and its tributaries.

455 CAPITOL MALL, #705, SACRAMENT ™ .7 """ 4 916+552+9929 FAX 916+552+9931
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In an effort to address these concerns, CUWA and Delta Wetlands are developing a water
quality management plan (WQMP) for the Project. Similar to the mitigation plan
provided in the DREIR/S, the draff WQMP provides that the Delta Wetlands operations
would be regulated based on information from real-time monitoring and modeling of
actual daily Delta flows, Delta Wetlands Project operating capacities, CVP and SWP
operations, Delta water quality, and quality of water stored on the Delta Wetlands Project
islands. Collectively, the elements of the draft WQMP would provide the urban water
utilities with the necessary assurances that the Delta Wetlands Project would be operated
in a manner that will ensure the protection of public health and long-term integrity of
drinking water supplies diverted from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

The parties have made good progress toward completion of 2 WQMP which would
provide the basis for CUWA and Delta Wetlands to enter into a stipulated agreement that
confirms that the Delta Wetlands Project would be operated in strict accordance with the
terms and conditions of the final WQMP.

CUWA’s comments on the DREIR/S are intended to accomplish three purposes: (1)
provide information to address deficiencies in the analysis of the potential effects of the
Project; (2) document our concerns related to the proposed thresholds of significance for
water quality parameters of concern; and (3) recommend specific revisions to the
thresholds of significance that address CUWA’s concerns and bring the analysis of the
Project effects into conformity with the approach used by CUWA and Delta Wetlands in
the draft WQMP. ) ‘

CUWA also has concerns about the effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on: (1) fish that
migrate through or reside in the Delta and (2) surrounding levees that protect the water
supply mfrastructure for millions of people. Additional protective measures are needed
to minimize effects on fisheries, and a better plan for monitoring groundwater levels and
taking corrective action is needed to adequately protect levees from adverse effects.
Individual member agencies will submit detailed comments on these topics.

Thresholds of Significance for Water Quality Parameters of Concern

We note that the significance criteria used in the DREIR/S for total organic carbon
(TOCY, salinity (expressed as electrical conductivity, or ECY, chloride* and bromide’ are

? Increases in export DOC of more than 20% of the mean DOC (3.8 mg/L), or about 0.8 mg/L, are
considered to be significant water quality impacts.

> If Project operations caused the value for EC to exceed 90% of the numerical standard for EC, the effect
was considered to be a significant irnpact. Additionally, increases in export EC of more than 20% of the
applicable standard was considered to be a significant impact. The applicable objectives for EC at the
export locations varies seasenally from 450 mg/L or 700 mg/L at the export locations.

* If Project operations caused the value for chloride to exceed 90% of the numerical standard for chloride,
the effect was considered to be a significant impact. Additionally, increases in export chloride of more than
20% of the applicable standard was considered to be a significant impact. The applicable objectives for
chloride vary seasonally at the export locations from 150 mg/L to 250 mg/L..
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the same as those used in the 1995 DEIR/S. During the 1997 water rights hearing for the
Project, CUWA expressed serious concerns regarding the adequacy of the 1995 DEIR/S
significance criteria for water quality. These concerns were based on the fact that the
central Delta is already severely impaired for these constituents and that the proposed
thresholds of significance allow excessive degradation of water quality in conflict with
long-term environmental goals for the Delta and would result in severe economic and
environmental impacts to municipal water users. The arguments included in the
DREIR/S in favor of continued use of these thresholds have not alleviated our concerns
in this regard.

The DREIR/S cites natural variability, measurement errors and modeling uncertainties
and CEQA guidance related to economic impacts and adopted standards in support of the
continued use of the 1995 DEIR/S thresholds. The DREIR/S states that “based on
professional experience,” natural variability was assumed to be 10% of the specified
numerical standard for variables with numerical standards; or 10% of the mean value for
variables without numerical standards. Measurement errors and modeling uncertainties
were likewise assumed to be about 10% of the numerical standard for variables with
numerical standards; or 10% of the mean value for variables without numerical standards.
Then, it is assumed that the natural variability, measurement errors and modeling
uncertainties can simply be added together to establish the thresholds of significance that
would be used to analyze the Project effects. For purposes of analyzing Project impacts
in the DREIR/S, water quality degradation of up to 20% of the adopted standards for
parameters of concern are considered insignificant.® Additionally, for those parameters
that do not have adopted water quality objectives, increases of up to 20% of the average
ambient concentrations are considered insignificant.”

CUWA finds that the impacts to municipal water users associated with 20% increase in
water quality degradation for each of the parameters of concern are both excessive and
unnecessary. We are also troubled that there is no quantitative or qualitative evidence to
support the threshold, and that the DREIR/s assumes that the cumulative effect of the
maximum natural variability, measurement errors and modeling uncertainties can simply
be added together to analyze the effects of the Project. In the discussion that follows, we
have identified specific concerns with the current approach to the thresholds of
significance and recommend corrective measures.

* Increases in export bromide of more than 20% of the equivalent chloride standards, using the bromide to
chloride ratio, are considered to be significant water quality impacts. Under this formula, a change of 100
pg/L to 170 ug/L bromide at the export locations is considered to be a significant water quality impact.

¢ Parameters of concern with adopted water quality objectives include: EC, chloride, bromate and THMs.
Under the significance criteria used in the DEIR, increases of up to 90 to 140 mg/L EC (objective varies
seasonally) and 30 mg/L to 50 mg/L chloride (objective varies seasonally) and 16 ng/L THMs are
considered less than significant. The DREIR/S did not analyze bromate formation so no significance
criteria was provided for this parameter.

7 Parameters of concern without adopted water quality objectives include DOC and bromide. Under the

significance criteria used in the DEIR, increases of up to 0.8 mg/L DOC and 100 pg/L to 170 ug/L bromide
are considered less than significant.
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Natura] Variability

The DREIR/S states that “based on professional experience,” natural variability was
assumed to be 10% of the specified numerical standard for variables with numerical
standards; or 10% of the mean value for variables without numerical standards. We find
no basis for considering natural variability in establishing the thresholds of significance
for the water quality parameters. of concern. As explained in the description of the
DREIR/S mitigation measures, “Delta Wetlands operations would be regulated based on
information from real-time monitoring of actual daily Delta flows, Delta Wetlands
Project operating capacities, CVP and SWP operations, Delta water quality, quality of
water stored on the Delta Wetlands Project islands, and fisheries.”® Reliance on real-time
monitoring to trigger adjustments to Delta Wetlands’ operations in response to adopted
mitigation requirements would eliminate the uncertainty associated with natural
variability. Currently, the DREIR/S fails to provide documentation to support the
assumption that the real-time natural variability for the parameters of concern is +10%.
The DREIR/S must be revised to disclose the basis of this assumption and the rationale as
why additional loading of parameters of concern up to the level of natural variability is
considered insignificant. If this assumption cannot be supported, this variable must be
stricken from consideration in establishment of the significance criteria.

Measurement Errors and Modeling Uncertainties

The DEIR/S states that measurement errors and modeling uncertainties weré assumed to
be about 10% of the numerical standard for variables with numerical standards; or 10%
of the mean value for variables without numerical standards. CUWA and Delta Wetlands

have spent the last twelve months developing a draft water quality management plan

(WQMP) to address the potential water quality impacts associated with Project
operations. Similar to the mitigation plan provided in the DREIR/S, the draft WQMP
provides that the Delta Wetlands operations would be regulated based on information
from real-time monitoring and modeling of actual daily Delta flows, Delta Wetlands
Project operating capacities, CVP and SWP operations, Delta water quality, and quality
of water stored on the Delta Wetlands Project islands. The draft WQMP is intended to
provide the urban water utilities with the necessary assurances that the Delta Wetlands
Project will be operated in a manner that will ensure the protection of public health and

long-term integrity of drinking water supplies diverted from the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta. '

Under the WQMP, the significance criteria would be based on real-time field
measurements and theoretical computer modeling results, both of which have limited
accuracy and confidence intervals. CUWA and Delta Wetlands have agreed in concept
that for purposes of determining changes, baseline confidence intervals of + 5% will be
assumed. Thus, for the purposes of providing mitigation of long-term water quality
impacts pursuant to the WQMP, no mitigation would be required if the net increase in
TOC, TDS, bromide or chloride is 5% or less. However, should the net increase in TOC,

# Page 4-45 of the DREIR/S, emphasis added.
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TDS, bromide or chloride be greater than 5%, Delta Wetlands would be required to
mitigate the increase in TOC, TDS, bromide and chloride loading.

CUWA recommends that the lead agencies use the same rationale to establish the
thresholds of significance to be used in the Final REIR/S (5% of the numerical limits for
water quality variables with numerical limits and 5% of the mean value for variable
without numerical limits). Under this approach, increases of up to 0.2 mg/L DOC, 22 to

35 mg/L EC, 8 mg/L to 13 mg/L chloride, and 25 pg/L to 42 ug/L bromide are
considered less than significant.

Economic Impacts

The DREIR/S cites the first sentence in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e), which states
that “[e]lconomic changes resulting from a Project “shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment,” in support of the statements on pages 4-32, 4-34 and 4-44
that CEQA does not require a significance determination of the economic impacts on
Municipal water utilities and 22 million consumers they serve stemming from increase
DOC loading due to Project operations. In reaching these conclusions, the DREIR/S fails
to consider important CEQA principles that distinguish between economic and social
effects which do not constitute significant environmental impacts; and those physical
effects which can constitute significant impacts. Consider, for example, the rest of
Section 15064(e) that was omitted from the discussion in the DREIR/S:

Economic or social changes may be used, however, to determine that a
physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on the
environment. Where a physical change is caused by economic or social
effects of a Project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant
effect in the same manner as any other physical change resulting from the
Project. Alternatively, economic and social effects of a physical change
may be used to determine that the physical change is a significant effect
on the environment if the physical change causes adverse economic or
social effects on people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in
determining whether the physical change is significant.

In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(b) provides that “[e]conomic or social

effects of a Project may be used to determine the significance of physical changes caused
by the Project.”

Thus, contrary to what is stated in the DREIR/S, CEQA requires consideration of the
environmental, economic and social effects of the Delta Wetlands Project in determining
whether the physical effects of the increases of DOC concentrations caused by Project
operations are significant. This evaluation must include an assessment of the following
potential impacts that have been excluded in the DREIR/S:

1) Physical changes that cause adverse economic and social effects on people
a} Increased water treatment costs.
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b) Increased incidence of permit violations.
¢) Affect of increased concentrations of TOC and THMSs on public attitudes
regarding the safety of drinking water supplies.
2) Physical changes that are caused by economic or social effects of the Project.
a) Risk associated with hauling additional chemicals and acid used for TOC removal
through urban communities.
b) Discretionary income of the utility and its consumers redirected to water
treatment costs.
3) Physical changes that causes adverse environmental impacts.
a) Increased incidence of cancer and reproductive health impacts.
b) Increased incidence of permit violations.
¢) Increased pressure on CALFED goal to reduce TOC concentrations in the Delta
and THM concentrations in drinking water supplies.

Analysis of Project Effects on Water Quality, Urban Water Agencies and the Public

Relative Contribution of DOC

The DREIR/S notes that the combined Delta lowlands contribute 40% of the DOC at the
southern export facilities. Using the 3.8 mg/L average DOC concentration at the export
locations, Delta lowlands, which include Bacon Island and Webb Tract, contribute 1.6
mg/l of the 3.8 mg/L, or 42% of the average concentration. Unpublished data from a
forthcoming the Department of Water Resources Municipal Water Quality Investigations
(MWQI) unit report entitled “Water Quality Benefits from controlling Delta Island
Drainage (Marvin Jung Fall 2000), indicate a potential reduction in agricultural drainage
from candidate regions in the Delta could equal approximately a 0.8 mg/L reduction in
DOC at the export locations. The estimated cost to achieve a DOC reduction of 0.8 mg/l
is $278 to $411 million dollars for capital facilities and $11 million per year for operation
and maintenance. This information provides further support for CUWA’s position that
the threshold of significance for DOC in the DREIR/S is misplaced. The MWQI data
demonstrates that the proposed 20% threshold of significance for DOC increases due to
Delta Wetlands Project operations would result in a 50% increase in the combined DOC
contributions from the Delta lowlands at the export locations and could completely erase
the benefits of a several hundred million dollar investment in DOC control facilities
before the impact would be considered significant.

Revised Drinking Water Regulations and Source Water Protection Requirements

We find the discussion of current and proposed drinking water standards on pages 4-26
and 4-27 to provide an inadequate assessment of the potential impact of Delta Wetlands
Project operations on municipal water users. - To be adequate under CEQA and NEPA,
the REIR/S must consider the following in establishing thresholds of significance and
assessing the Project’s effects on urban water agencies and their customers:

In 1996, the United States Congress reauthorized the Safe Drinking Water Act.
As part of that reauthorization, Congress mandated that the U.S. EPA promulgate
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Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the Disinfectants/Disinfection By-Product (D/DBP) Rule
by November 1998 and May of 2002, respectively. The D/DBP Rule calls for
significant lowering of the allowable concentrations of trihalomethanes (THMs),
bromate and other disinfection by-products (DBPs) in drinking water and for the
first time in the history of the Safe Drinking Water Act, TOC has been identified
as a contaminant that drinking water utilities will be required to remove from their
source waters.

The Stage 1 Rule, promulgated in November 1998, requires drinking water
utilities to reduce influent TOC. For utilities diverting drinking water supplies
from the Delta, this new rule requires twenty-five % of the TOC in the influent to
the water treatment plant be removed when the Delta TOC concentration is
between 2.0 and 4.0 mg/L. If the Delta TOC concentration is greater than 4.0
mg/L, the utilities are required to remove thirty-five % of the influent TOC. The
ambient TOC concentrations of Delta water are generally greater than 4.0 mg/L in
the winter months and slightly less than 4.0 mg/L during the summer. Left
unmitigated, the cumulative impact of TOC discharges from Delta Wetlands to
the Delta could increase the frequency of exceedance of the 4.0 mg/L TOC
standard and lead to additional treatment cost for the drinking water utilities on
the order of millions of dollars per vear.

For utilities employing conventional treatment, the higher TOC concentrations R4-7
could be problematic, as they would be unable to increase TOC removal without cont'd
significant capital investment and increased operation and maintenance cost. For
water utilities employing ozone as their primary disinfectant, the likely impact of
higher TOC concentrations is a significant increase in ozone demand, which
would result in higher operational costs and increased bromate formation.
Regardless of the type of treatment employed, increases in TOC levels in source
water can have significant impacts on water treatment operations and DBP and
bromate levels in drinking water supplies.

Under Stage 1 water utilities are also required to reduce the concentration of
THMs in their treated water from the previous standard of 100 pg/L to 80 ug/l..
The discharge of increased quantities of THM precursors to the Delta would make
it more difficult for CUWA members who rely on Delta supplies to comply with
THM standards and could increase the human health risks associated with the
production of THMs and other DBPs in treated drinking water. TOC and bromide
are the DBP precursors in Delta waters that present the greatest health and
regulatory concerns. Disinfection of drinking water supplies containing elevated
concentrations of TOC or bromide results in the formation of hundreds of DBPs.
Exposure to these chemical by-products of drinking water disinfection is
suspected to cause cancer. Other DBPs may cause adverse developmental and
reproductive effects. Thus, even short-term spikes in TOC and DBPs could be
sufficient to trigger serious public health impacts.
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The CALFED Bay-Delta Program is considering integration of the Delta
Wetlands Project as an integral component of the Bay-Delta solution.’ The
Framework for Action includes CALFED’s long-term goals for drinking water
quality improvement of 3.0 mg/L for total organic carbon (TOC) and 50 ug/L for
bromide. In addition to these long-term TOC and bromide targets, CUWA has
recommended CALFED adopt the following interim water quality milestones:

9] by 2002: Bromide concentration < 300 pg/L
TOC concentration < 4.0 mg/L

2) by 2005 - 2007: Bromide concentration < 100-150 ng/L
TOC concentration < 3.5 mg/L

3) by 2007: Total dissolved solids < 220 mg/L

4) by full implementation: Total dissolved solids < 150 mg/L

TOC concentration < 3.0 mg/L
Bromide concentration < 50 pg/L

These recommended milestones were based on specific assumptions about the
future state of drinking water treatment technology and regulations, including the
Stage 2 Disinfectants/Disinfection by-Products (D/DBP) Rule. Although there is
still substantial uncertainty surrounding these assumptions, some elements of the

Stage 2 D/DBP Rule are emerging through the current FACA process. R4-7

: ) cont'd
The Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) negotiators have agreed that Stage

2 will retain many of the numerical D/DBP standards established in Stage 1 (i.e.,
80 ug/L total trihalomethanes [TTHMs], 60 ug/L for the sum of five haloacetic
acids [HAAS5]). However, the proposed Location Running Annual Average
(LRAA) eliminates the spatial averaging in the distribution system, and will
require greater control of the DBP precursors (TOC and bromide). Nationwide
analyses in support of the FACA negotiations have shown that a 80 ug/L LRAA
for TTHMs is equivalent to a 67 ug/L (or lower) standard under the current
Running Annual Average compliance requirement. Precursor control will,
therefore, be similar to what would have been required had the Stage 2 standards
been lowered to the levels indicated on Page 4 of the DREIR/S.

Other elements of the Stage 2 Rule are less certain. Because of the growing body
of research evidence that brominated DBPs (e.g., bromate,
bromodichloromethane) may pose a greater health risk than other DBPs, it is
likely the Stage 1 bromate standard will be lowered in Stage 2, or in subsequent
stages of EPA efforts to control D/DBP levels in drinking water. For example,
the FACA is considering lowering the bromate standard from 10 to 5 pug/L.

Given the uncertainty over what level of precursor control will be required in
Stage 2 and subsequent D/DBP regulations, it is critical that the REIR/S evaluate
the potential impacts of Delta Wetlands Project operations on the intermediate

® CALFED Bay-Delta Program, “California’s Water Future: A Framework for Action,” June 9, 2000.
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and long-term Delta water quality performance measures outlined above. It is
important that the REIR/S establish thresholds of significance and mitigation
strategies that are tied to agencies' ability to cost-effectively comply with drinking
water regulations. We recommend that the lead agencies consider the interim
milestones recommended by CUWA and the long-term water quality milestones
adopted by CALFED along with other information that will be used to establish
the thresholds of significance for the final REIR/S.

Increases in DOC/TOC Concentrations in the Delta and Resultant DBP Formation

The Project effects on TOC and bromide concentrations at the urban intakes could have
significant adverse impacts on the 22 million people receiving their water from the Delta
by increasing bromate, trihalomethanes, haloacetic acids, and other disinfection by-
products produced during the water treatment process, resulting in an increased risk to
public health and increased costs to water utiltities. CEQA Guidelines subsection
§15065(d) requires an EIR evaluate all aspects of a proposed project that may cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

Water stored on a shallow reservoir over an extended period of time will increase in
salinity and organic carbon concentration. The peat soil on the Project islands and the
high nutrients concentration in Delta water further accelerate the build up of organic
carbon concentration in the stored water and increase the organic carbon concentration at
Delta drinking water intakes when the stored water is released. The DREIR impact
analysis does not analyze the full range of potential organic carbon concentration in
Project stored water and assess the corresponding increase at Delta intakes when the
water is released.

Substantial data on organic carbon production in wetlands and in shallow water reservoirs
on peat soil were presented in the 1997 water rights hearing for the Project. Furthermore,
extensive testimony was provided on the rate of release of organic carbon from Project
islands, in particular on the seasonal variation, quantity, and potential decrease after initial
filling. Despite this wealth of information, the RDEIR/S does not evaluate a reasonable
range of impacts on organic carbon concentration at the intakes and the corresponding
increase in disinfection by~products resulting therefrom.

The available information shows a wide range of organic carbon loading and large seasonal
 variations. It also shows that, even at a high rate of organic carbon release from the peat
soil, the amount of carbon released from the soil is only a small percentage of the carbon
content in the top layer of peat soil. Thus, we question the assumption made in the
DREIR/S that the rate of organic carbon release will decrease appreciably after initial
fillings on Project reservoirs.

The evaluation of organic carbon loading and Project impacts on disinfection by-products in
the RDEIR/S is deficient in a number of aspects:
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The Revised Draft EIR/EIS does not evaluate the effects of seasonal variation of Project
impacts. The analysis assumes that the rate of carbon release is constant, which ignores
algae and macrophytes in the reservoirs which could be significant sources of dissolved
and particulate organic carbon in Project reservoirs. These sources are highly seasonal
and peak in their production of DOC in the summer, just prior to the time of releases
from Project reservoirs in most years. Organic carbon release from peat soil also
increases with temperature, which is highest in the summer. Ignoring this seasonal
variation may lead to significant underestimates of DOC concentration in reservoir
water at times of release.

The three different organic carbon loading rates (at 1, 4, and 9 gm/m?*/month) analyzed
in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS do not adequately represent the range presented in the
water rights hearing. Potential loading rate could be much higher. For example, Contra
Costa Water District (CCWD) Exhibit 10 in the water right hearing shows that the
average rate of organic carbon release from the peat soil alone could be up to 13
gm/m*/month. CUWA Exhibit 6 discusses that primary productivity of emergent plant
communities could be up to 2,250 gm/m*/year (or an “average” of 188 gm/m*/month, if
seasonal variation is ignored). Thus, the highest loading rate analyzed in the Revised
Draft EIR/ELS, at of 9 gm/m*/month, could significantly underestimate DOC loading on
the reservoir islands.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS provides an incorrect evaluation of the organic carbon
loading rates that could be deduced from the “SMARTS” experiments. It misinterprets
the experiment sef-up and conditions and underestimates the rate of organic carbon
loading in two ways:

1. The estimates in the RDEIR/S are based on the assumption that organic carbon
concentration in the tank water will cease to increase at the end of the experiment.
This underestimates the rate of organic carbon loading in the experiments. For
example, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS assumes that the total annual organic carbon
load from the tanks in “SMARTS 1” would be the same as the load released in the
12-weeks duration of the experiment, in spite of the continuous increase in orgariic
carbon concentration after the 12 weeks reported in a similar but of longer duration
experiment “SMARTS 27,

2. The RDEIR/S underestimates the rates of organic carbon load that could be

estimated from “SMARTS 1”. It ignores results from those tanks with higher rates,
asserting that “... load estimates obtained from the flushing (flowing water) tanks
are questionable” (page 4-18). The “SMARTS” results from the flowing tanks are
more appropriate for use in the REIR/S. The equivalent range of monthly loads
would be 17 — 37 gm/m*/month. The largest rate assumed in the Revised Draft
EIR/EIS of 9 gm/m?*/year is smaller than the range estimated from “SMARTS 1” by
a factor of between 2 and 4.

Generally, Delta water has a TOC of greater than 4.0 mg/L in the winter and under the
Stage 1 Rule, a 35 % TOC removal is required under these conditions. In the summer,
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the TOC concentration is typically lower than 4.0 mg/L. which reduces the TOC removal
requirement to 25%. The DREIR/S states that Delta Wetlands Project operations would
result in reservoir discharges typically in the months of July through September. Based
on the proposed thresholds of significance, these discharges could increase the TOC of
exported water by up to 0.8 mg/L without causing a “significant impact.” Under these
conditions, the TOC concentrations at the export locations would likely exceed 4.0 mg/L,
thus, Delta Wetlands Project operations may increase the TOC removal requirement at
the water treatment plant from 25 % to the more costly 35 %.

Approximately 30 mg/L of alum--with a sufficient amount of acid addition to lower the
- pH to 6.3--would be required to reliably remove 25 % of the TOC in Delta water.
Whereas, 40 mg/L of alum at pH 5.5 would be needed to reliably achieve a 35% TOC
removal.  The additional treatment costs to meet these enhanced coagulation
requirements in Delta water are $26.10/acre-ft and $39.15/acre-ft, depending on whether
the influent TOC is less than or greater than 4.0 mg/L, respectively based on estimated
cost of drinking water treatment provided by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California. Additionally, whenever there is an increase in TOC, the disinfectant demand
of the water increases. Thus, more chlorine or ozone is required to meet the disinfection

requirements. The higher disinfectant dose results in both increased operating costs and
higher DBP formation.

As stated above, the CEQA Guidelines require that the REIR/S include an evaluation of
Project effects on DOC loading and the potential impacts on public health and water
utility operations. We feel strongly that one of the objectives of thresholds of
significance used to evaluate the impact of increased DOC loading should be to ensure,
within a reasonable margin of error (in the Draft WQMP CUWA and Delta Wetlands are
using +5%), that Delta Wetlands Project operations do not cause TOC at the export
pumps to exceed 4.0 mg/L. Such a restriction would be consistent with a fundamental
principle of CEQA, which provides that Project impacts that substantially degrade water
quality are potentially significant.® To be considered adequate under CEQA, the
thresholds of significance used in the REIR/S must include reasonable controls on Project
TOC contributions at the export locations as follows:

L. Delta Wetlands Project operations shall not cause TOC concentrations at
the urban intakes to exceed 4.0 mg/L; and
2, Delta Wetlands Project operations shall not cause TOC concentrations at a

water treatment plant to exceed 4.0 mg/L.

THM Impacts

The Project effects on TOC and bromide concentrations at the urban intakes could have
significant adverse impacts on the 22 million people receiving their water from the Delta
by increasing bromate, trihalomethanes, haloacetic acids, and other disinfection by-
products produced during the water treatment process, resulting in an increased risk to

"0 See, CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section VIII(D).
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public health and increased cost of water utility operations. CEQA Guidelines subsection
§15065(d) requires an EIR evaluate all aspects of a proposed project that may cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

CUWA does not agree with the changes made to the Malcolm-Pirnie equation for total
trihalomethanes (“TTHMs”) production in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS (Appendix G,
pages G-16 to G-18). The original equation was developed based on rigorous scientific
analysis, whereas no basis has been provided to justify the changes made to the equation
for use in the RDEIR/S. No information is provided to support the assumption in the
RDEIR/S that the "basic chemistry" requires that the TTHMs concentration would double
if’ the bromide concentration is to increase from 0.05 mg/L to 1.00 mg/L." In fact, the
Malcolm-Pirnie equation, which was developed from actual data, suggests otherwise.

As the Malcolm-Pirnie equation (page G-17) illustrates, TTHM formation depends on a
number of factors such as pH, chlorine dose, and temperature in addition to the
concentrations of organic carbon and bromide. To properly identify the effects of
bromide alone on a single plot of TTHM versus bromide, the values of each of the other
factors have to be identical. It is not clear if the data used in Figure G-10 are all obtained
under the assumed pH, temperature, dissolved organic carbon concentration, chlorine
dosage and contact time. If not, the comparisons would be meaningless. The REIR/S
must clearly disclose the actual values of these factors used in the analysis.

Because of the changes to the equations, the RDEIR/S may not adequately disclose
potentially significant Project effects. The analysis must be revised and the proper
formulae and analyses must be used to adequately disclose the Project effects. ‘

Page 4-33 of the DREIR/S states the significance thresholds for THMs are set to be
“more stringent than the adopted standards” and therefore exceed the expectations of

"' A high bromide concentration has two impaccts on TTHMs formation. Firstly, THMs-Br weigh more.
Secondly, bromide, when oxidized by chlorine (HOCI) to hypobromous acid {(HOBRBr), can result in the
formation of more mofecules of THMs than chlorine does. This second effect was not considered in the
reasoning in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS.

Trussell and Umphres (in: “The Formation of Trihalomethanes”, Journal of American Water Works
Association, volume 70, part 11, p.604, November 1978) found that the mole-concentration of TTHMs
produced per mole of TOC in water chlorinated was related to the ratio of the mole-concentration of
bromide incorporated into TTHMs (THM-Br) and the moles of TOC present. They found that the
concentration of bromide in the source water influenced the rate of the TTHM reaction as well as the
TTHM yield. That is, the rate of TTHM formation was higher in water with a higher bromide
concentration.

Amy and colleagues (in: Amy, Gary L.; Lo Tan; & Marshall K. Davis, “The Effects of Ozonation and
Activated Carbon Adsorption on Trihalomethane Speciation”, Water Research, volume 25, part 2, page
191, February 1991) found that HOCI functions as a more effective oxidant, whereas HOBr behaves as a
more efficient halogen substitution agent. They performed THMFP tests and observed that, in general, less
than 10% of the HOCI became incorporated into the TTHMs (THM-CI), whereas as much as 50% or more
of the bromide became incorporated into THM-Br. In addition, they found that as the concentration ratio of
bromide to TOC increased, the percentage of other brominated disinfection by-products increased.
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CEQA and NEPA.? CUWA does not agree that the significance thresholds for THMs
are adequate to prevent substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly. To reliably ensure compliance with the current THM standard of 80 ug/L,
drinking water utilities strive to consistently maintain TTHM concentrations of less than
64 ng/L in finished drinking water supplies.

To be considered adequate under CEQA, the thresholds of significance used in the
REIR/S must include reasonable controls on Project impacts on THM formation at water
treatment plants as follows:

1. Delta Wetlands Project operations shall not cause or contribute o a predicted
monthly average TTHM concentrations in drinking water in excess of 64
ng/L, as calculated in the raw water of an urban intake in the Delta; and

2. Delta Wetlands Project operations shall not cause or contribute to predicted
monthly average TTHM concentrations in drinking water in excess of 64

ug/L, as calculated from measurements at the outlet of a water treatment
plant.

Increase in Bromide Concentrations in the Delta and Resultant DBP Formation

The Project effects on bromide concentrations at the urban intakes could have significant
adverse impacts on the 22 million people receiving their water from the Delta by
increasing bromate, tribalomethanes, haloacetic acids, and other disinfection by-products
produced during the water treatment process, resulting in an increased risk to public
health and increased cost of water utility operations. CEQA Guidelines subsection
§15065(d) requires an EIR evaluate all aspects of a proposed project that may cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The lead agencies’ work plan for the REIR/S directed Jones and Stokes and Associates
(JSA) to use the Ozekin equation to model the impact of Delta Wetlands Projects
operations on bromate formation. Yet, page 4-30 of the DREIR/S states that the potential
effects of the Delta Wetlands Project operations on bromate concentration are not

calculated because no reliable relationship between bromate and DOC or bromide could
be identified.

The lead agencies requested the CUWA'’s assistance in identifying our member agencies’
water treatment plants that receive Delta water, currently having monitoring programs for
raw water (i.e., bromide, and total organic carbon (TOC)) and DBPs, and cover the range
of currently used treatment processes. At the August 10, 1999 Delta Wetlands Project
status meeting the State Board narrowed the scope of this request. At that meeting,
CUWA was asked to provide water treatment plant operational data suitable to validate
and calibrate the Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. (MPI) total THM (TTHM) formation equation and
the Ozekin bromate formation equation for Delta waters. On August 25, 1999, CUWA

* For the DREIR/S analysis, the lower of two significance criteria controlled: (1) exceedances of 72 ug/L
(90% of the current THM standard of 80 pg/L) or changes of greater than 16 ug/L (20% of 80 ug/L).
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submitted a comprehensive response to the lead agencies’ request for assistance in

identifying and collecting available data pertaining to bromate formation at municipal
treatment plants.

CUWA submitted information (three data files) to the lead agencies and Mr. Russ Brown
of JSA that could be used to validate and calibrate the THM and bromate equations. The
files contain data from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s (MWD)
simulated distribution system testing that can be used to validate and calibrate the TTHM
equation and ozone and bromate data from MWD’s demonstration plant as well as Santa
Clara Valley Water District’s (SCVWD) pilot plant.

CUWA agrees with the statement on page G-19 that evaluation of the bromate formation
data indicates that the Ozekin equation tends to over-predict bromate formation. This is
why CUWA recommended that JSA use the MWD and SCVWD data to calculate a
correction factor to address the tendency of this equation to over-predict bromate
formation. This recommendation parallels the approach used by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in its evaluation of the bromate formation data to generate
information to be used by the FACA for considering lowering the bromate standard from
10 to 5 pg/L under Stage 2. Thus, EPA and the FACA have accepted that it is possible to
correct the Ozekin equation to source water characteristics so to reliably predict bromate
formation in support of a national rule making process. Consequently, we do not agree
with the statement on page G-19 that “[b]ased on the lack of any observed relationship
between bromate formation and Br or DOC concentrations in source water, it was
determined that the impact analysis should ... not try to predict changes in bromate
concentrations expected in drinking water treated by 03.” '

In light of the EPA’s willingness to embrace the reliability of the Ozekin equation, as
corrected against source water data, we find omission of the bromate formation analysis

to be completely unacceptable and urge the lead agencies fully investigate the impact of

Delta Wetlands Project operations on bromate concentrations in municipal water supplies
treated with ozone.

A significant shortcoming in the DREIR/S is the omission of a threshold of significance
thresholds for bromate. CUWA does not agree with the assumption that the significance
criteria for bromide is sufficient to control impacts due to Delta Wetlands operations on
bromate formation. To reliably ensure compliance with the current bromate standard of
10 ug/L, drinking water utilities strive to consistently maintain bromate concentrations of
less than 8 pg/L in finished drinking water supplies.

As stated above, the CEQA Guidelines require that the REIR/S include an evaluation of
Project effects on bromate formation and the potential impact on public health and water
utility operations. Thus, to be considered adequate under CEQA, the thresholds of
significance used in the REIR/S must include reasonable controls on Project impacts on
THM and bromate formation at water treatment plants as follows:
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1. Delta Wetlands Project operations shall not cause or contribute to predicted
monthly average bromate concentrations in drinking water in excess of 80%
of the adopted bromate standard (currently 8 pg/L), as calculated in the raw
water of an urban intake in the Delta; and

2. Delta Wetlands Project operations shall not cause or contribute to predicted
monthly average bromate concentrations in drinking water in excess of 80%
of the adopted bromate standard (currently 8 pg/L), as calculated from
measurements at the outlet of a water treatment plant.

Salinity Impacts

Total dissolved solids (TDS) and chloride concentrations are also of concern to the
drinking water utilities. Under current Delta operating criteria, elevated TDS
concentrations in the Delta result in the Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water
Project (SWP) having to release additional water from storage to comply with Delta
water quality standards. TDS in Delta water would also have an adverse impact on water
management programs of the CUWA agencies; most notably water recycling and
groundwater storage programs. Collectively, CUWA members and their sub-agencies
have invested over a billion dollars in capital facilities to maximize their water recycling
and groundwater storage opportunities. The success of these water management programs
is contingent upon the continued availability of acceptable quality water from the Delta.

Local and regional water planning and regulatory decisions have been based upon SWP
contract provisions which specifies a TDS objective of 220 mg/L on average for any ten-
year period and 440 mg/L for any month. Over the last ten years, TDS concentrations of
the SWP have frequently exceeded the 220 mg/L objective. CALFED has initiated a
process to provide a rationale for establishing water quality targets and interim milestones
for TDS in the Deita. CUWA’s Board of Representatives recently adopted a salinity
management policy to guide CUWA’s participation in the CALFED Water Quality
Program.® This policy is based on a study assessing the impacts of the salinity of Bay-
Delta supplies on urban water agencies and their customers. A copy of CUWA’s salinity
impact study is included as an attachment hereto,

CUWA is concerned that the model used for salinity simulation (DeltaSOQ) may not
accurately predict salinity impacts on urban utilities. We recommend the salinity impact

" CALFED should provide for a level of salinity in water diverted from the Delta which supports
CALFED recycling and conjunctive use goals in the most cost-effective manner; minimjzes dry-
year water demands on the Delta; and provides for blended drinking water TDS levels of no more
than 500 mg/L.. CALFED should adopt a short-term salinity target of 220 mg/L to be met at urban
diversion points by the end of Stage 1 and a long-term salinity target of 150 mg/L to be met at
urban diversion points by 2020, Alternatively, CALFED should achieve an equivalent level of
salinity reduction within the urban agencies’ service areas through a cost-effective combination of
source control; blending with higher quality sources; treatment technologies; and improved state
and federal operations.

4 California Urban Water Agencies, "Recommended Salinity Targets and Program Actions for the
CALFED Water Quality Program," December 1999,
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modeling be revised as suggested in the comments submitted by Contra Costa Water
District.

To be considered adequate under CEQA, the thresholds of significance used in the
REIR/S must include reasonable controls on the Project to avoid salinity impacts caused
by Delta Wetlands discharges from the reservoir islands:

1. Delta Wetlands discharges shall not cause a monthly average increase in
EC or chloride at a Delta export location in excess of 5%,
2. Delta Wetlands discharges shall not cause an increase in chloride at the

export locations of greater than 10 mg/l; and
3. Delta Wetlands discharges shall not cause salinity levels at the export
locations to exceed 90% of an adopted a salinity standard.

Cumulative Impacts

CEQA Guidelines subsection 15130(b)}(1) provides that an EIR should include an
evaluation of the cumulative effects of the proposed Project in conjunction with
reasonably foreseeable projects that may result related or cumulative impacts, including
projects outside the control of the agency. Thus, the REIR/S must include an evaluation
of the cumulative effects of increased TOC, DBP and salt loading in drinking water
supplies, including, but not limited to the following future projects: CALFED’s plans for
wetlands restoration in the Delta, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District, City
of West Sacramento, City of Tracy Wastewater Treatment Plant expansions, and the
proposed Mountain House and Discovery Bay wastewater treatment plant discharges.

Mitigation

CEQA and NEPA require an EIR/EIS to propose adequate and practicable mitigation
measures in sufficient details for all significant and potentially significant impacts. The
proposed mitigation strategy presented in the DREIR/S calls for real-time monttoring of
Delta Wetlands operations and imposition of operational constraints as necessary to
prevent exceedances of the significance thresholds for the drinking water parameters of
concern. Assuming the thresholds of significance are modified in accordance with the
recommendations herein, the proposed mitigation strategy is consistent with that
proposed in the WQMP for addressing short-term impacts due to Project operations.
However, the lead agencies should also consider the need to mutigate long-term water
quality impacts so to ensure that the Project effects on Delta water quality do not have an
adverse impact on CALFED’s goals and objectives for continuous improvement in Delta
water quality for drinking water parameters of concern. '

Conclusion
CUWA finds that the analysis contained in the DREIR/S is helpful in beginning to

address some of the unresolved water quality issues. However, the discussion in Chapter
4 and Appendix G and the thresholds of significance used to support the analysis of the
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Project impacts fall short of the objectives set forth in the SWRCB’s November 25, 1998
letter to the applicant outlining the need for further review of the water quality issues.
Consequently, we recommend that the lead agencies revise Chapter 4 and Appendix G to
address these comments and re-circulate the REIR/S among the interested parties for
further review and comment. This will ensure that an adequate investigation of the
potential Project effects on mumicipal water utilities and their customers has been

conducted, and will lead to identification of reasonable mitigation of those impacts that
are determined to be significant.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR/S. We look forward to

working with the lead agencies and Delta Wetlands on the resolution of the issues
identified herein.

Sincerely,

4

Ly Hoag
Interim Executive Director

4-55

R4-14
cont'd


Susan Davis
R4-14
cont'd

Susan Davis


Alan Barnard
4-55


Recommended

, | and
Program Actions

‘ ' ~ For the
CALFED

Water Quality Program

Prepared by

California Urban Water Agencies

December, 1999

4-56


Alan Barnard
4-56


California Urban Water Agencies

R4-1.

R4-2.

R4-3.

The comment indicates that CUWA has been working with Delta Wetlands to prepare a
WQMP that will “provide urban water utilities with the necessary assurances that the
Delta Wetlands Project would be operated in a manner that will ensure the protection of
public heath and long-term integrity of drinking water supplies diverted from the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta’. In October 2000, Delta Wetlands submitted the fina
WQMP to the SWRCB as part of an agreement between Delta Wetlands and CUWA to
resolve CUWA' s concerns about project effects on water quality. The WQMP describes
the measures that Delta Wetlands has agreed to implement to limit potential effects of the
project ondrinkingwater quality and treatment plant operations. By agreeingtoimplement
the WQMP, Delta Wetlands has agreed to implement a comprehensive monitoring plan
and restrict discharges when necessary to limit project effects on DOC, THMs, and other
water quality variables. The Delta Wetlands-CUWA agreement is included in the
Appendix to the Responses to Comments.

Responses to CUWA's specific comments on the 2000 REIR/EIS are provided below.
See also responses to Comment Letter R11 from EBMUD regarding project effects on
fisheries and levees.

Thecommenter iscorrect in noting that thesignificancecriteriaused inthe 2000 REIR/EIS
analysis are identical to those used in the 1995 DEIR/EIS except that the THM criterion
hasbeen updated in responseto changesin thefederal Disinfection ByproductsRule. (See
Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, for adiscussion of the new drinking water standards.)

The criteria used to determine the significance of effects of Delta Wetlands Project
operations on water quality have been set to conform with the existing objectives and
standards specified in the 1995 WQCP. For some Deltawater quality variables, however,
no regulatory objectives or numerical standards have been set. The selected significance
threshold for these constituentsis a percentage change from average measured val ues that
encompasses natural variability. These significance thresholds exceed the expectations of
CEQA and NEPA. See Master Response 6, “Significance Criteria Used for the Water
Quality Impact Analysis’, regarding thesignificancecriteriaused in theimpact assessment;
see response to Comment R2-3 for additional information about the significance criteria
for export DOC. The following responses to comments discuss more specific objections
to the significance criteria.

The commenter seems to be confusing the analysis of ssmulated monthly project effects
performed for the NEPA and CEQA impact assessment with the mitigation requirement
that real-time monitoring occur during actual project operations and that diversions and
discharges be adjusted as needed. The commenter is correct in stating that reliance on
real-time monitoring to trigger adjustments to Delta Wetlands' operations would reduce
the uncertainty associated with natural variability. However, in an impact analysis,
it would be unreasonable to establish a significance threshold that does not allow for

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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project effectsthat fall within the natural variability of the constituents in question; doing
sowould make simul ated effectsattributed to the project indi stingui shablefrom no-project
conditions. See Master Response 6, “ Significance Criteria Used for the Water Quality
Impact Analysis’, for adiscussion of the significance criteriaused in the 1995 DEIR/EIS
and the 2000 REIR/EIS.

The Delta Wetlands Project WQMP includes screening criteria that allow smaller
incremental changes in export water quality than the changes adopted as significance
criteriain the 2000 REIR/EIS. These “Operational Screening Criteria’ would be used to
trigger changes in Delta Wetlands Project operations;, the WQMP requires that
DeltaWetlands conduct real -timemonitoring to eval uate proj ect effectsagainst the criteria
during project operations. Master Response 7, “ Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands
Project on Disinfection Byproducts’, and responseto Comment C9-17 describethe WQMP
criteriain more detail.

CUWA suggeststhat measurement and modeling uncertai nty be designated as 5%, and that
the significance criteria be designated as 5% of the standard or 5% of the mean value for
parameters not currently regulated. There is no evidence to suggest that any change in
water quality that is detectable (i.e., greater than the modeling uncertainty) constitutes a
significant water quality impact. Also, changing the thresholds of significance as
suggested by the commenter would not change the significance findings for most of the
project effects evaluated in the NEPA and CEQA analysis. Increases in export DOC,
treatment plant THMs, and salinity were aready identified as significant impacts in the
2000 REIR/EIS andlysis.

The significance criteria used in the EIR/EIS analysis are applied to monthly project
operations. The Delta Wetlands Project generally would divert water for about 1 month
each year and discharge for about 2 months each year. If the project were allowed a
maximum monthly increase in export water quality of 20% of the applicable objective or
mean value in each of these 3 months, the overall change in the annua average export
water quality would be only one-fourth (i.e., 3/12) of the maximum alowed monthly
change, or less than 5% of the applicable objective or mean value annually.

The DeltaWetlands Project WQMP, finalized in October 2000, uses many of the methods
suggested by the commenter. The WQMP assumes a 5% uncertainty in measured or
modeled TOC, THM, and bromate concentrations. The WQMP also requires that
Delta Wetlands implement additional mitigation of long-term water quality impacts if
project operations cause more than a 5% net increase in the TOC concentration in water
diverted from the Delta for urban uses, averaged over 3 years. For more information,
see Master Response 7, “ Analysis of Effectsof the DeltaWetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, and thetext of the WQM P, whichisincluded inthe DeltaWetlands—-CUWA
agreement in the Appendix to the Responses to Comments.
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Asreported in Chapter 4 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see Chapter 3C of Volume 1 of thisFEIS),
even without considering economic effects, the environmental impact of the Delta
Wetlands Project on degradation of water quality isdeemed significant, and mitigation has
been proposed. SeeMaster Response 7, “ Analysisof Effectsof the DeltaWetlands Project
on Disinfection Byproducts’, for adiscussion of therelationship between economic effects
and environmental effects.

See response to Comment R2-3.

SeeMaster Response 7, “ Analysisof Effectsof the DeltaWetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, for a discussion of current and proposed drinking water standards and the
analysisof project effectson DBPs. Asnoted by thecommenter, plantsthat currently treat
Deltawater already must meet the 35% TOC removal requirement at times. Theplantsare
abletoemploy thislevel of treatment, but refrain from doing so more often because of cost.
Master Response 7 also discusses the issue of economic impacts on treatment plants that
result from project operations. See also responseto Comment R2-4 regarding CALFED’ s
long-term goal for reducing TOC at the exports.

The commenter argues that the 2000 REIR/EIS impact analysis did not analyze the full
range of potential DOC loading rates that could occur on the reservoir islands and the
corresponding increase in DBPs. The testimony and information referenced by the
commenter were considered during preparation of the 2000 REIR/EIS. The testimony
presented at the water right hearing in 1997 included very little data (i.e., actua
measurements).

Responses to each bullet point in the comment are presented below.

# Seasond variationsin DOC releases from peat soil and algae on the project islands
were not ignored in the analysis. There are hypotheses about such variations;
however, there are only very limited data that can be used to quantify the potential
seasona differences in loading rates for purposes of monthly impact analysis.
Therefore, the analysis of potential project effects on DOC used constant monthly
loading rates.

# The 2000 REIR/EIS recognized that there is disagreement among experts about the
amount of DOC loading to stored water that would occur under Delta Wetlands
proposed reservoir storage operations (see the section entitled “Areas of Known
Controversy” on page ES-8 in the 2000 REIR/EIS [see dso page S-8 of FEIS
Volume 1]). Therefore, the mitigation recommended in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and
2000 REIR/EIS is designed to accommodate the uncertainty about the seasonal
loading of DOC from the project islands; it consists of reducing and/or delaying
project discharges to minimize effects on concentrations of export DOC. Thus, the
mitigation is designed to be effective regardiess of the actual increases in DOC
concentrations observed under project implementation. The DeltaWetlands Project
WQMP uses asimilar method for mitigating project impacts on DOC. See Master
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Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, for more information.

# See response to Comment R2-12 regarding interpretation of the SMARTS
experiments.

Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, discussesthe TOC removal requirementsand effects of the proposed proj ect
on treatment costs. Master Response 6, “ Significance Criteria Used for the Water Quality
Impact Analysis’, describesthe significance criteriaused in the CEQA and NEPA impact
analysis.

The Delta Wetlands Project WQMP incorporates the criteria recommended by the
commenter as an operating condition of the project. For details, see Master Response 7
and theWQMP (included in the DeltaWetlands—CUWA agreement inthe Appendix to the
Responses to Comments).

SeeMaster Response 7, “ Analysisof Effectsof the DeltaWetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, regarding the THM prediction methods used in the 2000 REIR/EIS. The
DeltaWetlands Project WQM P includes the new Malcolm Pirnie equation asaprediction
tool andincorporatesthecriteriarecommended by the commenter asan operating condition
of the project; for detalls, see Master Response 7 and the WQMP (included in the
Delta Wetlands—CUWA agreement in the Appendix to the Responses to Comments).

The contribution of Delta Wetlands Project operations to the formation of bromate at
water treatment plants can be estimated from increases in bromide attributable to the
project; changes in bromide concentrations can be calculated from changes in chloride
concentrations reported in the 2000 REIR/EIS. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of
Effects of the DeltaWetlands Project on Disinfection Byproducts’, for adiscussion about
evaluating project effects on bromate formation.

The Delta Wetlands Project WQMP includes many of the revisions suggested by the
commenter. The WQMP identifiesthe Ozekin equation (with a0.56 correction factor) as
aprediction tool and includes a cal culated bromate concentration of 8 Fg/l asashort-term
screening criterion for Delta Wetlands operations. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of
Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection Byproducts’, and the WQMP for
details.

See responses to Comment Letter C9, particularly Comments C9-1 and C9-17, from
CCWD for moreinformation about the assessment methods used to eval uate proj ect effects
on salinity, the effect of project operations on salinity, and the way in which implementing
the FOC has reduced potential project effects on salinity.

The DeltaWetlands WQM P and the protest dismissal agreement between DeltaWetlands
and CCWD incorporate someof thecommenter’ ssuggestionsfor operating rulesto control
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R4-12.

R4-13.

R4-14.

project effects on sdinity. See response to Comment C9-17 and the
Delta Wetlands—CCWD protest dismissal agreement, which isincluded in the Appendix
to the Responses to Comments.

See response to Comment C9-52 for a discussion of the cumulative impact analysis. See
response to Comment R2-6 regarding the cumulative effects on water quality of increases
in urban wastewater.

The commenter states that the Delta Wetlands Project should also evaluate and mitigate
long-term effects of project operations on water quality. Theimpact analyses presentedin
the 1995 DEIR/EIS and the 2000 REIR/EIS assumed that there would be no long-term
impacts of the proposed project if the monthly impacts remain less than significant. As
shown in the evaluations of project impacts on DOC presented in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and
the 2000 REIR/EIS (see Chapter 3C of Volume 1 of this FEIS), salinity and DOC
concentrations at the export locations under project operations may be higher or lower in
any given month than concentrations under no-project conditions. These changes
sometimes exceed significance thresholds, which are applied to monthly changes rather
than annual or long-term averages, therefore, impacts on these variableswereidentified as
significant and mitigation was recommended. For purposes of impact analysis, the
reduction of monthly water quality impacts to aless-than-significant level is assumed to
be sufficient to aso reduce any long-term impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The WQMP negotiated by Delta Wetlands and CUWA includes specified monitoring,
modeling, and operational controlsthat would protect drinking water quality aswell as or
better than the mitigation measures in the NEPA and CEQA analysis. The WQMP aso
requires that Delta Wetlands implement additional mitigation of long-term water quality
impacts if project operations cause more than a 5% net increase in TOC, TDS, bromide,
and chloride in water diverted from the Delta for urban uses, averaged over 3 years.

The requirements for recirculation of a NEPA and CEQA document were described in
Chapter 1 of the 2000 REIR/EIS. Theserequirementsstate, “Recirculationisnot required
where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes
insignificant modificationsinanadequate EIR” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).
Therevisionsto the water quality analysis requested by the commenter merely clarify the
information already presented. Theimpacts of the proposed project on water quality were
considered significant and mitigation was recommended. The WQMP and protest
dismissal agreements included in the Appendix to the Responses to Comments add
specificity to the mitigation that was proposed in the NEPA and CEQA documentation
already completed for the project. Therefore, the lead agencies need not recirculate the
2000 REIR/EIS.
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Letter R5

Conserving California’s waterfow, wetlands, and waterfowling heritage.

California
Waterfowl
Association

4630 Northgate Bivd.
~ Suite 150

Tuly 26, 2000

Mr. Jim Sutton

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water rights

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Mr. Mike Finan

Regulatory Branch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Re: Draft EIR/EIS — Delta Wetlands

Gentlemen:

The California Waterfow! Association (CWA) is pleased to submit brief comments
on May 2000 Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Delta Wetlands Project.

CWA, organized in 1945, is an 14,000 member conservation organization dedicated
to the preservation, enhancement and restoration of California’s waterfowl and
wetlands. We have active programs in the areas of education, outreach, research and
government affairs.

The California Waterfowl Association has been following the progress of this project
for over a decade, and has been enthusiastically supportive of the project’s benefits
for wetland-dependent wildlife species for a very long time. Although our
organization focuses on the wetland aspects of our environment, we are sensitive to
the needs of fish and recognize that sometimes there are conflicts between what is
good for wetland species and what is good for their neighbors in the aquatic
environment. We are pleased that Delta Wetlands and the resource agencies have
developed satisfactory biological opinions and that the project now is fish-friendly as
well as wildlife-friendly. R5-1
We believe that the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement is extremely thorough and even conservative in its analysis. We

Sacramento, CA 958 34

TEL: (916) 648-1406
FAX: (916) 648-1665
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hope that the appropriate decision-makers move quickly to approve this project so R5-1
that its many fish and wildlife benefits may begin to accrue to the species of concern. contd

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

Sincerely,

Bill Gaines, Director
Government Affairs

cc:  Mike Spear
Lester Snow
Steve Ritchie
Bob Hight
Tom Hannigan
John Winther
CVHIV Management Board
Bob McLandress
Dick Daniel
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California Waterfowl Association

R5-1. Thelead agencies acknowledge this comment supporting the fish and wildlife benefits of

the proposed project.
Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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"NOMELLINI, GRILLI & McCDANIEL ‘?{g &
PROFESSIONAL LAW CORFPORATIONS 27 ?
A

DANTE JOKN NOMELLINI 235 EAST WEBER AVENUE CANTE JOMN NOMELE{W&?

. PROFESSIONAL LAW
DAVID L. GR.!LLI POST OFFICE BOX 1461 AW CORPORATION
DAMIEL A, McDANIEL

CANTE JOHN NOMELLINI, JR. STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 9520I-146! DAVID L. GRILLI
PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
TELEPHONE (209) 465-5883

CANIEL A. McDANIEL

FAX: (209} 455-3956 PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION

July 27, 2000

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Attn: Jim Sutton

P. O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

Attn: Mike Finan

1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

‘Re:  Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and
Executive summary for the Delta Wetlands Project

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the parties represented by our firm
who have appeared in the subject SWRCB proceedings. The parties have collectively sometimes
been referred to as the Central Delta Parties.

Salinity

The RDEIR fails to recognize the significance of resulting increases in salinity to the
Delta agricultural diverters. The RDEIR uses an artificial construct of significance and then
attempts to justify it by arguing that CEQA/NEPA significance criteria is different than
mitigation requirements otherwise applicable under law. (See ES-9). Significance should be
related to potential adverse impact. Water quality objectives for agricultural use in the interior
Delta are based on a maximum 14-day running average which except for dry year relaxations are R6-1
set at .45 EC (mmbhos/cm). A comparison of Table 4-11 Simulated No-Project Export with
Table 4-18 Difference in Export EC Between Proposed Project and Simulated No-Project shows
that particularly for the months of June and July there are numerous years when the salinity will
be significantly increased. By way of example, in a year like 1995, export salinity in June would
be increased from .449 EC to .497 and in July would be increased from .623 to .675. For
agriculture in the interior Delta where groundwater tables are high and in effect the crops are sub-
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irrigated, the need for artificial leaching will increase. The increases in salinity at the export
pumps can be expected to be much less than those in the vicinity of the discharges from the
proposed reservoirs and therefore the impact to irrigators in the vicinity of the discharge much
greater. The water quality objectives have been set at specific locations based on anticipated
operation of the Delta which did not include a major new source of saline water discharging into
the interior channels of the Delta. The RDEIR does not adequately address the impacts due to
increased salinity. Given the non-degradation policy of the SWRCB and the well recognized
adverse consequences of increased salinity on agricultural, urban and industrial uses there is no
valid basis to support a determination of no significance. The water quality objectives are set as
maximums and any natural variability 1s expected to occur below such maximum levels.

Temperature

The RDEIR has eliminated the temperature mitigation included in the DEIR presumably
on the basis that the Amended DFG Biological Opinion incorporated more protective
requirements. The Amended DFG Biological Opinion reflects a substantial reduction or retreat
from the temperature requirements advocated by DFG in their direct and rebuttal testimony.
(See DFG Exhibits 7 and 19). The RDEIR does not include any analysis or new evidence
supporting the deletion of the DEIR mitigation. Additionally, with the reduced temperature
protection it would appear that the project would not conform to the temperature requirements in
the applicable Water Quality Control Plans. See particularly pages 2 and 3 of DFG Exhibit 19.

Levee Desion and Stability and Seepagse Control Measures

Attached hereto please find May 26, 2000, comments from Christopher H. Neudeck of
Kjeldsen, Sinnock & Neudeck, Inc. which are incorporated herein as our comments to the levee
and seepage portions of the RDEIR.

Water Supplv and Operations

The RDEIR analysis ignores the economic constraints of potential purchasers of DWP
water, particularly agricultural purchasers and ignores the clear testimony by urban water
agencies that they would not purchase or use such water because of its poor quality. Given the
clear and uncontroverted evidence in the hearing record the RDEIR should include some analysis
of the marketability of the water. The assumption that all available capacity in the CVP and
SWP export systems is available to the DWP is unrealistic. To the extent that DWP water is
exported through SWP or CVP facilities the water rights would be junior to future uses in the
areas of origin (see particularly WC 11460) and therefore the yield will substantially diminish
with the passage of time. All new storage projects and re-operation of existing projects in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Watersheds will to some extent be competing for the same
“surplus” flows. The RDEIR fails to adequately consider such factors.
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Impactis From Use of DWP Water

The RDEIR makes assumptions that the DWP water will be exported for use but fails to
include any analysis of the impacts associated with such use. A range of potential impacts
including particularly the potential impact to San Joaquin River Quality and San Joaquin Valley
Salt Balance should be included. The impacts associated with an increase in export water
salinity as well as the delivery of additional quantities of water to the west side of the San
Joaquin Valley should be considered.

Yours very truly,

DANTE JOHN NOMELLINI
DIN:ju

Enclosures

cc: See attached mailing list
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KJYELDSEN, SINNOCK & NEUDECK INC.

e

CONSULTING ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYERS

KENNETH L. KIELDSEN

r

=

STEPHEN K. SINNOCK
CHRISTOPHER H. NEUDECK

711 N. PERSHING AVENUE |}
POST OFFICE BOX 844 IL l

ER

NE 946-0268
0. 946-0296
A CODE 208

STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95201-08 Mf g ‘
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May 26, 2000 l

Mr. Dante J. Nomellini
Central Delta Water Agency
Post Office Box 1461
Stockton, CA 95201

Re:  Delta Wetlands Project
Levee Stability and Seepage Analysis report by
URS Griener Woodward Clyde (URSGWC)

Dear Dan:

On behalf of the Central Delta Water Agency, Fred Brovold and I have reviewed the
subject URS Griener Woodward Clyde (URSGWC) Report and submit the following commeénts:

The report did not assess the most severe conditions that may be encountered on this
project nor did it analyze the areas with the most challenging soil conditions. A levee system is
only as good as its weakest link. It is customary to evaluate the extremes and design accordingly
when looking at a flood control levee. The report must address both extreme flood and seismic
conditions and the areas with the most critical soil conditions and report the results accordingly.

The report states that the interceptor wells generally appear to mitigate seepage problems
provided they are properly designed and constructed and most of all properly maintained. The
cost to operate and maintain these wells will be a high cost that must be taken into account when
evaluating the potential success of this project.

The proposed significance standards should be considered as preliminary and be subject
to review and modification based on observed seepage conditions. We concur that the baseline
measurement period should be longer than one year and at least three years.

The report provides values for wave run-up and reservoir setup but does not provide the
calculated wave height values. We recommend the wave heights be calculated and the levee
freeboard be evaluated.

We recommend performing additional sensitivity analyses for the seepage condition
related to the location of the borrow pits. The borrow pit excavation will potentially remove
horizontally bedded, lower hydraulic conductivity layers, and provide direct seepage paths into
higher hydraulic conductivity horizontal layers.
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The water surface elevations for the 100 - year floodplain were not considered in the
levee stability analysis. It is important that the analysis address the most critical case rather than
only what is considered representatively critical.

In addition to analyzing the 100-year flood plain the report should analyze the additional
stage that can occur over that of the 100 flood plain which results from wind waves generated
over areas with a long fetch. We have included an excerpt from a hydrology report prepared by
the US Army Corps of Engineers in February of 1992, reporting the 50, 100 and 300-year flood
elevations in the Delta. The purpose of the excerpt is to demonstrate that the stage frequency
flood data presented in the USACOE’s report are for static water conditions only, and they do
not take into account wave action from wind and other sources. The attached stage data showing
wind wave heights must be added to the 100-year flood plain elevation and then the levee
stability analyzed accordingly.

The sections chosen for stability analysis on Webb Tract are not the most critical. Webb
Tract’s levee station 160+00 is OK, whereas levee station 630+00 is not the most critical.
Sections that should be included on Webb Tract include sections between levee station 475400
to 525400 and levee station 410+00 to 430+00. The sections chosen for stability analysis on
. Bacon Island are not the most critical whereas levee station 30000 should be included. Soil
conditions and historical performance support the need for analysis of conditions at these
additional sections.

The Factors of Safety (FOS’s) for the levee waterside slopes are not acceptable. The
project needs to consider its options to reduce the driving forces causing the instability on the
waterside by designing setbacks and/or benching the existing waterside slopes versus the
proposed impracticable waterside buttressing and/or flattening of slopes. The range of FOS’s
calculated for the existing condition on the waterside slope of the levee appear to be about two
tenths higher than we expect from our experience in the Delta. A range of 1.3 to 1.5 is reported
for the existing conditions on the waterside slope; we think a range of 1.1 to 1.3 is more typical
for the waterside slope. We believe that these slightly higher FOS’s result from the type of
laboratory testing that was used to develop the total stress strength parameters. The report
should discuss the suitability of the testing methods for the soil layers used in the stability
analysis model.

The report should provide a more detailed description and discussion of the liquefaction
evaluation. It is generally well known that the Delta area has extensive shallow deposits of
potentially liquefiable Holocene sands, silty sands and sandy silts. The report should clearly
show the post earthquake configuration of the critical levee section and demonstrate that an
effective levee section remains after the design earthquake. The report currently estimates
deformations in the range of 2-4 feet, but does not demonstrate where that deformation occurs.

Both of the project islands are partly bordered by rivers that have geologically old
alignments and locations. Webb Tract is bordered by the San Joaquin River to the north and
False River to the south; Bacon Isiand is bordered by Old River to the west and Middle River to
the east. Extensive Holocene sand deposits are often found beneath and adjacent to these ancient
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river locations. The report should address the potential effects of these sand deposits together
with the potential for earthquake induced lateral spreading.

The report uses effective stress strength parameters for the peat and organic soils to
calculate long-term levee stability. We recommend that the report also use undrained strength
analysis parameters for the peat and organic soils to calculate long term stability because the
effective stress strength parameters may not account for pore pressure increases that occur during
shearing which result in unconservatively higher FOS’s.

The levee break analysis should be re-done to better show the progression of a levee
break. Levee breaks typically start with a fairly narrow width then eroding substantially into a
much wider opening. At the narrower stages of a break there is a much greater focus of erosive
energy directed on the opposite levee, Observations of past levee breaks in the Delta area show
that the hydraulic erosion extends over 1,000 feet landward and 600 to 1,000 feet wide and
develops scour holes down to the depths of the geologically older Pleistocene soils which may
occur between depths of 40 to 80 feet deep. Riprap alone will not withstand the maximum flow
rates expected from a levee failure from a full reservoir island. The report must better address
the mitigation measures to avoid the impacts of this extreme erosive force

Groundwater on the project islands varies 3-5 feet below the surface. The report
indicates that borrow operations are intended to go down 9 feet. The dewatering techniques
necessary to borrow to that depth have not been addressed in this report.

The report is not clear as to whether the calculated quantities for borrow are based on the
neat quantities required to fill between the lines and grades of the design and the finished section
or whether it includes factors for shrinkage, settlement and subsidence. It must be anticipated at
a minimumm, that the fill requirements for this job will be on the order of 60% to 200% + in
excess of calculated neat yardage to take into account shrinkage, settlement and subsidence. We
looked at one of the design sections and projected the neat fill requirements for Webb Tract
based off that section. We recognize the nature of this gross estimation, nevertheless the results
of that estimate was 4.0 million cubic yards, which confirms the report was based on neat
yardage rather than the actual yardage required by taking into account the shrinkage, settlement
and subsidence. If this gross estimate is correct then the report needs to re-evaluate its quantity
requirements and take into account the required variance over the neat yardage calculation.

The report states in the summary of slope stability analysis that the design is inadequate
in meeting the criteria set forth by the USACOE and DSOD. The project must not be approved
or allowed to move forward unless it is demonstrated that these design criteria can be met and a
stable levee will be constructed.

The recommended stage construction is to extend construction over 4-6-year period.

This report should address the techniques and procedures which will be employed to monitor and
control the filling so as to not overstress and possibly fail the levees.
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The fact that the report has not addressed the most critical levee sections and the fact that
the Federal and State FOS’s required for this type of construction are not met requires that the
project reconsider its design and resubmit for review.

If you have any question regarding the enclosed comments please call me

Sincerely,

KJELDSEN, SINNOCK & NEUDECK, INC.

W%M
Chréstophér H. Neudey

CHN/Is
Encl.

4-71


Alan Barnard
4-71


i5

AL

%

S Ay

LETEE

g
i



Alan Barnard
4-72


failures. The curves were smoothed to remove any localized effects of a levee
failure,

3. The maximum elevation on 3 stage-frequency curve does not exceed the height of
the levee crowns at that location. The curves are drawn solid up to the 100-year
level. This reflects the reliability of the gaged data. Above the 100-year elevation, the
stage-frequency curves are dashed. The curves are dashed above the 100-year level

crown is also taken into account. The stage-frequency curves do not exceed the
height of the adjacent levee crown.

C. Results - The 50- and 100-year higher-high stages at the 24 stations used in the
analysis are shown in Table 6. In an attempt to determine the conditions that would
cause a 100-year flood stage, or any other high flood stage, historical events were
examined to establish the influence of wind, flood inflow, tidai cycle and barometric
pressure on Delta stages. It was concluded that many combinations of these
parameters could be possible, each with g varying degree of probability, and that
predicting the factors which cause a particular high stage, or the effect of changes in
One or more parameters, would be quite difficult.

When the stage-frequency data in this memorandum are used, it must be understood
that:

1. For any particular frequency, the stage shown on the stage-frequency curve
is valid only for that station, A stage created by any combination of high
flows, tide, extreme barometric pressure, and winds could give g 100-year
stage at one station and something of greater or lesser frequency at
neighboring stations, '

2. A maximum water-surface elevation plot developed for a particular
frequency by straight-line connection of elevations from a series of stage-
frequency curves will give an elevation higher, at some locations along the
reach, than 2 historical event of corresponding frequency. This is due to the
variation in width, depth and bottom slope of Delta channels, However, the
error resulting from straight line elevations is less than 0.3 foot.

3. The stage data presented are for static water conditions. Wave action from
wind, boats or other sources must be added to any stage data being analyzed,
Wind set and any other hydrologic action that increases Stages are reflected in
the static stage data.

1. Sacramento River at Rio Vista - The stage recording gage for the Sacramento
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Central Delta Water Agency et al. (Noméllini, Grilli & McDaniel)

R6-1.

R6-2.

The commenter states that the salinity evaluation in the 2000 REIR/EIS does not
adequately addresstheimpactsof increased salinity on central Deltaagricultural diverters.
Salinity control for agricultural purposesisrecognized asanimportant issuefor beneficial
water useinthe Delta. The 2000 REIR/EIS evaluated the effectsof DeltaWetlands Project
operations on EC at the agricultural salinity monitoring compliance stations (i.e.,
Jersey Point and Emmaton). These stations have well-established salinity objectives that
would not be violated as a consequence of Delta Wetlands Project operations.

The greatest potential effect on central Delta salinity may occur during periods of
Delta Wetlands discharge for export, when water released from the Delta Wetlands
reservoir islands mixes with central Delta channel water. The commenter identifies the
minimum 14-day average EC objective for the interior Delta as 450 microsiemens per
centimeter (FS/cm) and states that there are months when Delta Wetlands discharges
would result in an exceedance of the standard. However, because of the recognized
influence of the San Joaguin River inflow, the 1995 WQCP sets southern Delta EC
objectivesat 700 FS/cm during theirrigation season of April-August. Thesewater quality
objectives would not be violated as a result of Delta Wetlands operations.

Additionally, the simulated EC values for water diverted onto the Delta Wetlands
reservoir islands were assumed to be equal to the previous month’s EC value in the
south Deltachannels(i.e., export EC value). Thisisavery conservative approach, which
resultsin EC values ssimulated for the reservoirs that are higher than expected. The flow
conditions that would allow Delta Wetlands to divert would also substantially reduce the
salinity of the diverted water. The actual effects of Delta Wetlands operations on
centra Delta salinity would likely be less than indicated in Table 4-18 of the
2000 REIR/EIS (Table 3C-26 in Chapter 3C of FEIS Volumel).

The Delta Wetlands Project WQMP places additional limits on the salinity effect of
Delta Wetlands operations. The chloride limit of 10 mg/l adopted in the WQMP is
equivalent to about 50 FS/cm EC when theratio of chlorideto ECisabout 0.2 (see Figures
C1-17, C1-19, and C1-21 in Appendix C1 in the 1995 DEIR/EIS). Delta Wetlands
operationswould not be allowed to cause salinity to increase above 90% of any applicable
standards. In combination, these criteria would provide adequate protection of central
Delta salinity for agricultural beneficial uses.

Mitigation Measure F-2 in the 1995 DEIR/EIS was recommended to reduce Impact F-2,
“Increasein Temperature-Related Mortality of Juvenile Chinook Salmon”, to aless-than-
significant level. Duringthefederal and CaliforniaESA consultation process, which took
place after the 1995 DEIR/EIS was published, DFG, NMFS, and USFW'S devel oped the
water temperature mitigation terms that are included in the FOC. Incorporating the
temperature term from the FOC into the proposed project reduces the potential
temperature-related effects of the project on juvenile chinook salmon to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, noadditional measuresarerequired to mitigate project effects.
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R6-3.

R6-4.

R6-5.

R6-6.

R6-7.

R6-8.

Additionally, the NMFS biological opinion for project effects on winter-run chinook
salmon requires Delta Wetlands to monitor and report daily receiving water temperature
and DO conditions and any changes to those conditions that result from Delta Wetlands
discharges. NMFS will use the information to determine whether the Delta Wetlands
Project isaffecting winter-run chinook salmon, spring-run chinook salmon, and steelhead
to an extent not previously considered.

The SWRCB will determine appropriate temperature requirements.

Aneconomic analysisof the marketability of DeltaWetlandsProject water isnot necessary
for the full disclosure of environmental impacts and is not required by CEQA or NEPA.
It would be improper to speculate on the potential effect that Water Code Section 11460
et seg. may have on water availability with the passage of time. The assumptionsused in
the analysis present a*“worst-case” scenario and therefore are appropriate for purposes of
NEPA and CEQA compliance.

See Master Response 3, “Areas of End Use and Potential Growth-Inducement Effects of
DeltaWetlands Water Deliveries’.

See Master Response 8, “Levee Stability Analysis and Worst-Case Conditions’.

Thereis no requirement that the NEPA and CEQA analysis examine the costs associated
with operation of the interceptor well system; Delta Wetlands would be responsible for
funding all terms and conditions and mitigation measures adopted as part of any permits
issued by USACE and the SWRCB.

See response to Comment C17-4 regarding modifications to the proposed seepage
performance standards. See response to Comment R10-16 regarding the period for
baseline groundwater measurement.

The analyses of wave height presented in Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS included an
estimate of wave height, reservoir setup, and wave runup characteristics based on design
wind velocities and reservoir fetch and levee geometry.

Design wind velocity datawere obtained from the generalized wind charts of “fastest mile
of record” published by USACE (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1976). These data
indicate that the estimated fastest-mile-of-record wind velocities over land at elevation
25 feet for winter, spring, summer, and fall are 58, 52, 40, and 60 miles per hour,
respectively. The fastest-mile-of-record wind velocities were adjusted for duration-
dependent average wind velocities using the procedures described in USACE's
Shore Protection Manua (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1984). For example, the
40-minute-duration average wind vel ocities were estimated to be 47, 43, 34, and 49 miles
per hour during winter, spring, summer, and fall, respectively. The estimated wave
characteristics for the most severe wind conditions during fall are summarized in the
following table.
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Fetch Wave Reservoir Wave Runup Wave Runup
Reservoir Length Height Setup Without Riprap With Riprap*

Name (miles)  (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet)
Bacon 4.0 (5H:1V) 2.2 (5H:1V)
Island 3.15 47 0.38 6.4 (3H:1V) 3.5 (3H:1V)

3.8 (5H:1V) 2.1 (5H:1V)

Webb Tract ~ 2.83 4.4 0.34 6.1 (3H:1V) 3.4 (3H:1V)

LIf riprap is used on the bank slopes, the runup would be reduced to 55% of the estimated
runup values.

The values presented above would be considered when determining appropriate freeboard
during final design. Asdescribed inthe 1995 DEIR/EIS and 2000 REIR/EIS (see Chapter
3D of Volume 1 of this FEIS), Delta Wetlands would construct levees to meet or exceed
DWR’s Bulletin 192-82 standards, which require a freeboard of 1.5 feet above 300-year
flood stage in the adjacent channel. The preliminary design for the Delta Wetlands
reservoir islandsshowsleveesbuilt to approximately +9feet elevation, resulting in a3-foot
freeboard on the interior of the isands under maximum reservoir storage conditions.
Based on the analysis presented above, Delta Wetlands may construct alevee that would
have agentler interior slope (i.e., 5H:1V) and would be reinforced with riprap for erosion
protectionin areas subject tolong fetch and high waveaction. The proposed interior 3-foot
freeboard on ariprapped 5:1 slope would be adequate to prevent overtopping from wave
runup and reservoir setup even under the most severe wind conditions.

R6-9. Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS presents an analysis of the effects that excavating
borrow pitswould have on seepage. The analysis modeled the borrow pit as exposing the
sand aquifer. A sensitivity analysiswas completed by analyzing the effects of aborrow pit
at arange of distances from the levee. This method was used to estimate the minimum
distanceto the levee beyond which no change in the rate of seepage to neighboring islands
was observed. No additional sensitivity analysisis needed.

In the sensitivity analysis described in Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS, no change to
seepage conditions was observed when the borrow pit was simulated at 400 feet from the
levee. Because of uncertainties about the exact shape of the aquifer body in the subsurface
and the exact rate at which it transmits groundwater, an 800-foot setback distance between
the borrow pit and the project levees was recommended. Thisisaconservative approach.
A setback distance greater than about 800 feet from the levee toe should ensure that there
is no noticeable effect on seepage in the channel and on neighboring islands.

R6-10. The water surface elevations for the 100-year flood stage were taken into consideration
during the levee analysis. The 100-year flood stage in Delta channels adjacent to the
reservoir islands was estimated to be approximately elevation 7.2 feet. However, the
purpose of the levee stability analysisisto provide areasonably conservative analysis of
conditionsthat would affect levee stability. Typically, theflood stage condition of 7.2 feet
isashort-term condition. Gage recordings and historical data confirm that the maximum
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peak flood occursfor ashort period of time(i.e., hours). The 7.2-foot flood stage condition
does not last long enough to establish the subsurface conditions that affect levee stability
in the long term. Thus, the 7.2-foot flood stage condition does not represent the
steady-state condition. The flood-stage level of 6.0 feet was used instead in the levee
stability analyses to avoid excessive cumulative conservatism.

Theflood-stage € evation and wind-generated wave conditions described by the commenter
contribute to the design of an appropriate channel-side freeboard to prevent overtopping
during storm events. Because these factors are of short duration and do not affect the
long-term condition of levee stability, they need not be factored into the levee stability
analysis.

R6-11. See Master Response 8, “Levee Stability Analysis and Worst-Case Conditions’.

R6-12. The mitigation measure on page 6-21 in Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3D-40 in
Chapter 3D of FEISVolume 1) requiresthat DeltaWetlands adopt afinal |levee design that
achieves arecommended FS of 1.3 and reducestherisk of levee failure on the water-side
slopes. The measure does not limit the options available to Delta Wetlands during final
design to meet the recommended FS. Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS recommends
buttressing of water-side slopes or flattening of land-side slopes as practical options to
achievetherecommended FS; additional optionswere presented at the water right hearing
in October 2000. As shown in Figure R6-1 which follows this response, these options
include:

# reducing the channel-side slope;
# constructing arock buttress in the channel at the levee toe;

# widening the levee crest so that even if a portion of the levee should fal and
slump off, the remaining crest will be wide enough to provide a capable levee until
repairs can be made; and

# widening the levee crest with “notching” of the levee on the channel side (i.e,
lowering the channel side of the levee crest to reduce the weight supported by the
lower channel-sideslope), thereby reducing thediving forcesfor channel-sidefailure.

The commenter questions the accuracy of the calculated range of FSs for existing
conditions. The FSsfor existing conditions on the water-side slope were cal cul ated based
on the geometry and soil conditions of the cross sections used in the analysis, which were
selected to be representative of typical conditions for the reservoir islands. See
Master Response 8, “Levee Stability Analysis and Worst-Case Conditions’.

Soil shear strength parameters used in the levee stability analyses were derived from a
combination of sources. Theseinclude:
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# strength testson soilsin the areaby HLA;

# published correlations between the index properties of soils (e.g., water content,
density, grain size, plasticity), their resistance to penetration by drilling, and their
shear strength; and

# published and unpublished results of various laboratory tests.

Shear strength parameters for sandy soils were based on a combination of published
experimental data on the relationship between shear strength and penetration resistance
(based on field measurements), professional judgment, and experience with similar
materials.

Shear strength parameters for peat were estimated using:
# theresultsof HLA'’s strength tests on peat in the area;
# published data on similar materias; and
# unpublished research data from the University of California, Davis.

R6-13. See responses to Comments R2-25, R2-26, and R2-27 regarding the seismic stability
analysis and potential for liquefaction.

R6-14. Undrained strengths were used to assess the FS for the “ end-of-construction” condition,
which represents the condition of the levee immediately after improvements have been
constructed in a single stage. The end-of-construction analyses assumed single-stage
construction for two reasons:

# Single-stage construction is a potential worst-case condition.

# Usingthisassumption wasaconservativeway of modeling the conditionsthat would
result from multiple-stage construction if thereweretoo littletime between stagesfor
the soil to gain an appreciable amount of strength.

Undrained strength will increase as the compressible materials, including the peat
foundation materials, consolidate. Consolidation of these foundation materials, which are
weak initialy, results in considerably higher FSs than those reported for the
end-of-construction condition. The analyses showed that complete consolidation under
staged construction would likely occur in approximately 1 year. Once the compressible
materials completely consolidate, FSs are typically assessed using drained strengths.
Therefore, the analyses of long-term conditions presented in the 2000 REIR/EIS used
drained strengths. Thismethod isconsistent with generally accepted engineering practice.
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R6-15.

R6-16.

The levee breach analysis presented in Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS shows arange
of levee break widths that represent the progression of a levee break. The analysis
simulated the effects on Bradford Island of the breach of a Webb Tract levee. The area
between Bradford Island and Webb Tract represents one of the shortest distances between
areservoir island and aneighboring island; therefore, thisanalysisrepresents aworst-case
scenario. Theanaysisevaluated the potential effectsof alevee breach under full reservoir
conditions (+6 feet elevation) and extremelow channel condition (-2 feet elevation), which
alsorepresentsaworst-case scenario. Appendix H presentsresultsfor levee breaks40, 80,
200, and 400 feet wide, with the maximum resulting flow vel ocities along the channel bank
oppositethebreach shownas 2,9, 12, and 16 fps. A maximum breach opening of 400 feet
was selected for these analyses based on the report Breaching Characteristics of Dam
Faillures (MacDonald and Langridge-Monopolis 1984). Results of the analyses are
summarized in the following tabulation.

Maximum Flow
Breach Peak Maximum Water  Velocity in Slough
Breach Development Outflow Surface Elevation  at Opposite Bank
Width (feet) Time (minutes) (cfs) in Slough (feet) (fps)
40 24 9,200 -1.75 25
80 30 24,000 -0.75 8.0
200 42 61,000 +0.75 12
400 57 123,000 +55 16

The observed erosive forcesreferenced by the commenter refer to levee breachesin which
water from an adjacent channel entersa“dry” Deltaisland. The head differential between
afull or flood-stage channel (assuming +6 feet elevation) and adry or empty island in the
central Delta (lower than -10 feet elevation) is greater than in the with-project case.
Additionally, in the unlikely case that a levee breached under the with-project condition,
water from areservoir island would be expelled into the channel water rather than into a
dry island; theresulting force would be less erosive than when water from achannel enters
adry island.

As discussed in Master Response 8, “Levee Stability Analysis and Worst-Case
Conditions’, CEQA statesthat an EIR should discuss the effects on the environment with
“emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence’. (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15143.) As described in the 2000 REIR/EIS, the potential risk of a
levee failure on the project islands is extremely low. Additionally, the 2000 REIR/EIS
includes mitigation to ensure that the Delta Wetlands levees meet minimum stability
requirements; this further reduces the risk of levee failure under project operations.
Therefore, no additional analysis or mitigation is required.

Borrow site dewatering will not be required to extract the material used inlevee
improvements. Once the material has been removed from the borrow area, it can dry at
other locations within the island before being placed on the levees.
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R6-17.

R6-18.

Asstated on page 3-16 of Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS, “ These estimates [ of borrow
material quantities] include not only the initial fill quantity but aso the additiona
quantities required later to restore and continue restoring the levees to the specified
configuration to compensate for long-term settlement”.

If water isstored above +4 feet elevation onthereservoir islands, DeltaWetlandswill need
to proposefinal levee designsthat meet the DSOD design criteria. Additionally, the 2000
REIR/EISincludesamitigation measurethat requires DeltaWetlandsto adopt afinal levee
design that achievesarecommended minimum FSof 1.3, whichisconsistent with DWR’s
recommendations under Bulletin 192-82 for rehabilitation of nonproject levees in the
Delta. This standard is more conservative than USACE's standard for nonfederal Delta
levees of 1.25.

Construction monitoring should track:

# pore pressures in foundation soils (particularly in weak foundation soils), which
reflect consolidation and strength gain; and

# displacements, which are indicative of potentially impending failure.

Rigorous monitoring allowstherate of fill placement to be adjusted in such away that the
potential for slope failure is minimized. The following description of construction
monitoring was presented by Delta Wetlands at the October 2000 water right hearing
(Exhibit DW-95).

[C]onstruction monitoring allows the designer to check that the intent of the
final design is properly incorporated into the constructed works. Where
conditions may vary from those shown on project plans and fina design
documents, the levees can be modified to ensure that a safe and reliable levee
is maintained during and after construction.

[During construction, Delta Wetlands' resident engineer] will check that the
soil conditions encountered during construction are consistent with the
conditions used as the basis of design and check that the contractor is
constructing the improvements according to the project plans. [The resident
engineer] will observe and provide appropriate testing for fills placed for the
levees, erosion protection systems, cutoff walls, monitoring wells on adjacent
islands, interceptor wells, and borrow areas. Engineering technicians will
monitor fill placement and check therelative compaction of fills. [Datawill be
collected] from instrumentation placed within fill and monitoring wells.
During installation of interceptor wells, [Delta Wetlands] will e-log the bores
and check gradations of sand from the drill cuttingsto [refinethe final designs
for] screened interval(s), slot size(s), and filter pack gradation. Engineerswill
provide oversight for the various construction elements, attend meetings,
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provide input for the contractors, respond to submittals, and write letters and
reports regarding construction activities.

The construction monitoring will include checking that thefill placement isnot
overstressing the levee and peat foundation. The levees will be monitored
during filling operations to check for signs of distress such as cracking or
slumping. Inadditionto thevisual observation, [DeltaWetlandswill monitor]
the rate of pore pressure dissipation and strength gain in the peat soil. This
information will provide a check on the results of the stability analyses. If the
pore pressure measurements and other monitoring indicate that the peat is not
gaining strength as rapidly as anticipated, the construction sequence [would]
be modified.

Additionally, the protest dismissal agreement between Delta Wetlands and EBMUD
establishes a Design Review Board. The duties of the Design Review Board include
reviewing plans and specifications for levee designs, reviewing construction monitoring
results, and confirming that the project design and implementation meets the design

objectives.
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Com m U n Ity Contra gzgnr;irmyagerxlgrcn:nt Director
Development Letter R7
Department |

County Administration Building
651 Pine Street

4th Floor, North Wing

Martinez, California 94553-0095

Phone:

State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Rights

Attn: Jim Sutton

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 July 26, 2000

Dear Mr. Sutton:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revised draft Environmental Impact
Report/Statement for the Delta Wetlands Project. ‘We are in receipt of the revised draft,
and have reviewed the subject areas contained in the document for which additional
information has been developed.

The County has submitted a number of questions regarding the Delta Wetlands Project at
the time the draft Environmental Impact Report/Statements were circulated, in 1990 and
again in 1995. Some subject areas have been addressed as part of the additional .
information provided in the recently revised draft, but a great number of comments made
during earlier years remain unanswered. We assume prior comments will be addressed
as part of the final document. R7-1

The information provided in the revised draft document does not fully address the
questions raised by the County in our letter to the State Water Resources Control Board
dated July 22, 1997 (attached), regarding the Water Rights Decision for the Project.
Therefore the County submits the comments contained in the attached letter to you at this
time, to ensure response as part of the final environmental document.

If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (925) 335-1226.

Sincerely,

/ﬁ’ﬁiyﬁ ff/ﬂb/ﬂ’vuf/—‘

Roberta Goulart
Principal Planner

4-84
Office Hours Monday - Friday: 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Office is closed the 1st, 3rd & 5th Fridays of each month


Susan Davis
Letter R7

Susan Davis
R7-1

Susan Davis
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The Board of Supervisors

County Administration Building
651 Pine Street, Room 106
Martinez, California 94553-1293
Jim Rogers, 15t District

Gayle B. Uilkema, 2rxd District

Donna Gerber, 3rd District

Mark DeSaulnler, 4th District

Joe Canciamiila, Sth District

Mr, Walt Pettit, Executive Director

State Water Resources Control Board

Paul R. Bonderson Building
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  Water Rights Decision on the Delta Wétlands Project

Dear Mr. Pettit:

Phil Batchelor

Clork ot the Board

County Admmlamnr
46 (510) 335-1500

fe-v-.

/f

{
\r’

4K

July 22, 1997

The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors has authonzed this letter to urge that any decision
to grant water rights to the Delta Wetlands Project ensure that the drinking water supply of County
residents is fully protected and that the fish and other aquatic resources of the Delta are maintained.
Current plans for operating the Delta Wetlands Project provide no such assurance. Potential negative
impacts include the following:

Delta Wetlands diversions could aggravate the salinity intrusion problem in the Delta at
some times of the year, degrading drinking water quality for hundreds of thousands of
County residents and harming fish.

The X2 salinity requirement for the Delta Wetlands PI‘O_] ect under the federal biolo gical
opinion is less restrictive than the salinity requirement for the Los Vaqueros Reservoir
diversions, even though the Los Vaqueros water right would be more senior. As a result,
operation of the Delta Wetlands Project could limit or even prevent diversions to Los
Vaqueros at times when such diversions would otherwise be allowed.

Releases of water from the Delta Wetlands Project could harm water quality for municipal -

drinking water and fish by leaching excess amounts of organic carbons from the peat soils,
by concentrating salts via evaporation, and by increasing water temperatures.
The timing of Delta Wetlands operations could create problems by diverting water during

periods of low water quality and releasing this stored water when water quality in the Delta
is relatively better.

The State Water Resources Control Board should address these negative impacts by including
protections for drinking water and fish in any water rights permit that is issued for this project.
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Mr. Walt Pettit
July 22, 1997
_Page Two

Specifically, the County recommends that any permit be linked to: 1) an X2 requirement for
diversions that is more stringent than that for the Los Vaqueros Project; 2) a prohibition on Delta
Wetlands discharges when water quality in the project is lower than that in the Delta; and 3) 2
general condition that the Delta Wetlands Project will not harm Contra Costa Water District or any
other water diverter in the County with more senior water rights.

Thank you for accepting the comments of Contra Costa County on this issue. If you have any
questions about this letter, please feel free to call Jobn Kopchik at (510) 335-1227.

Sincerely,
Mark DeSaulnier

Chair, Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors
Ex-officio Chair, Contra Costa County Water Agency

MDDk
H:\\jkope-old\dwswrhj7.let

4-86

R7-2
cont'd


Susan Davis
R7-2
cont'd

Susan Davis


Alan Barnard
4-86


CommUﬂlty Contra Harvey E. Bragdon

Development
Department

County Administration Building
651 Fine Street
4th Floor, North Wing

Phone:

O
. ,‘,::,\“»,"-:‘-
Martinez, California 94553-0095 e \
Vs

(510) 646-2034 December 21, 1995

State Water Resources Control Board .

Division of Water Rights L oo

Attention: Jim Sutton IRTE

P.0O. Box 2000 : W
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Dear Mr. Sutton,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report and
Environmental Impact Statement for the Delta Wetlands Project. Generally, the report

" is exhaustingly thorough. There are, however, a range of issues which are of concern to

the County and to which we need responses.

First, as a statement, we recognize that NEPA requires consideration of a range of
alternatives to be discussed throughout the EIR/EIS. However, the Habitat Management
Plan (HMP) in the appendices and the thrust of the body of the EIR all imply that
Alternative 3 is not really viable in terms of mitigation of project impacts. We could
spend considerable effort commenting on that altemative but have chosen not to, given
our belief that for that alternative to be chosen additional environmental review would
be required. It does not provide mitigations for on-site habitat issues. No off-site
solutions are proposed. Given County, State and Federal regulations and policies, the
document would need substantial augmentation and recirculation for the selection of
Altemative 3. We feel Alternative 1 and 2 effectively cover the worst case scenarios to
be considered. ‘
Second, it would be impossible for the reader not to be aware of the amount of effort and
creativity put forth in the development of the proposal. The amount of technical work
necessary to analyze this complex project, and the cooperation of the applicant and State
and Federal Agencies to bring the document to this point in the process, is obvious.
Staff and consultants should be commended for their efforts to date.

Now to specifics on the Draft document. ' Page 3D-5 discusses the Delta Flood

Protection Act of 1988. It indicates in the second paragraph that it authorized $12
million annually through 1998-1999. Should that read 1988-19997 At the end of this
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State Water Resources Control Board
Mr. Jim Sutton

December 21, 1995

-Page 2-

paragraph it states “under the Delta Flood Protection Act, no project receiving funding
from the act can result in a net long-term loss of riparian, fishery, or wildlife habitat, and
a DFG finding to that effect must be issued before funds are disbursed.” Have any of the
four islands in this application received funds under this act? What assurances have
been given to DFG and how does this project effect those assurances?

The role of Local Reclamation Districts is discussed on page 3D-6. If the project is
approved as applied for, 3 of the 4 islands will be wholly owned by Delta Wetlands. The
project description implies that Delta Wetlands will be responsible for levee repair and
maintenance (as does the HMP in the Appendices). What will be the role of the

Redlamation Districts relative to the project? Will the 3 wholly owned islands be
maintained by Delta Wetlands and the Reclamation Districts be obsolete and be

abolished? There may be some merit for abolition of these districts if the islands are
wholly owned by a private corporation. The discussion on Financing the Levee System
on page 3D-19 is not clear in this regard. That section states that “the cost of
reclamation would be much Jower than in the use of existing Delta levees because much
(emphasized) of the routine maintenance would not fall within State and Federal cost-
sharing programs”. Specifically, what State and Federal funds are still proposed to be
utilized for maintenance? Given the economic analysis found in the EIR, why should
any State or Federal funds continue to be needed for levee maintenance and repair?
Shouldn’t all obligations be transferred to Delta Wetlands except for Holland Tract,
(which they won’t wholly control)? Since this is listed as a beneficial impact, the final
document should clarify any government levee maintenance subsidy that would still
accrue to the project. In case of a levee failure, will State and Federal funding (subsidy)
be allowed?

Page 3E-2 under Webb Tract references the Delta Ferry Authority. It indicates that this
authority is jointly funded by Contra Costa County, the Webb Tract Reclamation
District and the Bradford Island Reclamation District. That was an interim financial
arrangement. The County is no longer funding the ferry services. The County still
collects local funds through a County sexvice area for this service; about $15,000/year.
It is transfexred to the ferry operator. The impact of this project on the existing ferry
service is discussed on page 3E-6 and that anticipates a decline in usage. If that’s true,
then the project raises the issue of the viability of the continuance of the ferry service.
Delta Wetlands may need to subsidize the service to keep it viable. Without the ferry
service, the recreational facilities on Webb Tract would probably be infeasible. Having
Delta Wetlands subsidize the ferry service should be made a mitigation measure for the
project. Impact E-2 needs to be revisited to assure additional ferry operational funding.
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State Water Resources Control Board
Mr. Jim Sutton

December 21, 1995

-Page 3-

The discussion on page 3E-2 indicates that the County in 1993 “abandoned those
sections of Holland Tract Road on the west and east perimeter levees past the locked

gates”. That was done in response to a request of the reclamation district for these -
vacations. The last time staff visited the perimeter roads on the west and east levees, -
they were not passable to passenger vehicles, however, trucks and four wheel drive -

vehicles could utilize those roads. If the recreational facilities are to be approved by the
County, improved road access to all the recreation fadlities will be required. The
roadways will be private driveways and will need to be maintained by either the
reclamation district or the owner of the recreation facilities. This should be made a
mitigation measure in the Final EIR. -

Mitigation Measure E-4 on page 3E-11, dealing with private security services, is essential
if the recreation component is to be developed.

The discussion of providing fire district services to the recreation facilities on Webb
Tract is casually mentioned in Mitigation Measure E-5 on page 3E-11. While
procedurally, this mitigation measure is correct, there may be impacts associated with
placing this island into a fire district. The Bethel Island Fire Protection District is the
nearest district; and it is largely a volunteer fire protection district. Such a district relies
on local residents to serve as volunteers and to man the fire equipment. The project
description does not indicate if there will be caretakers and/or permanent staff associated
with recreational facilities. It does not indicate if Delta Wetlands employees will be
largely day workers or if 24 hour a day coverage will be prowdcd Such employees could
form the basis of a volunteer district staff.

 Unfortunately, the response time for fire equipment and manpower to arrive by boat
from Bethel Island would be long. On island fire fighting capability would be desirable
should the recreation facilities proceed. Mitigation Measure E-6 should be strengthened
to require Jocal fire fighting capability to serve the proposed recreational facilities (rather
than just annexation to a district). Districts, per se, don’t fight fires, manpower and
equipment does. The island roads will need to be improved to handle fire equipment.

The discussion of water, sewage and solid waste facilities to serve the recreational
facilities is very generalized and merely indicates the need to meet County requirements.
The Mitigation Measures E-7, E-10 and E-12 just require obtaining appropriate local and

state permits for recreational facility services and utilities. This lack of specificity may |

require supplemental environmental analysjs.

4-89

R7-3

cont'd


Susan Davis


Susan Davis
R7-3
cont'd

Alan Barnard
4-89


State Water Resources Control Board
Mr. Jim Sutton

December 21, 1995
-Page 4-

On page 3F-15 Mitigation Measure F-1 requires providing information to USFWS and
DEG on fish habitat. The information called for would be helpful to the Counties in
consideration of the permits for location of the recreational facilities. A sentence should
be added to this mitigation measure which requires this material to be submitted to the
Counties when considering the recreational facilities and urging coordination of that
review with USFWS and DFG.

On page 31-12 under Webb Tract, it indicates “the clubhouse on the eastern tip of the
island is sited above the proposed high water level and could remain onsite”. Could this
be converted to one of the proposed recreation facilities by Delta Wetlands or are they
asking for the other new facilities plus this existing one? The project description Figure
2.3 does not show this existing clubhouse. If it is to remain, does this change the project
description? Are there added impacts, e.g;, traffic, if it continues to exist?

On page 31-12, there is a discussion of the Williamson Act Contract on Webb Tract and
that County staff has determined the water component to be consistent with the current
Williamson Act. ‘While that is correct, it would be desirable for the applicant to notify
the County of his intent to non-renew this contract and the issue of Williamson Act
status will resolve itself over time.

On page 3112, it discusses Contra Costa County staff’s view that for the proposed level

of recreation facilities will require rezoning to Planned Unit Distxict. The same
discussion takes place on page 31-13 dealing with Holland Tract. If these areas aren’t to
be rezoned then land use permits will be required. Unfortunately Table 4-1 in Chapter
4 Permit and Environmenta! Review and Consultation Requirements, fails to list either
rezoning or land use permits. Those concepts should be added to Table 4-1. Health
Department permits for water and sewage issues should also be added to that table,
consistent with prior EIR text.

Page 31-2 correctly indicates that the Contra Costa County General Plan contains
policies which urge the preservation of prime agricultural soils. The County General Plan
defines prime agricultural soils as Class I and II soils; it does not utilize the NRCS
system. Holland Island and Webb Tract are almost exclusively Class III and IV soils.
Consequently, the discussion on page 31-14 on the conflict with our prime agricultural
soils policies in the County General Plan misses the marlc

Page 31-6 under Holland Tract, states that Veale Tract is within the Urban Limit Line
(ULL) and so development is likely to occur within the next 20 years. This statement
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is incorrect. - Being inside the ULL would allow consideration of a general plan

amendment from agricultural to urban use, not a presumption that such change could
occur.

Page 3L-11 discusses barge traffic to import rock to the project sites for levee
stabilization. No source(s) of rock is identified. Importing rock will affect truck trips.
No loading points for the barges are identified. Truck trips will affect road capacity.
More importantly, if they travel on rural delta roads they could cause substantial impacts
to the structural integrity of these roads. The Final EIR needs to identify the probability
of truck traffic on specific roads for rock and other construction materials. This
discussion needs to be coordinated with the Public Works Departments of the affected
counties. Adequate mitigation needs to be suggested in the Final EIR; that could include
resurfacing or roads to withstand the wear and tear of the truck traffic.

On more general issues, there is a recommendation in the DEIR for a $2/acre foot
Fishery Enhancement Fund. Will the use of this money be restricted to studies and
programs for the Bay Delta System? They should be. Could the mitigation measure be
modified to insure notification of the Contra Costa County Water Agency when
meetings are held to discuss use of these funds? The use of these funds should be
restricted to Bay Delta projects and not be used to cover staff operational costs. A
mitigation measure should provide for such limitations. |

Proposed Delta Wetlands project operations could result in lower water quality in some

instances, impacting Contra Costa Water District drinking water intakes at Rock Slough

and Old River. In particular, it is not clear how project operations could affect CCWD’s
ability to fill the Los Vaqueror Reservoir. How will project operations affect the ability
to fill the Los Vaqueror Reservoir with higher quality water? '

It is not clear how Delta Wetland reservoir filling could occur during below normal and
dry water years. What are the effects of reduced reservoir filling versus a full reservoir
scenario? If no filling occurs in the absence of surplus flows, how will the reservoir
islands be managed?

Despite the significant degree of evaluation contained throughout Chapter 3 of the draft
EIR/EIS and appendices, questions and concerns remain relative to water quality
impacts, given the wide range of conditions found over time in a very complex and little-
understood Delta system. In addition, the effects on fish due to reduction of outflow
and resultant change in flow patterns remains unclear. Models, although helpful in
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gauging general change, do not provide a great degree of certainty, given the wide range
of varying, complex conditions found in the Delta. For these reasons, Contra Costa
County requests that a detailed, ongoing monitoring program be instituted to allow
continued specified assessment of these important issues and their impacts, should this
project be implemented. This could have an added benefit in continued assessment as
to this project’s potential for impacts relative to other water rights, (determined not to
be significant, as described on page 3A-1 1). '

The DEIR does not discuss the greenhouse effect and its potential impacts on this
project. While the impacts of the concept are sharply debated, the concept that there
is something climatically going on that seems to be scientifically defensible. This could
effect Jevee height requirements, etc. Some discussion of this problem would appear
mandatory.

No site specifics are presently included on the proposed recreational facilities. The
document did not include any information on if the hunting facilities as proposed, are
marketable. Nor did it describe the organization structure. Will they be for individual
clubs or will Delta Wetlands manage them as a unit? While a schematic is included in
an appendix on what a typical recreation facility design might look like, no interior
design or elevations are provided. The exact location of the facilities are not identified.
The road improvements necessary to serve the facilities will need to be identified. All
these items will be needed by the counties for consideration of the recreational facilities.
If Delta Wetlands intends to permit these over time and not ll at once (or build them
over time), follow-up environmental documentation may be needed. The Final EIR
should set the stage for subsequent environmental documents.

As is clear from the prior comments, most of our concemns focus on the proposed
recreational facilities for which the County will be a permitting agency. The Final EIR
will be adequate to consider the larger issues behind the Delta Wetlands project. It may,
however, need to be supplemented for County consideration of the recreation fadilities.

The EIR/EIS does not appear to discuss inclusion of public access onto these islands.
The recreation component should include some public access points, and these areas
should be included in environmental review of the project.

As a last comment, the Habitat Management Plan (Appendix C-3) appears to be
complete and workable. The hunting component, however, will be dependant on the
ability to approve the recreation facilities. That won’t be known until after the lead
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State and Federal Agencies make determinations on the water storage concepts. R7.3

If you have any questions on these comments, feel free to call Jim Cutler at (510) 646- contd

2034 or Roberta Goulart at (510) 646-2071.

Sincerely yours,

Rt W{/

Jim Cutler
Assistant Director,
Comprehensive Planning

TWC:dsb

JTWC199 Mdrb\deltawet.elc
cdiandocdeltawet jo
RRG4:sutton, lte
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646-2071

Phone:

April 30, 1991

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

801 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95816

RE: DELTA WETLANDS DRAFT ENVIRONMENTA]_._ IMPACT REPORT

In addition to comments previously submitted, Contra Costa County offers the following
comments pertaining to the Delta Wetlands draft environmental impact report.

1.

Potential impacts of this project, DWR’s North and South Delta Water Management
Plans, the Los Bafios Grandes Reservoir and the Los Vaqueros project have serious
cumulative implications to the water quality, fisheries, supply and export scenarios,
and need to be examined in greater detail. ‘

The fact that the proposed Delta Wetlands Project operations would resuitin decreased
outflows during part of the year, is a cause for concern, especially during the dry water

- year. We understand that no reservoir filling would take place during the critically dry

year. What are the impacts of decreased outflow resulting from this project, coupled
with the DWR'’s Delta Water Management Plans, and the Los Vaqueros Reservoir when
this project becomes operational? What are the impacts to fish and wildlife resources
during the dry water year, on a cumulative basis? '

Also, by making additional water available during the summer months for exportaticn,
the.Deiza w.etiag_c_lg_f_l_aleﬁt may allow changes in_operation of the Statg and Federal
projects which could incredseimpacts to fishery resources and water quality. For these
reasons it is important to include detailed cumulative impact assessments as part of
the environmental review process. :

The possibility of a reduced reservoir filling scenario should be included for at least the
dry water year and below normal year, and considered for the normal water year as
part of the environmental review process. Minimum flow standards should be set prior
to pumping operations, and a reduced period of reservoir filling should be established
as part of this project in dry and below normal water years. '

been set. Some discussion of effects of revised standards on the project should be
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included in the EIR/EIS, as new standards could significantly revise the extent or
degree of impacts described.

In addition, the impact ‘of increased exports needs to be sxamined in greater detail.
How would these exports dovetail with SWP and CVP operations?

The EIR/EIS discusses various components of water quality as regards the proposed
project operations. The EIR/EIS states that an increase in compounds with
trihalomethane formation potential would result from water storage operations. How
would this affect the Contra Costa Water- District intake at Rock Slough, especially
from discharges at Holland Tract? ' ' :

The EIR/EIS states (p 3C-112) that island discharges and their effects will be
evaluated. The effects of discharges, {both direct and indirect) need to be evaluated
as part of the EIR/EIS to the extent possible. In addition, a mitigation/monitoring plan
should be included to dea! with impacts which could cccur.

The EIR/EIS should address an alternative whereby less than four islands are flooded.
Given the many complex issues associated with the proposed project, flooding of one
(or two) islands could take place initially, in order to assess impacts and target problem
areas on a smaller scale. Wse understand that the four islands each have
characteristics which make them unique. However, there is much information {such
as impacts to water quality, circulation, discharges, fisheries, wildiife, levee stability
and seepage) which could further refine and compliment existing data as well as
mitigation/monitoring pregrams, which also need to be included.

A Eomprehensive seepage control program {which includes monitoring, mitigation and
bond) should be finalized and included as part of the EIR/EIS process. We understand

.that due to interior grading of islands, some potential exists for movement of water

through sand lenses to adjacent islands. We also understand that much work has been
done on this issue, and would like to see this reflected in the report.

In addition, a program for leves stability and maintenance needs to be identified, which
also includes a monitoring/mitigation/bond program. The EIR/EIS states that levees
would not be constructed prior to flooding of the islands. Erosion of proposed 10:1
slopes will require maintenance. Responsibility needs to be outlined in the event of
levee failure.

Funding for levee rehabilitation as part of the Delta Wetlands Project should not come
from sources designated through SB 34, the Delta Flood Protection Act. The nature
of the project, coupled with the tremendous levee restructuring required, make this
project an unfavorable candidate for use of public funds. The EIR/EIS should discuss
this issue.

The EIR/EIS states that no public access will be allowed on the islands, except for the
possibility of pre-arranged tours. We feel some public access points should be included
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10.

Date: April 30, 1991

as part of this project. The County may requira some type of public access as part of
the permit process, therefore' we recommend that it be included as part of the EIR/EIS.

The Delta smelt is a candidate for listing as threatened or endangered by the U.S. Fish -

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the California Department of Fish and Game {CDFG).
The Delta Wetlands Project proposes to divert water during February-April when eggs
and larvae are present in the project area and are unscreenable. The EIR/EIS statss
that entrainment of Delta smelt eggs and larvae, given their present status, could
significantly affect the population (p. 3F-28). The project proponents propose to
monitor project diversions for Delta smelt and halt diversions if detacted {p. 4-17). We
concur with this proposal, however, the EIR/EIS lacks detailed information discussing
how sampling will be conducted. This information is needed to determine if sampling
is adequate to protect the population. Given that eggs and larvae are unscreenable,
we believe that diversion of water should not take place when they are likely to be
entrained, consequently, monitoring is very important. Diversion of water must not
occur when Delta smelt eggs and larvae are present. Please include mora information

on sampling as part of this EIR process.

The project proponent proposes to "halt” diversions if Delta smelt larvae are present
and to "avoid™ diversions during March angd April if it is determined at the water rights
hearing that diverse impacts to winter-run smolt outmigration is significant (p. 4-17).
Wae agree that diversions should be halted when necessary to protect Delta smelt and
winter-run salmon. However, no clarification of the winter-run mitigation measure is
given in the document (see p. 3F-42). We also do not think "avoid” is a reasonable
term to be included in a water rights permit to protect winter-run salmon. When the
impact of diversion or exportation to winter-run salmon is apparent, then water
diversion or export should not be allowed; furthermore, it should not be up to the
project proponents discretion on whether or not they can divert.

There are no mitigation measures proposed for impacts to any fish species or fife stage
impacted at the State and Federal pumping plants due to the sale and exportation of
Delta Wetlands water or to incremental impacts to most fish species directly impacted
by operation of the Delta Wetlands project. The EIR/EIS frequently identifies small
incremental impacts to most all fish species discussed, i.e., entrainment impacts on
striped bass (p. 3F-28), increased predation on juvenile chinook salmon (p. 3F-32),
increase movement of San Joaquin salmon smolt towards the CVP and SWP pumps

{p. 3F-33), additional impacts to fall chinook salmon (p. 3F-33), increased impacts to v

chinook salmon due to 2F increase in temperature of released water {3F-37), impacts
to spawning American shad {p. 3F-39), entrainment of Sacramento split-tail arvae and
juveniles and white catfish (p. 3F-39). However, there are no mitigation measures
proposed for these impacts.

In addition, the EIR/EIS states that impacts will occur to "Other Bay Species™ and

"other Delta Species”, but states that impacts cannot be determined with available
information. The EIR/EIS identifies potential impacts of reduced Delta outflow, which
include reduced recruitment of marine species that rely on estuarine circulation to
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11.

12.

13.

14,

distribute eggs and larvae, increased exposure to toxics caused by increased water
residence time, and reduced habitat, temporarily and spatially, because of the more
landward positioning of the null zone caused by lower Delta outflows (P. 3F-34), Ws
request that these species be identified. In addition, no mitigation measures are
proposed for these impacts.

Will you require an impact assessment at the State and/or Federal pumping plants for
fishery impacts due to the additional water made availabie by the Delta Wetlands
Project and that mitigation measures be proposed for those losses? Will other losses
identified above be mitigated?

The EIR/EIS states that unscreenable striped bass eggs and larvae occur, sometimes
in high numbers, during the month of April {p. 3F-27). Delta Wetlands has applied to
divert water through April, although they indicate diversion in April would only occur
in 1-2% of the years. We do not believe diversion should be allowed during April
unless the project proponents demonstrate no impact to striped bass eggs and larvae.

To this end, we reguest that detailed monitoring activities should be included in this
EiR. |

The EIR/EIS claims that several million stripéd bass eggs and larvae could potentizlly
be saved under the proposed project because agricultural diversions {several TAF)
would be eliminated (p. 3F-35). We do not agree with this assessment because the
impact to striped bass eggs and larvae would still occur and would be greater than
existing conditions; the impact would be shifted from the agricuitural diversions
(several TAF) to impacts associated with increased exportations {312 TAF) at the
State and/or Federal pumps. In either case, we believe that monitoring should be
required to demonstrate the actual level of impact. Will you require monitoring and
mitigation for losses?

The EIR/EIS proposes to negotiate with CDFG details of fish screen design
characteristics such as approach velocity, mesh size, flow uniformity, and cleaning
frequency to ensure effective operation {p. 2-20). Delta Wetlands should not be
approved unless these details are worked out in advance; it should not be assumed
that screening and monitoring requirements can be worked out after the project is
permitted. Mdnitoring criteria should be identified, agreed upon by CDFG and other
resource agencies, and should be required during all years to ensure protection of
fishery resources. Will you require these details to be worked out before the project
is permitted? :

In addition, the EIR/EIS indicates that the fish screens proposed by the project
proponent will only protect some fish species and life stages {p. 3F-27). The EIR/EIS
lacks specific information on which species and life stages that will or will not be
protected. Please include this information in the EIR/EIS.

On paga- 2-23, the project proponents propose to design the screens with a2 5.0 fps

initial approach velocity. The EIR/EIS states (p. 3F-9) that the preferred approach
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15.

186.

17.

18.

10.

Date: April 30, 1891

velocity to screens is 3.0 to 3.5 fps. High approach velocities will make it harder for
many fish species and life stages to avoid entrainment and impingement. We request
that approach velecities be required to be designed below this range, and kept no

higher then the preferred range during operation to ensure impacts are kept to a-

minimum.

Also, were project filling rates based on 5 fps intake velocities? If so, will you re-
estimate filling times based on the lower intake velocities?

Delta Wetlands proposes to relaase stored water for probable exportation during May-
July but the water rights application alsoc asks to release in August {p. S-3). For the
proposes of impact assessment only the May-July pericd was considered. Impact
assessment should correspond directly with the period for diversion and release of

water in the water rights permit, not with the time period currently proposed by Delta
Wetlands. f water rights were granted through August, then Delta Wetlands couid
release all or most of the water in that month. However, this scenario was not
considered. The EIR/E!S indicates that no impacts will occur in August {p. 3F-41). Is
that because the project proponents don’t anticipate on releasing water then? We
believe that many of the impacts occurring during May-July releases could occur in
August. Will you require an analysis of August releases? This requirement would not
be necessary if the water rights application eliminated August for releasing water.

CDFG has identified the summer months as an undesirable period for water export {for |

exiting water export projects) due to impacts to fisheries and has held meetings with
DWR to reduce summer exports. The Delta Wetlands Project, however, would make
additional water available during summer for exportatlon and would increase lmpacts

at the Sfate or Federal pumps over exnstmg condltlons This proposed ‘opération’

appears contrary to current efforts of CDFG. Some discussion of this issue shouid be
inciuded in the EIR/EIS.

~

CDFG has indicated that high flows during the winter through the Bay/Delta result in
larger populations of Bay shrimp and that during fow outflow, populations are smaller.
Bay shrimp have a one-year life cycle and are an important food item for many fish
species in the Bay/Delta. The EIR/EIS did not address the impacts of diverting winter

water from the Bay/Delta on this resource. Impacts to the Bay shrimp should be
examined as part of this EIR. ‘

The survey method$ as described on page 3H-4 of the DEIR are ‘incomplete in

determination of nesting values during nestlng perlods Nest density values cannot be
evaluated from stat;onary sites.

The Eastern side of Webb Tract Island was not available for habitat evaluation (see
page 3H-14, Para. 2), The habitat values on that side of the island are not comparable
to any other sites on the island, as there was no other areas being managed
specifically for wildlife and farming compatibility. Further, wildlife vaiues and wildlife

use cannot be determined by aerial surveys.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

The HEP team did not include waterfow! species in modeling that are year round and
indigenous species to the DWP. Nor were these species’ nesting needs and values
adequately considered. The nesting needs and habitat values required by the Mallard,
Gadwell, Teal, Wood Duck, Short-eared Owl, Marsh Hark, and Ringneck Pheasant ara
all year-round species and were not adequately studied or valued. Subsequent studies
are needed! The nesting studies conducted by the Department of Fish and Game and
the California Waterfow} Asscciation at Grizzly island Wiidlife Area, should be used as
a minimum base line when considering the nesting value and potential of the four
Project Islands. How will mitigation for these species be determined? Where, when
and how will mitigation for these less be replaced? Will in-kind ecological
environments be re-established?

Page 2-7 of the HEP Report states that major assumptions were made by the HEF
team regarding DWP operation and long-term impact/effect on habitat conditions for
wildlife. What percent of total project impact was tested on test sites? Does this
percentage equal appropriate evaluation procedures for a project of such magnitude?
Should a project of this magnitude be based on any assumptions? Who will assume
liability if assumption are wrong? Will bonding be required? If so, how much of a
bond will be required? ‘

How will the early watering of the Project Islands be. managed to ensure the prevention
of botulism outbreaks? '

Pages 2-27 through 2-29 of the HEP Report pointed out that the HEP team could not
agree on HIS/food values for waterfowl. The HEP team failed to collect any waterfowl
craw samples to empirically determine the actual foods being consumed by waterfow!
during any time of the HEP study. Therefore, all findings concerning waterfowl food
values zre supposition and assumption on the part of the HEP team. If the major
concern of the HEP seems to stem around the loss of iate winter food for Tundra
swan, and White-fronted goose, shouldn’t the HEP team have taken samples of craw
contents during study periods of January through May?

The HEP identified food values for waterfowl. These values focused on comn as a

. significant food factor to provide winter food supplies for these species. The value

was based on the corn availability. Other food values incidental to agricultural/crops
li.e., root fibers, grasses, insects, etc.) need to be identified, and valued as to each
species in their overall wintering needs. The HEP's Biclogical review did not
adequately evzluate or identify subsidiary food values for wildlife of other habitats on
the Project Islands.

On pages 2:9 and 2-30 of the HEP Report there is a discussion regarding habitat/food
availability for waterfowl use at given water depth. In these discussions, food is
presumed to be at the canopy levels of vegetation instead of at the bottom of pond.
It is reasonable to assume that most seed will be knocked to the bottom by flooding

. and wind/wave action. Therefore, equations used to evaluate food availability during

inundated condition should be from water surfaces to pond bottom.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Date: April 30, 1991

A significant number of upland species will be displaced and lost due to project
flooding. The mitigation of this problem as stated in the DEIR does not adequately
address this problem. In addition, the diversity, breadth and distribution of varying
ecological systems and their extremely important edge zones, ars not adequately
valued as a ecological gestalt as it inter-related to adjacent environmental needs. The
broad and varied distribution of riparian woodland, riparian scrub, emergent wetlands,
wetlands, ponds, upland, and croplands, are not valued. Will the project plan for

mitigation of riparian and wetland habitat edge zones provided like/in-kind adjacent
habitat values as pre-project provided?

.Will nesting habitat mitigation provide more or less predator nest predation due to

concentration and configuration of mitigation measures proposed on North Bouldin and
the levees of other Project Islands?

Mitigation for habitat/wildlife losses should occur concurrently during the construction |
“phases of the project. If not, a value of loss that will result during the lapse of time

from beginning of project to completion of mitigation should be identified and provided
for over and above the agreed upon base-line losses so that thers shall be no overall

" netloss. In addition, if mitigation does not occur concurrently, then an appropriate”

bond for projected mitigation costs should be posted by project owners.

There should be a rigorous review addressing the cumulative environmental Delta
impact of all water-related projects in the region. Specifically the cumulative impact
of the DWR's projects {LOS BANOS GRANDES, SOUTH DELTA WATER
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, WEST DELTA AND NORTH DELTA PROGRAMS) THE
DELTA WETLANDS PROJECT AND LOS VAQUEROS RESERVOIR.

Mitigation for all habitat/wildlife losses occurring within Contra Costa County, as part

of this project, should be mitigated within Contra Costa County. The County may

require in-County mitigation as part of the permit process if appropriate, therefore, we
recommend that it be included in the EIR/EIS.

if you should have any questions, please contact Roberta Goulart of our staff at {(415)
646-2071.

Sincerely yours,

RG:gms
wa:DeltaWet.EIR
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R ]
Harvey E, Bragdon

(415) 646-2035

April 15, 1991

California Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights
901 P Strect

Sacramento, CA 95816

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Section

650 Capital Mall

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Gentlemen:

 Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR!EIS on the Delta Wetlands Project. The

documents provide an extensive range of information on this project. None-the-less there are
questions which we feel need to be responded to in the Final document.

One area of concern deals with the Jocal road circulation patterns. As indicated on page 3E-7

the Contra Costa County currently maintains Holland Tract Road which wraps around 3 sides
of that island. | o ' '

Reclamation District #2025 has requested that the County vacate it’s interests in that Holland
Tract Road to that District on both the western and eastern perimeter of the island northerly of
the two marinas. Some time in 1991 the County shall consider this request. The Final EIR
needs to examine what impact, if any, the vacation of this land would have on the proposed
project. This is directly relevant to the issue of eliminating the public’s right to use the roads
and to fish off adjacent lands. ' '

A similar area of concern is how this project might affect the financing of the ferry boat serﬁce
to Bradford and Webb Tracts. Will the Delta Wetlands Project enhance or reduce the vizbility

of the ferry boat service. Will the recreational users offset the loss of agricultural passengers

and cargo that finance the ferry boat services.
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A major area which requires expansion is the discussiofi of the hunting preserves. The draft EIR
meticulously analyzes the impacts the operation of water related aspects of the project, however
if fails to provide as much detail to the hunting and water related sports aspects of the project.
How important ate the hunting presérve facilities to the project viability? Can it succeed without
all or some of the hunting clubhouses?

How will the hunting preserves receive potable water? If deep wells are to be the source of
water, how will that effect subsidence? How will they handle sewage effluent? According to
our understanding of Regional Water Quality Control rules, a public agency will be required to
operate the sewage treatment facilities. What agencies are proposed to handle this functions in
Contra Costa County? Is this a Jegitimate function which can be undertaken by the Reclamation
Districts for each istand? It can be anticipated that sphere of influence changes and annexations
may be needed which are not discussed in the DEIR. Since the answers to these questions may

affect agencies which aren’t reviewers of this EIR e.g. the LAFCO’s of each County or water

and sewer agencies, will supplemental environment documents be prepared on the issue of
providing facilities to the hunting preserve clubhouses?

On page 3I-23 the Draft EIR raises the issue whether reservoirs are consistent with the uses
allowed in-the existing County agricultural zoning districts. In previous discussions with the
project applicant, County staff had expressed the opinjon that the correct approach for the
County to consider the issues of the hunting preserve facilities and other aspects of County
approval which are reguired, would be for the DW lands to be rezoned to a Planned Unit
Development District. We presume that Table 5-3 is sufficient to cover this concept.

In reviewing the ownership of lands around Holland and Webb Tract, it appears that some
adjacent tule berms may be under the control of the project applicant. 'Will this project cause
any impact on these tule berms, for instance will they be hunted or will ownership of those tule
berm areas transferred to a public agency to insure their long term preservation? This should
be considered as a potential mitigation measure for the wildlife impacts of the project.

The project indicates substantial efforts to ensure levee stability and to attempt to protect
adjacent levees from sespage. There is a concern that this project increase instability to adjacent
islands and that should the project levess fail, that the levees will be repaired to protect adjacent

land areas. No mitigation measure appears to be discussed in the DEIR which would require

rapid repair of breached levees. Measures such as bonding for leves repair in case of faiiure
should be considered. |

Webb and Holland Tracts both abut Franks Tract State Park. Part of Franks Tract park has
been suggested for a wildlife preserve. The Final EIR needs to clarify any anticipated impacts
that the project will have, on that State Park facility.
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On page 36-60 and 36-61, the document points out that hunting club houses are proposed within
200 feet of special status species on both Webb and Holland Tracts. The Final EIR should
clarify if the mitigation measures on page 36-67, first two paragraphs, actually resolve the
problem or if relocation (or elimination) of the clubhouses wouldn’t be more effective mitigation.

Portions of the Delta already have high levels of recreational use, especially boaters. Bethel
Island, the Gateway to the Delta, is located next to Holland Tract. On summer weekends and
holidays boat use in this area is high. Will there be any conflict or competition between their
commercial marinas on Bethel Island and the hunting preserve clubhouse boat ramps?

Upon finalization of the EIR/EIS process, the County looks forward to reviewing the project on
it’s merits. :

Sincerely yours,

James W, Cutler

Assistant Director,
Comprehensive Planning
JWC:cm
ljwecl/calwater.ltr
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Contra Costa County Community Development Department
R7-1.  Seeresponsesto Comment Letter C13.

R7-2. Delta Wetlands Project impacts on fisheries, drinking water quality, and Los Vaqueros
Reservoir operations were addressed in the 2000 REIR/EIS. The change in water quality
attributable to salinity and DOC in water discharged from the Delta Wetlands Project
islands is expected to have minimal biological effects in the Delta and could increase
availability of food for Deltafishes (see page 3F-16 in the 1995 DEIR/EIS [page 3F-17 in
FEISVolume 1]). See responsesto Comment Letter R8 from CCWD regarding impacts
on drinking water quality. See also response to Comment C9-22 for information about
measures that will ensure that Delta Wetlands will not interfere with CCWD'’ s ability to
meet the terms of the Los Vaqueros Project biological opinions.

R7-3.  Seeresponsesto Comment Letter C13.

R7-4. Delta Wetlands originally applied for water rights to store water seasonaly on al four
project islands. The Delta Wetlands Project, as originally proposed, was analyzed in a
DEIR/EIS released in December 1990. Delta Wetlands submitted a revised water right
applicationin August 1993 and revised its project description to propose using two islands
for water storage and two islands to compensate for wetland and wildlife impacts of the
operation of those reservoir islands. Theinformation and analysesin the 1995 DEIR/EIS
supersede the information and analyses contained in the 1990 DEIR/EIS. These letters
(dated April 30, 1991 and April 15, 1991), attached to Contra Costa County Community
Development Department’s submittal to the SWRCB, are comments on the
1990 DEIR/EIS and therefore are no longer applicable to the proposed project.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments

Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
4-104 July 2001
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WATER DISTRICT

A. \\\\\\ CONTRA COSTA

S
- 1331 Concord Avenue
P.0. Box H20
Concord, CA 94524
(925) 688-8000 FAX (925) 688-8122
July 31, 2000
Directors
Joseph L. Campbel
Fresident
James Preti State Water Resources Control Board
es Fretit . e . .
Vice President Division of Water Rights
Flizabeth R, Anello Attn: Jim Sutton
Bette Boatmun
Nable C. Elcenke, D.C. 901 P Street
Walter J, Bishop P.O. Box 2000
General Manager Sacramento, California 95812-2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

Attm: Mike Finan

1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, California 95814-2922

Subject: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement for the Delta Wetlands Project dated May 31, 2000

Dear Mr. Sutton and Mr. Finan:

This letter sets forth the comments of the Contra Costa Water District (“CCWD” or
“District”) on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report and Environmental
Impact Statement (“EIR/EIS™) for the Delta Wetlands Project (“Project”) dated May
31, 2000.

The stated objective of this Revised Draft EIR/EIS is to address outstanding issues
identified subsequent to the release of, and not adequately addressed in, the September
1995 Delta Wetlands Project Draft EIR/EIS, including, but not limited to, adverse
Project impacts on the water supply and water quality of CCWD and other drinking
water utilities using Delta water, as discussed in detail in State Water Resources
Control Board’s (SWRCB) November 25, 1998, letter to Delta Wetlands Properties
(Walt Pettit to Anne Schneider). A subsequent SWRCB letter to Delta Wetlands
Properties (Harry M. Schueller to Anne Schneider, dated July 16, 1999) sets forth the
intended scope of the Revised Draft EIR/EIS and the approaches to be used to address
each one of the outstanding issues: to summarize the issue, identify the new
information and/or analysis, describe the revisions made to the analysis, and present the
recommended changes in impact analyses and mitigation measures “Work Plan™). As
is described more fully below, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to adequately conform
to the Work Plan set forth in the July 16, 1999 letter.
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The District has previously provided extensive comments on many of the outstanding issues
addressed in the May 2000 Revised Draft EIR/EIS, for example in CCWD’s December 20, 1995
comment letter on the September 1995 Draft EIR/EIS (Walter J. Bishop to Jim Sutton, SWRCB,
and Jim Monroe, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) and in CCWD’s exhibits and testimony for the
1997 State Water Resources Control Board Hearing (“Hearing”) on Delta Wetlands Project Water
Rights Applications. These documents are hereby incorporated by reference. Regrettably, many of
the District’s previous comments have again not been addressed in a meaningful manner in the
Revised Draft EIR/EIS.

The May 2000 Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to provide adequate analyses, fails to include
sufficient details to comply with the disclosure purposes of CEQA and NEPA and to facilitate
the purposes of the public review process, which include “sharing expertise, ... checking for
accuracy, detecting omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting counter proposals”
(CEQA Guidelines §15200), and contains significant analytic errors on a number of the
outstanding issues, the effect of which is to grossly underrepresent the environmental
consequences of the proposed project. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS:

1. Fails to adequately assess or disclose the impacts of the Project on CCWD and its customers.
There is already substantial evidence in the record that the proposed Project will result in
unacceptable adverse effects on municipal and industrial water supplies and injure CCWD and
its customers by impairing the beneficial uses of water delivered by CCWD to the 430,000
people living within the District’s service area. Unless adequate mitigation measures are
proposed, adopted, and implemented, there is substantial evidence that the proposed Project
will:

a. Increase salinity at the District's drinking water intakes in many months by significantly
reducing Delta outflow;

b. Increase the concentration of drinking water contaminants by discharging from Project
islands poor quality water with high concentrations of organic carbon, algae, salt, and
possibly other contaminants; .

¢. Increase acute and chronic public health risks caused by higher levels of disinfection by-
products as a result of higher salinity and organic carbon concentration in the District’s
water supply;

d. TImpair the operation and significantly degrade the overall performance and water quality,
emergency reliability, and ecosystem benefits of the District’s recently completed Los
Vaqueros Project;

2. Contains serious methodological errors and does not provide adequate and accurate disclosure
of the Project’s water quality impacts. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS:

a. Significantly underestimates Project impacts at CCWD’s Delta intakes. The Revised Draft

EIR/EIS reports the water quality impacts only as aggregated averages of water quality at

CCWD's diversion points and the State Water Project and Central Valley Project export
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pumps (that is, as a single “export chloride” concentration), even though the Revised Draft
EIR/EIS admits that the water quality and Project impacts at these three geographically
distinet intakes are significantly different;

Uses a salinity simulation model that has unacceptably large errors. The model often under-
predicts salinity at compliance locations at times of high salinity, by as much as 40% of the
measured data. Because the Revised Draft EIR/EIS also improperly uses a significance
criterion that considers Project impacts as large as 20% as less-than-significant (unless the
salinity is within 90% of a water quality standard), Project impacts reported in the Revised
Draft EIR/EIS as less-than-significant would have caused significant degradation and in
some cases considerable exceedance of an apphcable water quality standard;

Underestimates the Project’s impacts on organic carbon concentration at the Delta’s
drinking water supply intakes. As a result, Project 1mpacts on disinfection by-products

leve]l at CCWD’s treatment plants and the resulting increase in public hcalth risk are

significantly underestimated;
Alters an established mathematical model used to estimate Project impacts on total

trihalomethanes formation without a reasoned justification or substantial evidence. This

leads to unverifiable model results of unknown accuracy which cannot be relied upon for
assessing Project impacts;

Fails to even attempt to quantify the Project’s impacts on bromate formation by arbitrarily

dismissing a model that is widely accepted, published in peer-reviewed academic journals,

~ and currently used by the U.S. Environmenta} Protection Agency in developing national

drinking water regulations;

Improperly concludes significant environmental impacts as less-than-significant based on
analyses using grossly inadequate significance criteria and an inaccurate water quality
impact simulation model;

Fails to disclose Project impacts on the District’s Los Vaqueros Project and the District’s
water quality goal of 65 mg/L chloride for delivered water;

Fails to document and justify substantial changes in an established model for predicting
salinity in the Delta. This leads to results and conclusions on Project impacts that are
unreliable and inadequate for disclosing environmental impacts under the California
Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act;

3. Fails to provide adequate and enforceable mitigation measures for identified significant
impacts, including those that have unacceptable adverse impacts on CCWD’s municipal and
industrial water supplies.

Details of these comments are discussed in the Appendices to this letter.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is deficient in numerous respects. The California Environmental
Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act require an EIR/EIS to adequately disclose
all environmental impacts and provide sufficient information on mitigated Project operations. The
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Revised Draft EIR/EIS is legally required to contain detailed mitigation measures to ensure that the
Project does not significantly affect Delta water quality, that the Project does not impair the
beneficial uses to which the water is put, that the Project does not adversely affect the users of the
water supplied by CCWD, that the Project does not cause unacceptable adverse impacts on
municipal and industrial water supplies, and that the Project does not adversely impact the
~ operations of CCWD’s Los Vaqueros Project. To meet these statutory requirements, the District
submits that the Revised Draft EIR/EIS must be revised again to comply with the Work Plan set
forth in the July 16, 1999 letter and to address the comments and disclosure requests discussed in
this letter. The revised document must then be re-circulated for additional review and comment.

The District would welcome an opportunity to discuss its concerns and supply further details on the
technical issues raised in this letter. If you have any questions, please contact me at (925)
688-8187. :

S.incerely,

TRA— 4 DT

[P,

Richard Denton
Water Resources Manager

Appendix A Detailed Comments of the Contra Costa Water District on the Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Delta

Wetlands Project

Appendix B Summary list of additional information that must be included in the Project
EIR/EIS

RAD/KTS/LMH

Delta Wetlands file

cc:  City of Antioch
California Urban Water Agencies
Delta Wetlands Properties
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Appendix A

Detailed Comments of the Contra Costa Water District on the
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
For the Delta Wetlands Project dated May 31, 2000

This Appendix provides detailed discussions of the potential impacts of the proposed Delta
Wetlands Project (“Project”) on the facilities and operations of the Contra Costa Water District
(“CCWD” or “District”) and CCWD’s detailed comments on the Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement (“EIR/EIS”) for the Project dated May 31,
2000. This Appendix is divided into five sections:

I. CCWD's drinking water facilities and operations

II. Project impacts and mitigation measures

. Methodological deficiencies in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS

IV. Deficiencies in the analyses and scope of the Revised Draft EIR/EIS under the pertinent
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq
(“CEQA”) and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §4321 et seg (“NEPA™)

V. Adverse impacts to CCWD caused by increased salinity and concentrations of organic carbon
and other constituents of concern at CCWD’s intakes

Materials in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS are referred to in underlined-italics in the following.

I. CCWD Facilities and Operations

The Contra Costa Water District serves approximately 430,000 people throughout north, central,
and east Contra Costa County. Its clients also include 10 major industries, 36 smaller industries
and businesses, and 50 agricultural users. CCWD operates raw water distribution facilities,
water treatment plants, and treated water distribution facilities. CCWD supplies raw and treated
water to Antioch, Concord, Diablo Water District (serving Oakley), Pittsburg, Southern
California Water Company (serving Bay Point), Martinez, and parts of Pleasant Hill and Walnut
Creek.

CCWD’s treated water service area encompasses all or part of the cities of Concord, Clayton,
Clyde, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, Martinez, and Port Costa. Treated water for this service area is
provided from the District's Bollman Water Treatment Plant in Concord. The 75 MGD Bollman
facility uses chlorination for pre-oxidation, chlorination and intermediate ozonation for disinfection,
and chloramine as disinfectant residuals. CCWD also supplies treated water to the Diablo Water
District (“DWD”), which serves customers in Oakley from a plant jointly owned by CCWD and
DWD. This Randall-Bold Water Treatment Plant is a 40 MGD direct/deep-bed filtration plant and
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utilizes both pre- and post-ozonation to provide a high quality drinking water to the customers in its
service area.

CCWD is entirely dependent on the Delta for its water supply. The Contra Costa Canal and
pumping facilities and the recently completed Los Vaqueros Project make up CCWD's principal
water supply and delivery system. CCWD diverts unregulated flows and regulated flows from
storage releases from Shasta, Folsom, and Clair Engle reservoirs into the Sacramento River as a
contractor of the United States Bureau of Reclamation's (“Bureau”) Central Valley Project
(“CVP”). Under Water Service Contract I75r-3401 (amended) with the Bureau, CCWD can
divert and re-divert up to 195,000 acre-feet annually (“AFA”) of water from Rock Slough and
the new Old River intake. Currently, CCWD uses between 125,000 and 140,000 AFA. CCWD
can also divert up to 26,780 AFA of water under its Mallard Slough water rights (Water Rights
License No.3167 and Permit No.19856). The City of Antioch and Gaylord Container, both
customers of the District, also have their own water rights entitling them to divert water from the
Delta. '

CCWD has obtained its water supply from the Delta since 1940. Delta water is subject to large
variations in salinity and mineral concentrations. CCWD and its customers’ water supply from
the Delta is also vulnerable to any man-made or natural sources that could degrade Delta water -
quality. Degradation in water quality is objectionable to CCWD customers, costly to residential
and industrial users, and increases public health risk. The most recent federal drinking water
regulations, promulgated in December 1998 by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
impose stringent limits on disinfection by-products in treated water. To ensure that the standards
for the principal disinfection by-products that are currently regulated (maximum concentration
limits for bromate, total trihalomethanes, and haloacetic acids) are met, low bromide and organic
carbon levels in the source water are critical. Bromide level is directly proportional to chloride
concentration in Delta water.

Contra Costa Water District is committed to supplying its customers with the highest quality
water practicable and providing all reasonable protection of the supply from any known or
potential source of hazardous contamination. CCWD Resolution No. 88-45 states in part that:

"CCWD is committed to reducing the concentration of sodium and chloride in the
District's water, thereby reducing household and landscape irrigation concerns and
industrial and manufacturing costs caused by the fluctuating sodium and chloride level of
CCWD's Delta source....”

In May 1987, CCWD's Board of Directors adopted water quality objectives for water distributed
within its service area. The acceptable concentration levels for sodium and chloride were
established at 50 milligrams per liter (mg/L) and 65 mg/L, respectively. In 1988, the voter-
constituents of CCWD approved the issuance of bonds to finance the $450,000,000 Los
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Vaqueros Project. The primary purposes of the Los Vaqueros Project are to improve the quality
of water supplied to CCWD customers and minimize seasonal quality changes, and to improve
the reliability of the emergency water supply available to CCWD. The Los Vaqueros Project
consists of a reservoir with 100,000 acre-feet of storage, a new point of diversion (at Old River
south of the State Highway 4 crossing) which operates in conjunction with the current Rock
Slough diversion point, water conveyance and delivery facilities, pumping plants, and other
facilities.

On June 2, 1994, the State Water Resources Control Board issued Decision 1629, which gives
CCWD additional rights to divert and store water for beneficial uses. The State Board
subsequently issued Water Rights Permits No.20749 and 20750 for filling Los Vaqueros
Reservoir from the new intake at Old River near State Highway 4 and diversion and storage of
the water of Kellogg Creek. These rights are in addition to the contractual rights to divert and
store water furnished through the CVP. Construction of the reservoir began in September 1994
and was completed in January 1998. Diversion from the Old River intake for delivery to
CCWD's service area began in the summer of 1997. Under Water Rights Permit No.20749, up to
95,850 AFA may be diverted for storage between November 1 of each year to June 30 of the
succeeding year. On January 28, 1999, the Los Vaqueros Reservoir was filled to 100,000 acre-
feet for the first time. In February 1999, CCWD released water from the reservoir for the first
time for use in the District's service area. Releases from the reservoir are also scheduled to

- provide net benefits to the Delta ecosystem by allowing CCWD to cease all diversions during
fish sensitive periods.

The key to successful performance of the Los Vaqueros Project is the District's ability to fill and
continue to refill the reservoir from Old River with high quality water, and to use that high

quality water for blending when salinity at the District's Delta intakes exceed the 65 mg/L

chloride goal. ‘Any increase in Delta salinity caused by new Bay-Delta projects will increase the
demand on blending water from the reservoir and at the same time reduce the availability of high
quality water for refilling. The District and the 430,000 people living in its service area will be
injured through higher pumping costs to replace the extra blending water that has to be released,
through additional treatment costs, and through increased corrosion and health risks of a higher
salinity water supply.

IL. PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Unless adequate mitigation measures are proposed, adopted, and implemented, operations of the
Delta Wetlands Project will have a number of significant adverse impacts on CCWD's water supply
and water quality. These impacts can be classified as (a) impacts caused by Project diversions, (b)
impacts caused by discharges from Project islands, and (c) other impacts. The Project will increase
salinity, organic carbon, and possibly pathogens and other constituents of concern at the District’s
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intakes and injure CCWD as a legal user of Delta water and its 430,000 customers. The adverse
impacts to CCWD caused by increased salinity and concentrations of organic carbon and other
constituents of concern at CCWD’s intakes are discussed in further detail in Section V of this
Appendix. :

Analyses in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS grossly underestimate these Project impacts. Section I of
this Appendix discusses these methodological deficiencies in detail. The District submits that the
findings of less-than-significant for a number of water quality impacts in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS
are based on a simulation model with an error of unacceptable magnitude and a significance
criterion threshold so large that it mocks the mandate of full disclosure of environmental impacts
under both the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the National Environmental
Policy Act (“NEPA”™). ‘

For those impacts, that the Revised Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges are significant or potentially
significant, insufficient details are disclosed to enable a reader to evaluate or comment upon the
mitigation measures proposed. Neither the operation nor the environmental impacts of the
modified Delta Wetlands Project with these mitigation measures in place are even cursorily
disclosed.

The Revised Draft BEIR/EIS is also inadequate because it fails to meet CEQA and NEPA
requirements on disclosing cumulative impacts. Except for the higher allowable pumping rate at
Barks, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to consider any of the numerous reasonably foreseeable
proposed projects that could affect water quality in the Delta. The Revised Draft ETR/EIS must be
revised to include impact analyses of the Project in conjunction with south Delta barriers, CALFED
Bay-Delta Program preferred alternative components, and other reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the Bay-Delta and Central Valley that could cumulatively increase Project impacts. The
new analyses must be re-circulated for public review and comments. These analyses must be
included in the Final Project EIR/EIS, along with revisions addressing the latest public
comments.

The environmental impact analyses in the EIR/EIS must be appropriately revised to address the
comments discussed in this Appendix. An adequate disclosure of the mitigated Project operations
and the environmental impacts resulting thereof, once prepared, must be circulated for public
review and comments before the lead agencies consider certifying the EIR/EIS. The Revised Draft
EIR/EIS must be further revised and re-circulated for public review and comments.

The following is a discussion of the significant impacts of the Delta Wetlands Project on the

District that would require further analyses to meet CEQA and NEPA requirements. Potential
mitigating measures for these impacts are also included in the discussion.
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A. TImpacts of Delta Wetland diversions

The Delta Wetlands Project will increase the salinity at CCWD's Delta drinking water
intakes by significantly reducing Delta outflow. As discussed in Section III, the Revised
Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate because it fails to quantify the Project impacts with an
acceptable accuracy and uses significance criteria with thresholds that are too large to be
consistent with CEQA and NEPA requirements. The perfunctory conclusion that the impact
on chloride concentration at Delta drinking water intakes is less-than-significant is not
supported. Moreover, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate because this salinity impact
analysis is fundamentally flawed and does not meet the minimum requirements of
environmental impact analysis set forth under CEQA and NEPA. A “hard look™ at the water
quality impacts of the proposed project would involve the use of a validated Delta
hydrodynamic and salinity model, such as the Fischer Delta Model, to provide reliable
disclosure of the Project impacts on salinity at CCWD’s intakes and other compliance
locations, as required by CEQA Guidelines §15384 (“substantial evidence”).

Notwithstanding the requirement in the Work Plan that it does so, the Revised Draft
EIR/EIS has failed to provide anything more than a perfunctory justification for maintaining R8-10
the same significance criteria as the 1995 Draft. The District further requests that the
_significance criteria to be used to assess the water quality impacts of the proposed project be
sufficiently restrictive to be consistent with the full disclosure purposes of both CEQA and:
NEPA. To this end, the District submits that a maximum of 5% Project-induced increase in
the water quality parameters of concern, including, but not limited to, salinity (quantified as
electrical conductivity and chloride and bromide concentration) and concentrations of
organic carbon (both dissolved and particulate) and disinfection by-products (bromate,
trihalomethanes, haloacetic acids, etc.) should be used in the Revised EIR/EIS.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is also inadequate because it fails to disclose the proposed
Project’s significant impacts on the operation of CCWD’s $450 million Los Vaqueros Project
and on CCWD’s ability to meet its adopted water quality goal. Because the Revised Draft
EIR/EIS only discloses salinity impacts at CCWD's Rock Slough and Old River intakes in
terms of a single combined “export chloride” concentration, the District is unable to estimate
how Project impacts will affect CCWD's ability to fill its Los Vaqueros Reservoir and make
reservoir releases to blend with Rock Slough and/or Old River diversions to meet CCWD's 63
mg/L chloride concentration goal for delivered water.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS must propose actions to mitigate these significant impacts
[California Public Resources Code §21081.6, CEQA Guidelines §15126.4]. Ample
opportunity exists for the Project to significantly reduce adverse salinity impacts on CCWD
when diverting to Project reservoir islands while having minor impacts on Project water
delivery. For example, Table 4-19 shows large chloride increases at urban intakes in the Delta
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caused by Project operations in water year 1980. Water with high salinity (Zables 4-8, 4-10) is
diverted in December 1979 at times of low Delta outflow (Table 3-5), leading to large chloride
increase at the intakes. This high salinity stored water is subsequently released from Project
reservoirs in June and July 1980 (Zable 3-23), causing large chloride increase at the intakes
when the ambient water quality is generally good (ZTable 4-12). In this example, Project
impacts would have been significantly reduced if diversion were made one or two months R8-10
later, and would have little or no impacts on Project water delivery. The Revised Draft
EIR/EIS is inadequate because it fails to propose and analyze mitigation measures that use
additional criteria for reservoir island filling. Measures such as a higher minimum Delta
outflow and/or lower maximum X2 location and chloride concentration at urban intakes for
Project diversions must be considered to avoid adverse impacts on Delta water agencies.

CEQA and NEPA require that all proposed mitigation actions be discussed in sufficient detail
to enable the public to become informed of their efficacy, and that adequate environmental
analyses are performed to ensure that the mitigation measures will in fact reduce significant
impacts to a true level of insignificance. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS falls short on both counts.

cont'd

B. Impacts of Delta Wetland discharges

Water stored on a shallow reservoir over an extended period of time will necessarily increase
in salinity and organic carbon concentration. The peat soil on the Project islands and the
high nutrients concentration in Delta water further accelerate the build up of organic carbon
concentration in the stored water and increase the organic carbon concentration at Delta
drinking water intakes when the stored water is released. The impact analysis in the May
2000 Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to analyze the full range of potential organic carbon
concentration in Project stored water despite the voluminous information that has become
available since the 1995 Draft EIR/EIS was released. It fails to assess the comresponding
increase at Delta intakes when the water is released.

Release of Project stored water will also necessarily increase salinity at the District's Delta . R8-11
water supply if the salinity of the discharge from Delta Wetlands islands exceeds that of the
receiving water.

Project-related increases in organic carbon concentration and bromide at Delta intakes could
have significant adverse impacts on CCWD by increasing bromate, trihalomethanes,
haloacetic acids, and other disinfection. by-products produced during the water treatment
process and thereby increasing the public health risk. CEQA Guidelines §15065(d) mandates
a finding of significance if a proposed project will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly. Thus, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS must mitigate
this significant impact. In addition, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to meet CEQA and
NEPA requirements because it fails to provide a meaningful and reliable disclosure, in-good
faith, of Project impacts on disinfection by-products and public health.
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Section III in this Appendix discusses the significant methodological errors in the Revised
Draft EIR/EIS in assessing the Project’s water quality impacts. The District has identified
serious errors in the estimates of the potential range of organic carbon concentration in
Project stored water, in relating the concentration of water quality parameters in stored water
to impacts at the District’s intakes, and in disclosing the PrOJect impacts on the disinfection
by-products concentrations at these intakes and the increase in public bealth risk. As a
result, the Revised EIR/EIS fails to take a “hard look™ at the environmental impacts of the
proposed project.

R8-11
Despite the serious methodological etrors which significantly underestimate the water quality cont'd
impacts, Chapter 4 in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS demonstrates that the Project would adversely
impact urban water agencies by causing substantial increase in organic carbon and disinfection
by—products concentrations at Delta intakes. : '

CEQA and NEPA require an EIR/EIS to propose adequate and practicable mitigation measures
in sufficient detail for all significant and potentially significant impacts. The District has
previously and repeatedly requested that the Project proponents consider a number of
mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts on salinity and organic carbon at Delta
intakes. These comments are discussed in detail in the District’s comment letter on the 1995
Draft EIR/EIS and the District’s exhibits and testimony in the 1997 Water Rights Heanng and
are hereby incorporated by reference.

C. Cumulative Impacts

CEQA and NEPA require that an EIR/EIS address the cumulative effects of proposed projects.
CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(1) defines the scope of cumulative impacts analysis to include
either “A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including those projects outside the control of the agency” or “A summary
of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document which is
designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions. . Any such planning document shall be
referenced and made available to the public ...”. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate R8-12
because it fails to meet this statutory requirement by erroneously considering only the “most
likely change...that would directly influence proposed Delta Wetland operations” {page 3-26
to 3-27). The assertion that it “represents reasonably foreseeable future Delta conditions and
regulatory standards™ (page 4-47) is not supported by substantial evidence.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose Project impacts under foreseeable future
conditions. Section A.4 in Attachment A to the June 2000 CALFED Final Programmatic
EIR/EIS includes a list of projects that will be or likely to be implemented over the life of
the proposed Delta Wetlands Project. A number of these projects would, when considered
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together with the Delta Wetlands Project, compound or increase the impacts on salinity and
concentrations of organic carbon and disnfection by-products to the water supply of Delta
water agencies. The cumulative impacts analysis in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS must, at a
minimum, evaluate the cumulative effect of these projects

The cumulative impacts analysis in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS must also recognize that
Delta water is already severely impaired as a source for drinking water and as an ecosystem.
Delta waterways are listed under Clean Water Act §303(d) as significantly impaired for
electrical conductivity (“EC”), unknown toxicity, and organic enrichment (organic carbon
and other nutrients). Suisun Marsh wetlands are listed for salinity, low dissolved oxygen
and salinity. Lower San Joaquin River is listed for salinity. Total Maximum Daily Load
limits are required by law to reduce the pollutant levels in these impaired waters. The waters
of California are also subject to the National Toxics Rule, state and federal anti-degradation
policies, and the California Toxics Rule. The ongoing Triennial Review of the Sacramento-
San Joaquin River Basin Plan conducted by the state’s Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Central Valley Region, will establish water quality standards for drinking water
beneficial use. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS must analyze the cumulative impacts of the
projects referenced in the preceding paragraph in the legal context described above,
including these imminent water quality standards for drinking water beneficial use. The
excessively large thresholds of significance used in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS prevent the

public from evaluating the extent to which the proposed project would degrade Delta water .-

quality, in conflict with long-term environmental goals and the existing and applicable laws
of the state of California and the United States.

III. METHODOLOGICAL DEFICIENCIES IN THE REVISED DRAFT EIR/EIS

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS contains a large number of methodological and technical flaws which
may not be apparent to the general public but which affect the accuracy and reliability of the
environmental impacts analysis for the proposed Project and the validity of virtually all of the
conclusions reached concerning water quality impacts. Similarly, a number of erroneous
assumptions and inaccurate methodology used in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS could substantially
affect the document's results and conclusions. To comply with CEQA and NEPA disclosure
requirements, a number of the sections of the Revised Draft EIR/EIS must be revised according to
the comments discussed in this Appendix. The new revisions must then be re-circulated for
additional review and comments. The following is a description of the more significant
methodological and technical flaws of the Revised EIR/EIS:
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1.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate because it fails to reliably disclose Project 1mpacts
on water quality at CCWD's and other Delta drinking water ntakes

The water quality model {DeltaSOQ) used in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS assumes that the
water quality at municipal intakes of the State Water Project (“SWP”) at Clifton Court
Forebay, Central Valley Project (“CVP”) at Tracy Pumping Plant, and CCWD at Rock Slough
and Old River are identical. The model implicitly assumes that the water quality impacts of
the Delta Wetlands Project at these intakes are identical, regardless of the distances of the
individual intakes from the Project discharge locations. In reality, as the Revised Draft
EIR/EIS elsewhere admits, water quality at the SWP, CVP, and CCWD intakes can be, and
often are, significantly different. The close proximity of CCWD’s two primary intakes to the
Project discharge locations makes CCWD more vulnerable to the potentially high salinity and
organic carbon reservoir discharges from the Project. The averaged Project impacts disclosed
in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS, even if they had been accurate, significantly under-report the
magnitude of water quality degradation at CCWD’s intakes caused by the proposed Project.

A more detailed hydrodynamics and water quality model must be used to identify the Project
impacts at CCWD's intakes. The District has previously discussed this same issue in detail in
a comment letter reviewing the draft water quality technical appendices of the 1995 Draft
EIR/EIS (Richard Denton to Jim Sutton, SWRCB, letter dated February 10, 1995) and again in
a comment letter on the 1995 Draft EIR/EIS after its release (Walter J. Bishop to Jim Sutton
and Jim Monroe, December 20, 1995). The cuwrent Revised Draft EIR/EIS does not even
acknowledge, let alone address these concerns, notwithstanding the directive to summarize
significant issues. '

The District therefore repeats its requests that more detailed water quality simulations are
performed, for example, by using a validated Delta hydrodynamic and water quality simulation
model such as the Fischer Delta Model. A well-calibrated and verified simulation model is
critical to reliable disclosure of Project impacts at individual locations in the south Delta and
elsewhere. Without an accurate simulation model, adequate environmental impact analyses
would not be possible and the EIR/EIS will remain inadequate in meeting CEQA and NEPA
requirements. The water quality impacts analysis must be revised to disclose the different
adverse impacts at each of the urban drinking water intakes in the Central and South Delta,
including CCWD's Rock Slough and Old River intakes, and re-circulated for public comment
and review,

Water quality simulation model DeltaSOQ has large inherent errors and results in erroneous
determination of Project impacts

The model used for water quality simulation (DeltaSOQ) significantly under-predicts salinity
at Chipps Island and Emmaton. For example, the comparison of model results to historical
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data in Figure G-4 shows that the model under-predicts salinity at Chipps Island at times of
salinity intrusion. The magnitude of this underestimate is more than 30% of the measured
salinity, for example in the summer of 1972, beginning of water year (“WY™) 1987, spring of
1988, WY 1991, and beginning of WY 1994. Similarly, the model also predicts much lower
salinity than actal at Emmaton in WYs 1977, 1991 and 1992. Model predictions for Jersey
Point are not discernible in Figure G-4 and accordingly cannot be compared with measured
data.

More to the point, the model also predicts significantly different salinity than the actual
measured data at CCWD’s Rock Slough intake most of the time (Figure G-6). In particular,
the model predicts a smaller range of chloride variation than was actually measured in most of
the years presented. Of most concern to the District is the under-prediction at times of high
salinity at Rock Slough. For example, model results predict a chloride of under 100 mg/L at
times when the actual measured historical chloride was over 200 mg/L in WY 1990. Similarly,
model results predict a chloride of between 160 and 180 mg/L when historical chloride was
between 195 and 235 mg/L in WY 1991.

R8-14
cont'd

On the other hand, the model significantly over-predicts chloride at Rock Slough during
periods when the historical measurements were low (Figure G-6). In fourteen (WYs 1972-5
and 1978-87) of the twenty years of comparison, there are numerous months when measured
Rock Slough chloride is considerably below 50 mg/L when the model predicts chloride of 50
mg/L or higher. Note that chloride at CCWD’s Los Vaqueros intake at Old River is usually
even lower at times when chloride at Rock Slough is low.

The large error in model predictions leads to a water quality impact analysis that is
fundamentally flawed in the following ways:

e The Revised Draft EIR/EIS adopts a significance criterion that considers a Project impact
on salinity that could be as large as 20% as less-than-significant unless the salinity is
within 90% of an applicable standard (*20%/90% criterion”).! At times of high salinity,
the potentially large under-prediction of model results could erroneously predict a salinity
under the No Project alternative to be well below an applicable salinity standard, when in
reality the salinity would have been close to the standard. As a consequence, a Project
impact that causes water quality to significantly exceed that standard in reality is disclosed
as less-than-significant in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS, when the model under-predicts and
erroneously predicts the salinity increase to be within the 20%/90% criterion.

R8-15

! The District considers such a large threshold as significance criterion inappropriate and violates both the letter and
spirit of CEQA and NEPA. This is discussed separately in greater detail in Section III.6 of this Appendix.
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e Project impacts on the chloride concentration at CCWD’s intakes presented in Chapter 4
of the Revised Draft EIR/EIS are inconsistent with Project operations and are most likely
erroneous. The decrease in “export chloride” in a number of months presented in Table
4-19 defies reason:

+ In Jan 1981, mean “export chloride” is purported to decrease by 12.5 mg/L, when
compared to the “No Project” alternative, when the Project is diverting at a monthly-
averaged rate of 3,871 cfs (Table 3-13,16). 1t defies reason that reducing Delta R8-16
outflow could improve Delta salinity by the amount reported. ‘

¢ In June and July 1985, the monthly averaged “export chloride” is purported to
decrease by more than 13 mg/L, compared to the “No Project” alternative, at a time
when the Project is neither diverting nor releasing under the “unlimited demand”
conditions (Table 3-14), or releasing only in June under the “’limited by south-of-
Delta delivery deficits” conditions (Table 3-17). It is not clear how this “salimity
benefit” could come about.

e Section IIL.7 in this Appendix provides substantial evidence that the District’s 65 mg/L
chloride goal is an appropriate salinity objective for the environmental impact analysis.
The District’s ability to meet this chloride goal is critically dependent on the availability
of high quality water for diversion at the District’s Old River intake (typically a chloride
concentration of 50 mg/L or less). As discussed above, DeltaSOQ over-predicts salinity
at south Delta locations at times of low Delta salinity and would not provide an adequate
analysis to fully disclose the Project’s impacts on Los Vaqueros operations.

R8-17

Thus, the salinity impact analysis in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate and
fundamentally flawed and does not meet the minimum disclosure requirements of
environmental impact analysis set forth in CEQA and NEPA. The District repeats its requests
that a validated Delta hydrodynamic and water quality model, such as the Fischer Delta Model,
be used to provide a reliable disclosure of the Project impact on salinity at CCWD’s intakes
and other compliance locations, as required by CEQA Guidelines §15384 (“substantial
evidence™). This new information must be prepared and circulated for review and comments
and must be included in the Final Project EIR/EIS, along with revisions addressing these latest
public comments.

R8-18

2. Disclosure of the Project’s impacts on organic carbon concentration is inadequate, misleading,
and inaccurate. Estimates of Project impacts on disinfection by-product concentrations at
CCWD’s drinking water treatment plants is inadequate and subject to large errors

R8-19
Substantial scientific evidence on organic carbon production in wetlands and in shallow water

reservoirs on peat soil were presented in the 1997 State Water Resources Control Board
(“Board”) Hearing on Delta Wetlands Project Water Rights Applications (“Hearing”).
Extensive testimony on the rate of release of organic carbon from Project islands, in particular
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on the seasonal variation, quantity, and potential decrease after initial filling were submitted,
cross-examined, and accepted into Hearing record. Despite this wealth of information, the
Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose a reliable range of impacts on organic carbon
concentration at the intakes and the corresponding increase in disinfection by-products
resulting therefrom.

R8-19

Extensive evidence has been introduced on the sources of organic carbon in a water storage cont'd

system such as that on Project reservoir islands. This evidence shows a wide range of organic

carbon loading and large seasonal variations. It also shows that, even at a high rate of organic
carbon release from the peat soil, the amount of carbon released from the soil is only a small

percentage of the carbon content in the top layer of peat soil. This evidence demonstrates that

it is highly unlikely that the rate of organic carbon release will decrease appreciably after initial

fillings on Project reservoirs. This contradicts one of the key assumptions used in the analysis

in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS

Specifically, the disclosure of organic carbon loading and Project impacts on disinfection by-
products in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS is deficient in the following aspects:

e The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose the existence of seasonal variation in the rate
“of release of organic carbon or the effects thereof in its assessment of Project impacts. The
analysis erroneously assumes, contrary to_ substantial evidence, that the rate of carbon
release is constant. The Hearing record plainly shows that during some seasons algae and
macrophytes in the reservoirs are by far the largest source of dissolved and particulate
organic carbon in Project reservoirs. This source is highly seasonal and peaks in the R8-20
summer, in most years just prior to the time of releases from Project reservoirs. Substantial
empirical evidence also establishes that organic carbon release from peat soil increases
with temperature, which is highest in the summer. Ignoring these seasonal variations leads
directly to significant underestimates of organic carbon concentration in reservoir water at
the proposed times of release of water from the reservoir islands.

e The three different organic carbon loading rates (at 1, 4, and 9 gm/m*/month) analyzed in
the Revised Draft FIR/EIS do not adequately represent the full range of loading rates
presented in the Hearing. There is substantial evidence that the potential loading rate could
be much h1gher For example, CCWD Exhibit 10 in the Hearing shows that the averaged
rate of organic carbon release from the peat soil alone could be up to 13 gm/m */month.
CUWA Exhibit 6 discusses that primary productivity of emergent plant communities could
be up to 2,250 gm/m*/year (or an “average” of 188 gm/m’/month, if seasonal variation is
ignored).” The highest loading rate analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS, at 9

R8-21

? Estimates of organic carbon production in shallow water could be found in most aquatic ecology text books, for
example in Tables 7-1 and 7-3 in Wetlands, 2™ edition, by Mitsch and Gosselink, 1993. The values reported are similar
to those reported in Table 3 in CUWA Exhibit 6 for the Hearing.
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gm/m’*/month, could significantly underestimate the actual loading by a factor of 20 or
more. In addition, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS limits the 9 gm/m’/month rate to the initial
filling, notwithstanding substantial evidence presented in the Hearing that carbon loading
would continue long after the initial filling.

o The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to accurately disclose the organic carbon loading rates that
could be deduced from the “SMARTS” experiments. It misinterprets the experiment set-
up and conditions and underestimates the rate of organic carbon loading in a number of
ways:

*

The estimates in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS are based on the unsupported and illogical
assumption that organic carbon concentration in the tank water will cease to increase
after the end of the 12-week-long experiment. This assumption grossly underestimates
the rate of organic carbon loading in the experiments. For example, the Revised Draft
EIR/EIS erroneously assumes that the total annual organic carbon load from the tanks
in “SMARTS 1” would be the same as the load released in the 12-weeks duration of
the experiment, in spite of the continuous increase in organic carbon concentration afier
the 12 weeks reported in a similar but longer duration experiment “SMARTS 27.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS underestimates the rates of organic carbon load that could
be estimated from “SMARTS 1”. The analysis ignores results from those tanks with
higher rates, asserting summarily that “... load estimates obtained from the flushing
(flowing water) tanks are questionable” (page 4-18). Since sufficient information is
available to estimate the uncertainties in the results, the result is that the expected range
of organic carbon loading is not fully disclosed. From the results in “SMARTS 17, the
District estimates the organic carbon loading rates in the four tanks with stagnant water
to be 104, 230, 235, and 136 gm/m’/year (average 176 gm/m*/year) and the rates in the
tanks with flowing water to be 207, 373, 443, and 202 gm/m’/year (average 306
gm/m’/year).” That is, the results ignored in the analysis in the Revised EIR/EIS (those
from the flowing water tanks) are on average 74% higher than the results used (those
from the tanks with stagnant water). Physically, a stagnant water tank would yield a
lower carbon load because of the higher organic carbon concentration in its surface
water." This results in a smaller concentration gradient between the peat soil and the
surface water, and the diffusive flux of organic carbon into the surface water would
accordingly be smaller. Because the Project reservoir islands will have much deeper
water than the tanks in the “SMARTS” experiments, the organic carbon concentration
in the surface water will be lower than those in the “SMARTS 1” tanks (which were as
high as 130 mg/L). Thus, the “SMARTS” results from the flowing tanks better reflect
the anticipated actual project conditions, and are therefore more appropriate for use in
the Revised Draft EIR/EIS. The equivalent range of monthly loads would be 17 — 37

’ The Revised Draft EIR/EIS misstates the range to be 24 — 54 gm/m/year in Table 4-5.
* Unlike in tanks with flowing water, organic carbon in the surface water in tanks with stagnant water is not removed..
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gm/m’*/month. The largest rate assumed in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS of 9 R8-22
gm/m’/month is smaller than the range estimated from “SMARTS 1” by a factor of cont'd
between 2 and 4. This is hardly the sort of “full disclosure” contemplated by CEQA

and NEPA.

e As discussed in Sections III.1 and II1.2 above, the water quality model (DeltaSOQ) used in

‘ the Revised Draft EIR/EIS is incapable of accurately relating the quality of the stored water

in Project reservoir islands to Project impacts on water quality at Delta drinking water

intakes. These model results underestimate increases in organic carbon and bromide

concentrations at these intakes, and consequently underestimate the levels of disinfection
by-products estimated from these concentrations.

o The Revised Draft EIR/EIS uses an equation that is not supported by substantial evidence
in estimating the total trihalomethanes formed in the water treatment process. This
equation underestimates the effects of increasing bromide caused by the Project. This is
discussed in more detail in Section I1I.4 below.

R8-23

o The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to adequately disclose Project impacts on bromate levels
at dninking water treatment plants using Delta water. The reason offered in the Revised
Draft EIR/EIS for not addressing bromate impacts is unjustified. This is discussed in more
detail in Section IIL.5 below.

Under state and federal law, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS must disclose the full range of Project
impacts on organic carbon concentration at Delta municipal intakes that is both verifiable and
consistent with current scientific understanding, and which encompasses the Hearing record
and other more recent information available. The EIR/FIS must disclose in this fashion the
Project impacts (caused by the increase in concentrations of organic carbon and bromide) on
increased levels of disinfection by-products. This information must be prepared and circulated
for public review and comments and must be included in the Final Project EIR/EIS, along with
revisions addressing the latest public comments.

3. Without substantial evidence to support doing so, changes an established mathematical model
to estimate Project impacts on total trihalomethane formation. This leads to results of
uncertain accuracy and the disclosure on Project impacts is not reliable.

The changes made to the multiple nonlinear regression equation for total trihalomethanes R8-24
(“TTHMSs”) production in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS (4dppendix G, pages G-16 to G-18) are
arbitrary and capricious, for there is neither substantial evidence nor rigorous scientific
analysis to justify the changes made in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS. No explanation is given
to explain the assumption in the Revised Draft that the “basic chemistry” requires that the
TTHMSs concentration would only double if the bromide concentration is to increase by
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twenty times, from 0.05 mg/L to 1.00 mg/L.° The Malcolm-Pirnie equation, which was
developed based on rigorous scientific analysis of actual data using scientifically rigorous
methods, suggests otherwise. The fact that the established proper THM formula was not
even used for comparative purposes, and was instead replaced by an arbitrary equation, falls
short of the mandate of “full disclosure”, and calls the entire analysis into question.

As the Malcolm-Pirnie equation (page G-17) illustrates, TTHM formation depends on a
number of factors such as pH, chlorine dose, and temperature in addition to the
concentrations of organic carbon and bromide. To properly identify the effects of bromide
alone on a single plot of TTHM versus bromide, the values of each of the other factors have
to be identical. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS does not disclose whether the data used in
Figure G-10 are all obtained under the same assumed pH, temperature, dissolved organic
carbon concentration, chlorine dosage and contact tirae. If not, the comparisons would be
meaningless. The EIR/EIS must clearly disclose the actual values of these factors used in
the analysis.®

* A high bromide concentration has two impacts on TTHMs formation. Firstly, THMs-Br weigh more. Secondly,

‘bromide, when oxidized by chlorine (HOCI) to hypobromous acid (HOBr), can result in the formation of more
molecules of THMs than chlorine does. This second effect was not considered in the reasoning in the Revised Draft
EIR/EIS. '

Trussell and Umphres (in: “The Formation of Trihalomethanes”, Journal of American Water Works Association,
volume 70, part 11, p.604, November 1978) found that the mole-concentration of TTHMs produced per mole of
TOC in water chlorinated was related to the ratio of the mole-concentration of bromide incorporated into TTHMs
(THM-Br) and the moles of TOC present. They found that the concentration of bromide in the source water
influenced the rate of the TTHM reaction as well as the TTHM vield. That is, the rate of TTHM formation was
higher in water with a higher bromide concentration.

Amy and colleagues (in: Amy, Gary L.; Lo Tan; & Marshall K. Davis, “The Effects of Ozonation and Activated
Carbon Adsorption on Trihalomethane Speciation”, Water Res., volume 25, part 2, page 191, February 1991) found
that HOC] functions as a more effective oxidant, whereas HOBr behaves as a more efficient halogen substitution
agent. They performed THMPFP tests and observed that, in general, less than 10% of the HOCI became incorporated
into the TTHMs (THM-CI), whereas as much as 50% or more of the bromide became incorporated into THM-Br.
In addition, they found that, as the concentration ratio of bromide to TOC increased, the percentage of other
brominated disinfection by-products increased. _
¢ Two alternatives are commonly used in assessing the accuracy of a multiple-independent-variables equation (such
as the Malcolm-Pimie equation) using measured data. One approach is to plot the measured value against the
predicted value computed from the actual values of the independent variables used in the measurement. The
deviation of 2 data point from a 1:1 line on such a plot would give the discrepancy between the predictive equation
and a “perfect correlation”. In the case of the Malcolm-Pirnie equation for predicting TTHMs concentration (the
predicted value) in chlorinated water, the independent variables are pH, temperature, chlorine dosage and contact
time, concentrations of bromide and organic carbon, etc.

Another approach would be to plot the measured value divided by the entire equation except for the part
accounting for the dependency of the particular variable of interest against that same variable. For example, to
investigate the bromide dependency of TTHMs concentration using the the Malcolm-Pirnie equation, measured
values of the variables would be substituted into the expression

{ [TTHM concentration]
/[7.21 DOC*™ UVA"S™ (C), - 7.6 NH, - N))*** Hours®®** Temp®*® (pH — 2.6)*7°]} %' - 1
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Because of the arbitrary and capricious nature in which changes to established formulae
have been made without any justification or supporting evidence, and without disclosing the
effects of those changes, the Revised Draft EIR/EIS does not adequately disclose water R8'2|4
quality impacts and may in fact be hiding significant impacts. The analysis must be revised contd
and the proper formulae and analyses used and the results must be properly disclosed. The
new analysis must be re-circulated for comment. In its present state, the analysis is wholly
inadequate and fails to properly disclose important impacts.

4. TFails to disclose Project impacts on bromate formation and public health risk

The Revised Draft BIR/EIS fails to meet CEQA and NEPA requirements because it fails to
disclose Project impacts on bromate formation in municipal water treatment plants and the
resultant public health risk. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS misrepresents the Ozekin equation
(page G-19) and erroneously rejects its use, even though the Ozekin equation is a widely
accepted model currently being used by the U.S. Environmental Protecuon Agency to develop
new drinking water regulations.

The correct form of the Ozekin equation is’
bromate = 1.63 10 DOC™* pH** (ozone dose)"*’ bromide"” time** R8-25

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS (page G-19) discloses that it mistook the exponent for the
dependency on dissolved organic carbon concentration to be 0.004 (instead of ~1.26). The
Revised Draft EIR/EIS does not disclose whether the analysis in Figure G-11 was entirely
based on the erroneous equation as written.

As illustrated in the Ozekin equation, bromate formation varies with a number of factors
such as pH, ozone dose and contact time, in addition to the concentrations of organic carbon
and bromide. In actual practice, the ozone dose applied increases with organic carbon
concentration in the source water. Analyses using the Ozekin equation usually assume a
linear relationship, such that bromate formation increases with dissolved organic carbon
concentration (“DOC™) to the one-third power (~ DOC™*"¥ = DOC™").

which are piotted against the measured values of bromide concentration This would more directly delineate the
dependency of TTHMs concentration in chlorinated water on bromide concentration. A similar plot could be made
to examine the DOC dependency.

The Revised Draft EIR/ELS, in lieu of using rigorous approaches widely used in scientific analyses, uses an
arbitrary and capricious presentation to distort the effects of bromide concentration and DOC concentration on
TTHMSs formation.

7 See, for example, Appendix A in “Bay-Delta Water Quality Evaluation” by D.M. Owen, P.A.Daniel, and
R.S.Sumumers, 1998, for a brief discussion of the conditions the equation was derived.
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To properly identify the effects of bromide (or DOC) alone on a single plot of bromate
versus bromide (or DOC), the values of each of the other factors have to be identical. The
Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose whether the data used in Figure G-I/ was all
obtained under the assumed pH and ozone contact time, for example. If not, the
comparisons would be meaningless. The EIR/EIS must clearly disclose the actual values of
all of these factors used in the analysis. Footnote 6 in this Appendix discusses two accepted
approaches for analyzing the relationship between the concentration of a disinfection by-
product and bromide or organic carbon concentration.

The Contra Costa Water District and other urban agencies have produced substantial
evidence in the Hearing supporting their concerns on Project impacts on bromate formation. R8-25
The Work Plan for this Revised Draft EIR/EIS explicitly requires revision on the assessment cont'd
of bromate formation (Water Quality work component 2.2, page 13 of July 16, 1999
SWRCB letter, Harry M. Schueller to Anne J. Schneider, representing Delta Wetlands
Properties). The conclusory and unsupported assertion that “... the (Project) effects on
bromate concentration are not calculated because no reliable relationship between bromate
and DOC or Br could be identified” (Page 4-30) fails to conform to the Work Plan, and is
not in any way justified.

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate because it fails to disclose Project impacts on
bromate formation and the corresponding public health risk. CEQA and NEPA require that
these impacts be disclosed in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS and that a new draft be prepared
and re-circulated for public review and comments.

5. Conclusions on the Project’s environmental impacts are based on inappropriately large
thresholds as the criteria for significant impacts

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate in meeting CEQA and NEPA requirements because
it uses a set of significance criteria that is so large that it is inconsistent with the purpose and
requirements of CEQA and NEPA. The criterion leads to a finding of less-than-significant
impact even if the Project would increase a water quality parameter by as large as 20% of an
applicable standard, unless the parameter is within 90% of the standard (“20%/90% criterion™). R8-26
The use of such a large threshold of significance fails to disclose substantial environmental
degradation and is in plain violation of applicable federal and state anti-degradation policies.

The discussion in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS in support of the 20%/90% criterion is based
on subjective “professional experience” even though the criterion is illogical, unsupported
by substantial evidence, and is inconsistent with statutory requirements of CEQA and
NEPA. The criterion was purportedly based on the assumption that natural variability in the
Delta environment of the water quality variable addressed is 10% of a numerical standard, if
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a standard exists, or 10% of the mean value of the variable in the absence of a numerical
standard. Measurement errors and modeling uncertainties are likewise assumed to be 10%
of the numerical standard, if a standard exists, or 10% of the mean value of the variable in
the absence of a numerical standard. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS further assumes that the
variability due to simultaneous “natural variability” and “modeling uncertainty” are additive.
It then concludes that the threshold of significance is to be 20% of the numerical standard, if
a standard exists, or 20% of the mean value of the variable in the absence of a numerical
standard.

The District is not aware of any precedent or logic supporting the use of “natural variability”
and add to “modeling uncertainties” in determining significance threshold in CEQA or
NEPA. Even if there was, the resulting threshold of significance, when evaluated in
accordance with substantial evidence, would have been so large as to render the
environmental impact analysis meaningless. '

Historical data discussed in Chapter 4 of the Revised Draft EIR/EIS (page 4-8 to 4-16) R8-26
demonstrates that the “natural variability” in the Delta environment is much greater than the cont'd
10% assumed. All the water quality parameters presented in that chapter (EC at various
stations, TOC, chloride) have a “patural variability” of at least 50%. Moreover, Appendix G
of the Revised Draft EIR/EIS shows that the water quality model used in the analysis
(DeltaSOQ) also has an error (“modeling uncertainty””) much larger than 10%. Section I11.2
in this Appendix shows that this modeling uncertainty is 40% or more for salinity at Chipps
Island. Adding the values of the “natural variability” and “modeling uncertainty” that are
supported by substantial evidence would lead to a threshold for significance of 90%, which
would plainly render any environmental impact analysis meaningless and is clearly
inconsistent with the purpose of CEQA and NEPA.}

The Public Resources Code of the State of California, §21068, defines a “significant effect
on the environment” as “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the '
environment.” CEQA Guidelines §15384 define “substantial evidence” as “enough relevant
information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be
made to support a conclusion... Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or
economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the
environment does not constitute substantial evidence” [emphasis added]. CEQA Guidelines
§15064.7 defines threshold of significance as “...an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or
performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means -
the effect will normally be determined to be significant. ... Threshold of significance to be

- ¥ The large modeling inaccuracy in this case points to the need to develop more accurate models for determining
environmental impacts. Modeling errors must not be used as an excuse to increase the magnitude of the
significance criteria threshhold and thereby hiding the actual impacts of a project.
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adopted for general use ... must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and
developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial evidence.” The
1997 Hearing provided an appropriate public process for the development of such a
significance criterion. Both CCWD and CUWA submitted substantial evidence supporting a
significance criterion of 5% change, or less. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS simply ignores this
information, despite the directive in the Work Plan to describe such information.

The District has also submitted testimony in the 1997 Hearing that the EIR/ELS must assess
Project impacts on the District’s delivered water quality goal. This water quality objective is
discussed in more detail in the following section. In a separate water rights hearing, the
District submitted to the SWRCB substantial evidence’ amply documenting the significant
adverse impacts on the District caused by an increase of 5 mg/L of CCWD’s delivered water
goal of 65 mg/L chloride. (CCWD respectfully requests that the lead agencies take official R8'2|6
notice of that evidence, additional copies of which will be furnished upon request.) This contd
impact is less than 8% of the delivered water goal and much less than (about one-tenth of)
the 20% significance criterion used in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS. For comparison purpose,
a 5 mg/L chloride impact would be only 2% of the 250 mg/L chloride standard used in the
Revised Draft EIR/EIS for salinity impact analysis. Despite that much smaller threshold, a
project that causes a 5 mg/L chloride increase would significantly impair the operation of the
Los Vaqueros Project and impair the benefits of the Los Vaqueros Project to CCWD and the
Delta ecosystem. As is described more fully in the referenced evidence, the adverse impacts
on CCWD include reduced emergency water supply reliability, degraded delivered water
quality, reduced fishery benefits, reduced operational benefits to CVP, and impaired
recreational value. A threshold of significance of 20% of the 250 mg/L chloride standard is
clearly inappropriate for the “full disclosure” required of environmental impact analysis.

New Project impacts analyses based on a set of much smaller significance criteria that is
consistent with CEQA and NEPA requirements must be prepared and circulated for public
review and comments. These analyses must be included in the Final Project EIR/EIS, along
with revisions addressing the latest public comments.

6. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose Project impacts on the District’s Los Vaqueros
Project and the District’s water quality goal of 65 mg/L chloride for delivered water

In May 1987, CCWD's Board of Directors adopted water quality objectives of 65 mg/L
chloride and 50 mg/L sodium for water distributed within its service area. In 1988, the
voters in the District’s service area approved funding for the Los Vaqueros Project to meet

® In: CCWD Exhibit-3, titled “The impacts of increased Delta salinity on Contra Costa Water District and the
performance of CCWD’s Los Vaqueros Project”, Expert Testimony of William J. Hasencamp before the State
Water Resources Control Board, State of California, in Phase 5 “The responsibilities for meeting the dissolved
~ oxygen and southern Delta salinity objectives” in the Bay-Delta Water Rights Hearing commencing July 1, 1998.
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these water quality objectives. The Los Vaqueros Project has been completed and 1n full
operation since 1998.

The need to improve water quality is clearly stated in the Los Vaqueros Project EIR/EIS",
The Los Vaqueros EIR/EIS states that:

It may be difficult to meet primary drinking water standards expected to be
established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the near future without
modifying CCWD’s treatment processes. Necessary equipment modifications to
meet anticipated primary drinking water standards are being planned at CCWD’s
existing water treatment plant and are being incorporated into the construction of the
Randall-Bold Water Treatment Plant.

CCWD’s conventional water treatment processes, however, do not lower the
concentration of parameters for which secondary standards exist, such as sodium,
chloride, total dissolved solids, and water hardness. These parameters diminish the
overall water quality delivered to municipal customers and industry. Existing
secondary standards for chloride and TDS sometimes cannot be met with the present
CCWD system, particularly during critical years. Levels of sodium and water
hardness, and associated health risks to some individuals, also can be high during
periods of water quality degradation.

Both the Randall-Bold Water Treatment Plant and the Los Vaqueros Project have been
completed and are in operation. In addition, the District has recently completed an extensive
improvement project at the Bollman Water Treatment Plant with the conversion to
ozonation.

The District has invested heavily in improving the water quality of its water supply. The
financial burden the District and its 430,000 customers assume in committing to these
investments are based on the premise that source water quality from the Delta will be
protected from degradation that would reduce or erase the benefits of these heavy
investments.!" The District and its customers look towards state and federal agencies to
uphold the statutory environmental protection provided for in CEQA and NEPA and the
water quality protections provided for in the state and federal anti-degradation statutes.
CEQA and NEPA compliance documents for projects that could degrade CCWD’s source
water supply must fully disclose the projects’ potential impacts on CCWD’s ability to meet
its water quality goals.

' Pages 1-1 et seq in Final Stage 2 Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Los
Vaqueros Project SCH#91063072, Volume I, September 1993

' Policy statement of Walter J. Bishop, General Manager of CCWD, in the 1997 Water Rights Hearing, in
particular Hearing Transcript p.1323 et seq.
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The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate because it fails to fairly and fully disclose the
impacts of the proposed Delta Wetlands Project on CCWD's ability to meet its water quality
goals. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS must be further revised to incorporate a detailed analysis R8-27
of the Project impacts on the water quality at CCWD's Rock Slough and Old River intakes.
These impacts must be identified at those sites rather than being masked as an “averaged”
“export chloride” tmpact. The impacts in water quality in CCWD's Los Vaqueros Reservoir
and the quality of water delivered to CCWD's service area must be disclosed. The revised
EIR/EIS must be re-circulated for public review and comments.

8. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to document and justify substantial changes in an
established model for predicting salinity in the Delta. This leads to results and conclusions
on Project impacts that are unreliable

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS (page G-9) describes the DeltaSOQ calculations for salinity
Intrusion.  These are stated as “using the Contra Costa Water District (CCWD)
methodology”. This statement is factually incorrect. The “CCWD methodology,” more
commonly referred to as the “antecedent outflow-salinity model” (or the “G-Model”™), is -
used by CCWD in determining electrical conductivity (“EC”) in western Delta and chloride
concentration in Rock Slough due to seawater intrusion. This G-Model has been calibrated
and verified with extensive historical data.

The component in the DeltaSOQ model used in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS that corresponds
to this G-Model has been substantially altered, eliminating entirely the time it takes for the
chloride concentration at Rock Slough to respond to changes in Delta outflow. For example,
the 14-days time delay used in the G-Model (between changes in salinity at Jersey Point and
Rock Slough), is assumed to be 0 days in the DeltaSOQ model. In other words, the
DeltaSOQ model erroneously assumes that salinity in Rock Slough responds instantaneously
to salinity change in Jersey Point, which is physically impossible. This fundamental
alteration of the G-Model is contrary to the basic physical processes governing flow and
salinity transport in the Delta. This single assumption causes modeled water quality impacts R8-28
at Rock Slough to occur too early. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to present any reason or
any substantial evidence to support the change. ‘

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS also fails to provide any substantial evidence to support using
substantially different coefficients in the equations for predicting EC at Jersey Point and
chloride concentration at Rock Slough. The coefficients used in the Revised Draft EIR/EIS
page G-9 to G-10) are substantially different from those in the 1995 Draft EIR/EIS (see
pages B2-14 and B2-15 of the 1995 Draft EIR/EIS). A key coefficient in the DeltaSOQ
equation for effective outflow is changed from 5,000 to 6,600 (a 32 percent increase)
without any supporting evidence.
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The Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate because it fails to disclose the reason for the
modifications to this aspect of the G-Model, which is critical to estimating EC at Jersey
Point and chloride concentration at Rock Slough. Accurate estimates of the salinity at these
locations are essential to accurately estimating and meaningfully disclosing Project impacts.
The Revised Draft EIR/EIS must be further revised to provide accurate predictions of the
salinity at these two key locations using a valid calibrated model verified by substantial
evidence. The District requests that the G-Model be used as is and without unjustified and
unexplained changes. If the modified salinity-outflow model continues to be used, the
results using both the G-Model and- the modified model must be disclosed and compared to
allow full disclosure of the impacts of the modifications. The model results must be fairly
disclosed and circulated for public review and comments and must be included in the Final
Project EIR/EIS, along with revisions addressing the latest public comments.

IV. DEFICIENCIES IN THE ANALYSIS AND SCOPE OF THE
REVISED DRAFT EIR/EIS

The Revised Draft BIR/EIS is inadequate in meeting CEQA and NEPA requirements because it
fails to disclose a number of significant environmental impacts of the proposed Project. An
EIR/EIS must identify and focus on the possible significant environmental impacts of a proposed
project [Pub. Res. Code § 21000(a); Title 14, Cal. Code Regs. ("Guidelines") § 15126]. The
analysis should clearly identify direct and indirect impacts in the short-term and in the long-term.

“While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out
and disclose all that it reasonably can” [Guidelines § 15144]. The Revised Draft EIR/EIS for the
Delta Wetlands Project fails to meet these requirements.

~A. Unavoidable Significant Impacts

An EIR must identify any significant impacts that cannot be avoided if the project is
implemented, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance
[Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b); Guidelines § 15126(b)]. Where the only means of avoiding such
impacts would be to impose an alternative design on a proposed project, but the lead agency
nevertheless decides not to require such design changes, the EIR must describe the
implications of impacts involved and the agency's reasons for choosing to tolerate them rather
than requiring the alternative design [Guidelines § 15126(b); Pub. Res. Code § 21000(b)]. The
Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to meet these requirements.

Section II of this Appendix gives a detailed discussion on the significant impacts of the
proposed Project. Section III gives a detailed discussion on the methodological deficiencies n
the Revised Draft EIR/EIS. The District requests that a revised EIR/EIS be prepared to address
these comments in detail and re-circulated for review.
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B. Increased risks to public health

An EIR must fully describe the mmpacts on public health, if any, of the proposed project.
CEQA Guidelines 15065(d) provides for a mandatory finding of significance if a project will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. If the
proposed project does substantially increase health risk, the reasons that the proposed project
is believed by its proponent to be justified for immediate implementation should be explained RS-30
[Guidelines § 15126(e)].

Sections II and III of this Appendix give detailed discussions on the failure of the Revised
Draft EIR/EIS to adequately disclose the Project impacts on the acute and chronic public
health risks health effects of increased disinfection by-products in drinking water supplies.
The Revised Draft EIR/EIS also fails to explain the reasons why immediate implementation of
the Project is justified in light of such potential health risks. The District requests that a
revised EIR/EIS be prepared to address these comments in detail and re-circulated for review.

C. Significant cumulative impacts.

An EIR must identify and discuss significant cumulative impacts {Guidelines §15130(a)].
Cumulative impacts are those that are “individually limited but cumulatively considerable™ .
[Pub. Res. Code §21083(b)]. 'The cumulative impact analysis must contain three elements.
First, it must identify related projects through the use of either a project list or a projection
approach [Guidelines §15130(b)(1)]. Second, 1t must contain a summmary of the expected
environmental effects to be produced by related projects [Guidelines §15130(b)(2)]. Finally, it
must contain a reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the related projects and an
examination of reasonable options for mitigation measures for a proposed project {Guidelines
§ 15130M0)(3)]. R8-31

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to adequately discuss the cumulative impacts of the proposed
Project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable Projects in the Delta, as discussed
above. An additional required analysis is how the proposed Project might be coordinated
operationally with the Los Vaqueros Project, as well as an analysis of the environmental
impacts of such operations. Salinity mncreases at the District's intakes should be examined in
conjunction with impacts from other proposed projects that may also cause elevated salinity
and organic carbon concentration in parts of the Delta. A revised EIR/EIS must be prepared to
address these comments in detail and re-circulated for public review and comments..

D. The EIR/EIS fails to adopt legally adequate mitigation measures

An EIR must identify mitigation measures that could minimize each significant environmental R8-32
effect [Guidelines § 15126(c)]. Where several mitigation measures are available, each should
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be discussed and the basis for selection of a particular measure identified [/d.].

The Revised Draft EIR/EIS fails to identify mitigation measures that are adequate to minimize
the significant impacts of the Project on Delta water quality, as discussed above. The Revised
Draft EIR/EIS must contain detailed mitigation measures and outline an implementation plan
to ensure that the diversions to, operations of, and discharges from, Delta Wetlands Project
islands do not significantly affect concentrations of organic constituents and potential
contaminants in ambient Delta channels or at the Delta intakes and export pumps. This will
also help to ensure that Project diversion, operations, and discharges do not impair beneficial
uses of the water, injure lawful users of water, or cause unacceptable adverse impacts on
municipal water supplies or other beneficial uses. The District requests that a revised
EIR/EIS be prepared to address these comments in detail and re-circulated for public review
and comments.

V. Adverse impacts to CCWD caused by increased salinity and concentrations of -
organic carbon and other constituents of concern at CCWD’s intakes

As more fully described in the material of which official notice is requested, higher salinity
adversely impacts on the District's municipal and industrial water supply and the District's
customers in the following ways:

e Increased salinity {quantified as total dissolved solids, chloride, bromide, and sodium
concentrations) will impact industrial and municipal uses by increasing corrosion and causing
health problems. Increased salinity in source water also reduces the potential and feasibility

- of recycling (water reuse) and conjunctive uses.

o A higher bromide in source water leads to higher disinfection by-products such as bromate
and brominated trihalomethanes, makes it more difficult for urban agencies to meest
increasingly stringent drinking water regulations and increases health risk.

¢ A higher salinity at CCWD’s intakes reduces the performance of the Los Vaqueros Project by
decreasing the frequency CCWD could meet its delivered water salinity goal and by
increasing the pumping cost associated with replenishing blending water releases from the
Reservoir. The water quality goal of CCWD’s $450,000,000 Los Vaqueros Project is to
provide its customers with a delivered water quality of 65 mg/L chloride or less. The Los
Vaqueros Project improves the quality of CCWD’s water supply by storing high quality
Delta water (typically water with a chloride concentration of less than 50 mg/L), when it is
available, in the Los Vaqueros Reservoir for blending with Delta diversions later on when
salinity in Delta water is high. The Los Vaqueros Project also includes a new Delta intake, at
014 River south of Broden Highway (State Route 4), which usually has a better water quality
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than CCWD’s existing intake at Rock Slough. A higher salinity in the Delta will decrease
the amount of water available for storage in the Los Vaqueros Reservoir and increase the
salinity of both the stored water and water diverted directly from the Delta.

As more fully described in the material of which official notice is requested, increases in organic
carbon concentration at CCWD’s intake adversely impacts the District's municipal water supply
and the District's customers in the following ways:

* A higher particulate and dissolved organic carbon concentration in the source water requires
a higher disinfectant (ozone) dosage and increases treatment cost.

= A higher ozone dosage also increases the level of disinfection by-products such as bromate in
the treated water, increases health risk to the public, and makes it more difficult to comply
with existing and future drinking water regulations. This impact could be further aggravated
by a simuitaneous increase in bromide level caused by salinity increase.

* Increased organic carbon level increases formation of disinfection by-products such as
trihalomethanes and haloacetic acids during chlornnation and chloramination, increases health
risk to the public, and makes it more difficult to comply with existing and future drinking
water regulations. '

As more fully described in the material of which official notice is requested, increases in pathogens
and other water quality constituents of concern at CCWD’s intake adversely impacts the District's
municipal water supply and the District's customers n the following ways:

= Higher pathogens level (in particular protozoan such as Cryptosporidium parvum and

. Giardia lamblia) in the source water requires a higher level of disinfection. This leads to
higher disinfection by-products concentrations, increases public health risk, and makes it
more difficult to comply with existing and future drinking water regulations. It also increases
treatment cost.

* Higher concentrations of pesticides, heavy metals, and other toxins could lead to exceedance
of national drinking water standards for primary pollutants. The number of regulated -
pollutants has been increasing steadily in the past thirty years and will increase further under
the recently re-authorized federal Safe Drinking Water Act.

California water users have expended a great deal of effort to develop programs for improving
water quality in the Delta. Contra Costa Water District, in collaboration with a number of urban
water agencies, has been an active participant in the development and implementation of the
Bay-Delta Accord, implementation of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, and the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program. CCWD has contributed both funding and in-kind services to stop
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degradation of Delta water quality and improve conditions in the Delta. Source control is one of
the critical elements in all of these efforts. Potential degradation of Delta water quality, if left
unmitigated, will significantly reduce the benefits or nullify these efforts which have been made
at significant costs.
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Appendix B

Summary list of additional information that must be included in the Project EIR/EIS

CCWD has identified a number of cases where the Revised Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate and the
Draft EIR/EIS will need to be further revised and recirculated for public comment and review. This
appendix is intended to assist the lead agencies in this process by summarizing the key requested
revisions. More details are given in Appendix A.

L

Detalled analysis of monthly impacts at CCWD’s intakes, other municipal water supply
intakes and compliance locations using a validated Delta hydrodynamic and salinity model,
such as the Fischer Delta Model, to provide detailed reliable disclosure of the Project
impacts on salinity at these locations. Data should be disclosed as absolute monthly
chlorides or EC and the corresponding changes from the existing No-Project base case.

Reanalyse water quality impacts in the Central and South Delta and disclose the different
impacts at individual urban Delta drinking water intakes such as the State Water Project
(“SWP”) intake at Clifton Court Forebay, Central Valley Project (“CVP™) intake at Tracy

- Pumping Plant, and CCWD's intakes at Rock Slough and Old River. The present model

DeltaSOQ is grossly inadequate because it only presents a single combined Central Delta
chloride concentration. The CALFED Bay-Delta Program, Department of Interior CVPIA,
CCWD Los Vaqueros Project and other Bay-Delta environmental documents have all provided
and disclosed water quality impacts with this required level of geographic detail in the South
and Central Delta. Data should be disclosed as absolute monthly chlorides or EC and the
corresponding changes from the existing No-Project base case for each intake location.

Use of a 5% significance criterion for Project impacts on the water quality parameters of
concern, including, but not limited to, salinity (quantified as electrical conductivity and
chloride and bromide concentration) and concentrations of organic carbon (both dissolved
and particulate) and disinfection by-products (bromate, trihalomethanes, haloacetic acids,
etc.). If other significance thresholds are also used, data must be disclosed that indicates the
effects of choosing different thresholds on the impact analysis conclusions.

Reanalysis of Delta Wetlands operations which include of operations criteria that delay
reservoir island filling after the first winter storms to eliminate the effects of increased seawater
ntrusion on Delta drinking water intakes and ensure only the highest quality water is diverted
onto the islands. Such criteria could be based on based on criteria such as higher minimum
Delta outflow threshold, and/or lower maximum X2 location and chloride concentration
criteria at urban intakes. Data should be provided that clearly discloses the reduction in
adverse water quality impacts, and water supply impact on Delta Wetlands, if any, when these
mitigation measures are implemented.
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Mr. Sutton and Mr. Finan

CCWD Comrments on Delta Wetlands Project Revised Draft EIR/EIS
July 31, 2000

Page B-2

10.

11.

12.

Reanalysis of organic carbon impacts based on a more realistic range of organic carbon
concentration in Project stored water, taking into account seasonable variations in organic

carbon input, and incorporating important information from the SMARTS flowing water
tests.

Reanalysis of future cumulative impacts of the Delta Wetlands Project which includes are
more complete combination of future Bay-Delta Projects, including those being developed
by the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, taking into account future Total Maximum Daily Load
limits as required for impaired waterways such as the Delta.

Reanalysis of water quality impacts in terms of CCWD's ablllty to meet its 65 mg/L

delivered chloride goal. Data should disclose monthly water quality at CCWD's Rock’

Slough and Old River intakes plus the corresponding Los Vaqueros Reservoir operations
and changes in CCWD delivered chloride concentrations.

Reanalysis using the original scientifically-derived and peer-reviewed multiple nonlinear
regression equation for total trihalomethanes (“TTHMs”) rather than an arbitrarily modified
version of the Malcolm-Pirnie model.

Analysis of the Project impacts on the formation of bromate water treatment plants as
previously proposed in the work plan for the Revised Draft EIR/EIS, using the widely-
accepted Ozekin model which is currently being used by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency to develop new drinking water regulations. Data must be provided for bromate
production with at least the same level of detail as THM production data, including detail for
each of the urban drinking water intakes in the South and Central Delta.

Reanalysis using Contra Costa Water District's (CCWD) original salinity-outflow (G-
Model) methodology. If the modified but significantly different model continues to be used,

detailed disclosures of the reasons for the modifications and a detailed comparison of the

differences in calculated impacts using both methods must be given. The reasons for
changing the equation coefficients between the 1995 Draft and the Revised Draft must also
be disclosed.

Full disclosure of Project impacts on the acute and chronic public health risks health effects
of increased disinfection by-products in drinking water supplies.

Development of mitigation measures and outlining an adequate implementation plan regarding
the water quality impacts of the Project.
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P.O. Box H20
Concord, CA 94524
(925 688-8000 FAX (925)688-8122
August 3, 2000
Directors

Joseph L, Campbell
President

James Pretti
Vice President

Elizabeth R. Anello
Bette Boatmun

. Nobie G. Elcenke, D.C.

Walter J. Bishop
General Manager

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Attm: Jim Sutton

901 P Street

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, California 95812-2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

Attni: Mike Finan

1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, California 95814-2922

Subject: CCWD Comment Letter dated July 31, 2000 on the Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for
the Delta Wetlands Project

Dear Mr. Sutton and Mr. Finan:

The Contra Costa Water District (“District”) has identified a couple of typographic
errors in its July 31, 2000 comment letter on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Delta Wetlands Project. These
errors are minor and do not materially affect the substance of the District’s comments:

o Issues III.3 through II1.7 in Appendix A (pages A-11 to A-21) were mislabeled as
II1.2 through II1.6. Two separate issues were labeled as III.2. The second one
should have been IIL.3. Similarly, the issue labeled as III.3 should have been IIl.4,

II1.4 should have been II1.5, I1.5 should have been II1.6, and II1.6 should have been

1L7.

e Discussion on the proposed project’s impacts on the levels of disinfection by-
products was misprinted as “acute and chronic public health risks health effects™.
Please delete “health effects” from the phrase in IV.B in Appendix A (page A-23)
and item 11 in Appendix B (page B-2). This should have read “acute and chronic
pubtlic health risks”.
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M. Sutton and Mr. Finan

CCWD Comments on Delta Wetlands Project Revised Draft EIR/ELS
August 3, 2000

Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact me at (925) 688-8187.

Sincerely,

WA\J:“

Richard A. Denton
Water Resources Manager

Delta Wetlands file

ce:  City of Antioch
California Urban Water Agencies
Delta Wetlands Properties
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Contra Costa Water District

R8-1. Previous CCWD comments were reviewed carefully during preparation of the
2000 REIR/EIS. CCWD comments provided some of the most useful feedback on the
1995 DEIR/EIS. See responses to Comment Letter C9.

R8-2.  Thiscomment summarizes several concerns:
# increased salinity at CCWD intakes,

# elevated levels of DOC, dgae, sdts, and possibly other contaminants in
Delta Wetlands discharges;

# project effectson DBPs; and
# theimpairment of Los Vaqueros Project operations.
These concerns are addressed in responses to specific comments that follow.

These issues are also the basis of the terms of the protest dismissal agreement between
DeltaWetlands and CCWD. See response to Comment C9-1.

R8-3.  Theconcernsabout the methods used in the 2000 REIR/EIS to eval uate project effectson
salinity, DOC, THM, and bromate that are summarized in this comment are addressed in
responses to specific comments that follow.

R8-4. The mitigation recommended in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and 2000 REIR/EIS is designed to
accommodate the uncertainty about the effects of the project on salinity and DOC. These
mitigation measuresare enforceabl e through the permit termsand conditionsissued by the
SWRCB and USACE. The mitigation measures require Delta Wetlands to monitor water
guality parameters in Delta channels, on the Delta Wetlands Project islands, and at the
export locations; thisinformation would be used to calculate the expected effect of Delta
Wetlands operations on export water quality. Delta Wetlands operations would then be
reduced and/or delayed to minimize effects on concentrations of export DOC and salinity.
Thus, themitigation isdesigned to be effectiveregardless of the actual increasesin salinity
and DOC concentrations observed under project implementation.

The Delta Wetlands Project WQMP uses a similar combination of monitoring, modeling
of expected impacts, and modifications of project operations to mitigate project impacts
on water quality. The WQMP and the protest dismissal agreement between CCWD and
DeltaWetlands specifieswater quality monitoring, modeling, and operational controlsthat
would protect drinking water quality as well as or better than the mitigation measuresin
the NEPA and CEQA analysis. For more details, see Master Response 7, “Analysis of
Effects of the DeltaWetlands Project on Disinfection Byproducts’; response to Comment

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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R8-5.

R8-6.

R8-7.

R8-8.

R8-9.

R8-10.

C9-1; and the Delta Wetlands—CCWD protest dismissal agreement (included in the
Appendix to the Responses to Comments).

Seeresponseto Comment R4-14 regarding recircul ation of the 2000 REIR/EIS. Responses
to specific comments from CCWD are provided below.

Seeresponsesto CCWD'’ s specific comments on the impact analysis methodol ogy bel ow.
Additionally, Master Response6, “ Significance CriteriaUsed for the Water Quality Impact
Anaysis’, and Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on
Disinfection Byproducts’, provide more information about the significance criteria used
in the analysis and project effects on DBPs, respectively.

See response to Comment R8-4 regarding the mitigation measures recommended in the
2000 REIR/EIS. The 2000 REIR/EIS reevaluated project effectswith incorporation of the
FOC restrictionson project operations. Incorporating the FOC restrictionsreduces project
impacts on salinity. The commenter is correct in noting that project operations would be
further modified if the recommended mitigation measures for water quality effects were
implemented; however, implementing those measureswoul d not resultintheidentification
of new, significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no additional analysisisrequired.

See response to Comment C9-52 regarding the cumulative water quality impact analysis.

See response to Comment R4-14 regarding recirculation of the 2000 REIR/EIS; see
response to Comment R8-7 regarding evaluation of mitigated project operations.

Many of the statements made in this comment are similar to comments received on the
1995 DEIR/EISfrom CCWD; see also responsesto Comment Letter C9. Specifically, see
responses to Comments C9-17 and C9-22 regarding restrictions on Delta Wetlands'
operations adopted as part of the Delta Wetlands—CCWD protest dismissal agreement and
the FOC, respectively. These restrictions minimize potential project effects on salinity.

CCWD suggeststhat a5% change be used for the significance criteriarather than the 20%
used in the NEPA and CEQA analysis. This disagreement over the selected significance
criteriais not afundamental flaw of the analysis. See Master Response 6, “ Significance
Criteria Used for the Water Quality Impact Analysis’, for adiscussion of the application
of the significance criteria used in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and the 2000 REIR/EIS analysis.

CEQA and NEPA do not require the use of the most complex or detailed model available
for impact analysis. Monthly modeling of Deltaflows and corresponding salinity patterns
isthe currently accepted method for planning studies and environmental assessments; this
monthly modeling approach was used for the Delta Wetlands Project impact assessment.
The 2000 REIR/EIS disclosed the impacts of Delta Wetlands diversions on salinity.
See also response to Comment C9-12 regarding the WQMP modeling assumptions to
which Delta Wetlands and CUWA have agreed; these include use of the FDM Version 10
with simulations of daily tides.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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R8-11.

R8-12.

R8-13.

The use of arepresentative Delta export location in the DeltaSOQ model is discussed in
detail in response to Comment C9-12. The 2000 REIR/EIS reported changesin chloride
concentrations in the south Delta exports (see Table 4-19 in the 2000 REIR/EIS [Table
3C-27 in Chapter 3C of FEISVolume 1]). The analysis cannot speculate on how CCWD
would change its operations or apply its operating rules for Los Vagqueros Reservoir in
response to changes in Delta conditions; however, CCWD can use this information to
estimate the subsequent effects on the operations of Los Vaqueros Reservoir and the
ContraCostaCanal. Theprotest dismissal agreement between DeltaWetlandsand CCWD
addressed CCWD'’s concerns about the project’s potential effects on Los Vagueros
Reservoir operations.

CCWD also suggeststhat if DeltaWetlandswaits until salinity isreduced beforeit begins
diversions, the potential salinity effects would be greatly reduced during subsequent
Delta Wetlands discharge periods. The FOC measures do require that the X2 location be
at or downstream of Chipps Island before Delta Wetlands begins diversions. The
2000 REIR/EISindicated that these FOC measures have substantially reduced the potential
effects of DeltaWetlandsdiversionson salinity (see pages 3C-76 and 3C-77 in Chapter 3C
of FEIS Volume 1; see also response to Comment C9-22).

Additionally, the salinity impact analysis assumed that the salinity of water diverted onto
the Delta Wetlands islands was equal to the previous month’s export salinity. Thisisa
conservative assumption; the salinity of water diverted onto the Delta Wetlands reservoir
islands during actual project operations may be less than that modeled for the impact
analysis (see Comment R10-7).

Finally, the protest dismissal agreement between CCWD and Delta Wetlands includes
additional restrictionson DeltaWetlandsdiversionsto minimize project effectson salinity;
for moreinformation, seeresponseto Comment C9-17 and the protest dismissal agreement
contained in the Appendix to the Responses to Comments. The FOC and the WQMP
provide more than adequate protection for salinity in CCWD diversions.

Seeresponse to Comment R4-8 regarding the range of DOC loading rates estimated in the
analysis. Seeresponse to Comment C9-12 regarding the evaluation of project effects on
salinity. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on
Disinfection Byproducts’, regarding the evaluation of project effects on DBPs and
mitigation measures proposed to address those effects. See also responses to CCWD’s
Comment Letter C9 on the 1995 DEIR/EIS.

See response to Comment C9-52 regarding the cumul ative water quality impact analysis.

The use of arepresentative Delta export location in the DeltaSOQ model is discussed in
detail in response to Comment C9-12. See responses to Comments C9-12 and R8-10
regarding the use of the FDM for impact analysis and during project operations. Thereis
no need to recircul ate the 2000 REIR/EIS; see response to Comment R4-14.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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R8-14. The simulated No-Project Alternative serves as the baseline condition with which
simulated DeltaWetlands Project operationsare compared for impact assessment purposes.
Although DeltaSOQ cannot replicate all the complex changes in water quality that occur
in the Delta, the DeltaSOQ results are generally confirmed by the historical EC and
chloride measurements. See response to Comment C9-13 for a detailed discussion of the
relationship between ssimulated water quality and historical values.

R8-15. The commenter seems to be confusing the monthly simulations with actual project
operations. The monthly simulations are used in the NEPA and CEQA analysis to
determine the potential for project impacts on salinity; in actual (real-time) project
operations, mitigation would betriggered if operations caused an impact on water quality.
Thecommenter statesthat the monthly model considerably underpredictssalinity, resulting
in unaccounted adverse effects during project operations. However, the mitigation
measures require Delta Wetlands to monitor water quality parameters in Delta channels,
on the project islands, and at the export locations before and during project operations.
This information would be used to calculate the real-time effect of Delta Wetlands
operations on salinity. The Delta Wetlands—CCWD protest dismissal agreement and the
WQMP provide additional details about the way that coordinated project scheduling,
modeling, monitoring, and operational constraints would be used to track short-term and
long-term project effects on water quality. See also response to Comment R8-4 above.

R8-16. The commenter argues that DeltaSOQ calculations of improvements in export chloride
during periods of Delta Wetlands Project diversions are erroneous and that the result
shown for January 1981, in particular, “defies reason”.

In the example month (January 1981), project diversions were simulated to be 3,871 cfs.
The export chloride ssimulated for no-project conditions was 50 mg/l, and the chloride
concentrationwassimulated toimprove by 12.5 mg/l under project operationsto 37.5mg/I.

Project diversionswould always reduce Delta outflow, and thereduction in outflow would
always increase the seawater intrusion at Chipps Island and Jersey Point, at least slightly.
In some caseswhen the proj ect issimul ated to be diverting, however, outflow remainshigh
enough to prevent seawater intrusion from causing any measurabl e effect at Jersey Point.
Thefollowing tablesummarizesfor the examplemonth the Del taSOQ-simul ated reduction
in Delta outflow and the corresponding increase in EC at Chipps Island. Although
Chippslsland EC increased, the ssmulated chloride concentration at Jersey Point changed
by less than 1 mg/l.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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Project Effects on Outflow and Seawater Intrusion
with Project Diversions of 3,871 cfs

No-Project With Project
Affected variable Simulated amount  Simulated amount Description

Delta outflow 26,951 cfs 23,080 cfs Reduced by Delta
Wetlands Project
diversions

ChippslIsand EC 194 FS/cm 270 FS/cm Increased by reduction
in outflow

Jersey Point 8 mg/l 8 mg/l Remained the same

chloride because outflow was

till sufficient to prevent
measurabl e seawater
intrusion

The salinity of water that enters the Delta from different sources can vary considerably.
Thesalinity of exported water therefore depends on therel ative contribution of each source
tothetotal volumeof exports. The sourcesof water for diversion or export arethewestern
Deltaand Sacramento River inflow, agricultural drainage, and San Joaquin River inflow.
Thesalinity of agricultural drainage and San Joaquin River inflow isgenerally higher than
that of water from the western Delta/Sacramento River. DeltaSOQ calcul ates the fraction
of these water sources that will be exported or diverted or that will be discharged (i.e., as
QWEST) from the south Delta.

Project diversions may include agricultural drainage and San Joaquin River inflow. If
these sources have higher salinity than western Delta/Sacramento River water and if the
volume diverted onto the project islands is great enough, the water reaching the export
locationswill consist of smaller proportionsfrom these sources. Consequently, water from
the western Delta and Sacramento River will make up a greater proportion of exports.
Such ashift in source contributions to exports for January 1981 is shown in the following
table.

In this simulation, a greater proportion of exports consists of western Delta/Sacramento
River water during project diversionsthan under no-project conditions, and thissource has
much lower salinity than agricultural drainage and San Joaguin River inflow. Therefore,
the project-related change in the proportions of export water that originate from the
different sources results in improved salinity of exports.
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Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Exports
with Project Diversions of 3,871 cfs

No-Project
(Exports = 5,720 cfs;
QWEST = 2,567 cfs) With Project
Export Salinity of Export Salinity of
Export component fraction fraction fraction fraction

Agricultural drainage 13% 125 mg/l x 0.13 = 11% 125 mg/l x 0.11 =
(125 mg/1 chloride) 16 mg/l 14 mg/l
—1,067 cfs
San Joaquin River inflow 29% 103 mg/l x 0.29 = 17% 103 mg/l x 0.17 =
(203 mg/I chloride) 30 myg/l 18 mg/l
—2,244 cfs
Western Deltaand 58% 8 mg/l x 0.58 = 2% 8mg/l x0.72 =
Sacramento River inflow 4 mg/l 6 mg/l
(8 mg/l chloride)
Tota exports 100% 50 myg/l 100% 38 my/l

The simulated reduction in export salinity in June and July 1985 was the result of the
salinity of DeltaWetlands discharges being lower than no-project salinity. Dischargesfor
export areshownin Tables 3-15 and 3-18 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (Tables3A-34 and 3A-37,
respectively, in Chapter 3A of FEIS Volume 1); the tables referred to by the commenter
show Delta Wetlands storage amounts, not discharges. The analysis of project effects on
water quality in Chapter 4 of the 2000 REIR/EIS was based on the scenario in which
discharges for export are limited by south-of-Delta delivery deficits (Table 3-18 [FEIS
Volume 1, Table 3A-37]).

R8-17. CCWD’s goal of delivering water with less than 65 mg/l chloride is not a prevailing
standard or water quality objectivefor the Delta. The analysis of Delta Wetlands Project
effects on salinity appropriately uses significance criteria that are based on existing
standards, rather than CCWD’ sgoal. Theestablished 1995 WQCP chloride objectivesare
150 mg/l and 250 mg/l (depending on the water-year type).

Thewater right protest dismissal agreement that DeltaWetlands and CCWD submitted to
the SWRCB addresses CCWD’ sremaining concerns about potential project effectson the
guality of water availablefor diversion by CCWD and LosV aqueros Reservoir operations.
See response to Comment C9-17.

R8-18. Seeresponsesto Comments C9-12 and R8-10 regarding use of the FDM; see response to
Comment R4-14 regarding recirculation of the 2000 REIR/EIS.
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R8-19.

R8-20.

R8-21.

R8-22.

R8-23.

R8-24.

R8-25.

R8-26.

R8-27.

See response to Comment R4-8 regarding the range of DOC loading estimated in the
analysis. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on
Disinfection Byproducts’, regarding the evaluation of project effects on DBPs and
mitigation measures proposed to address those effects.

See response to Comment R4-8.
See response to Comment R4-8.

Seeresponseto Comment R2-12 from DWR regarding the interpretation of the SMARTS
experiments presented in the 2000 REIR/EIS.

Seeresponsesto Comments C9-12 and C9-13 regarding the use of DeltaSOQ inthe impact
analysis. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on
Disinfection Byproducts’, for a discussion of the methods used to evaluate project effects
on DBPs.

Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, discusses the use of the Malcolm Pirnie equation in the impact analysis.

Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts’, discusses project effects on bromate and use of the Ozekin equation. The
commenter is correct that the equation in the text on page G-19 of Appendix G of the 2000
REIR/EIS shows an incorrect exponent for DOC; however, the results shown in Figure G-
11 used the correct equation. The correct equation indicates that a20% changein chloride
(i.e., bromide) will cause a 14% change in bromate concentration.

See Master Response 6, “Significance Criteria Used for the Water Quality Impact
Analysis’, regarding the significance criteria used in the analysis. See also responses to
Comments R4-2, R4-3, and R4-4 regarding significance criteria, estimates of natural
variability and modeling uncertainty, and operational controls adopted as part of the
Delta Wetlands Project WQMP. See response to Comment R8-17 regarding CCWD’s
salinity goal for delivered water.

The WQMP and the protest dismissal agreement between Delta Wetlands and CCWD
includethe provision that achangein chloride of 10 mg/I would be used asthe operational
limit for Delta Wetlands operations. For more details, see response to Comment C9-17
and the protest dismissal agreement (which isincluded in the Appendix to the Responses
to Comments).

See response to Comment R8-17 regarding CCWD’s salinity goal for delivered water.
See response to Comment C9-12 regarding use of a representative export location in the
impact analysis.
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R8-28.

R8-29.

R8-30.

R8-31.

R8-32.

R8-33.

R8-34.

The commenter guestions changes made to equations taken from the antecendent
outflow—salinity model (or the* G-model”) used to predict EC. CCWD’sG-model reports
14-day average EC and outflow values. Therefore, thisinformation must be modified for
usein the monthly assessment model. The salinity—outflow equation used in the monthly
assessment model assumes that end-of-month salinity will correspond to end-of-month
effective outflow, which is calculated using the monthly G-model equations.

The monthly model does not ignore the possible time lag between Jersey Point EC and
Rock Slough chloride, but assumes that the salinity increase will occur during the same
month. If the analysisassumed that the increase occurred during the following month, the
timing of project effects could be mischaracterized. See response to Comment C9-12 for
adetailed discussion of the use of representative export location and the timing of project
effects.

The coefficient for estimating effective outflow for Jersey Point salinity was changed for
the 2000 REIR/EIS analysisto be consistent with the value used by CCWD in the G-model
(i.e., 6,600 rather than 5,000), as shown in the equation on page G-9 of Appendix G.
Appendix G provides comparisons of measured EC values at these locations.

The 1995 DEIR/EIS and the 2000 REIR/EIS disclosed unavoidable significant effects of
the Delta Wetlands Project as required by CEQA. As described above, the water quality
impact assessment identified significant direct and cumul ative effectson water quality and
proposed feasible mitigation measures. No information provided in this comment |etter
changes the significance findings in the 2000 REIR/EIS; no new unavoidable impacts are
identified.

SeeMaster Response 7, “ Analysisof Effectsof the DeltaWetlands Project on Disinfection
Byproducts”.

The cumulative impact assessment presented in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and 2000 REIR/EIS
meets the requirements of CEQA. See response to Comment C9-52.

See response to Comment R8-4 regarding the mitigation measures recommended in the
2000 REIR/EIS.

Responses to the issues listed in this comment are provided above.

The typographica errors noted in this letter were taken into consideration when the
responses to the preceding comments were prepared.
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Letter RO < ESIIMC

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION
14215 RIVER ROAD

P.O. BOX 530

WALNUT GRCOVE, CA 95890

Phone (918} 778-2290

FAX (918) 776-2283

E-Mail: dpe@citlink.net  Home Page: www.delta.ca.gov

July 31, 2000

Jim Sutton

State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement
(RDEIR) for the Delta Wetlands Project; SCH Number: 1995093022

Dear Mr. Sutton:

1 am writing regarding the above-named environmental document dated May 31, 2000.
The proposed project is located in the Primary Zone of the Delta in San Joaquin and
Contra Costa Counties. Local government actions associated with approval of the
proposed project would be subject to appeal to the Delta Protection Commission. State
and federal actions are not subject to appeal to the Delta Protection Commission, thus
comments on State and federal actions are advisory only. The Commission itseif has not
had the opportunity to review the RDEIR so these are staff comments only. The
comments are, however, based on the Commission's law and adopted land use plan, as
well as other research reviewed and accepted by the Commission. The Commission was
charged with protecting and enhancing the existing land uses in the Delta, including
agriculture, wildlife habitat and recreation. In addition, the stability of the levees was
identified as a critical charge.

The proposed project is a water storage and habitat enhancement project on four islands
in the Delta. The project includes:
e diverting and storing water on Bacon Island and Webb Tract for later discharge
for export or to meet outflow or environmental requirements;
o diverting water seasonally to create and enhance wetlands and to manage wildlife
habitat on Bouldin Island and most of Holland Tract, and
‘e building recreational facilities for boating and hunting along the perimeter levees .
on all four islands. '

The RDEIR addresses only five key resource areas:
e Water supply and operations

Water quality

Fisheries o

Leves stability and seepage

Natural gas facilities and transmission pipelines.
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The Commission’s enabling legislation states the Commission's land use plan should
"permit water reservoir and habitat development that is compatible with other uses" (PRC
Section 29760(b)(14)). The Commission's adopted land use plan includes a
recommendation which states "Water reservoirs that are consistent with other uses in the
Delta should be permitted”(Land Use Recommendation). Recommendations were
incorporated in the Plan to address Delta actions that go beyond local government
authority; the authority to allow the proposed diversions and storage are State and federal
actions. The proposal to construction recreational facilities is subject to local government
approvals.

The RDEIR does not address issues associated with the conversion of agricultural land to
reservoir and managed habitat, the creation of several thousand acres of habitat as
mitigation for the creation of the reservoirs, nor the recreation component of the project
which includes construction of several facilities and up to 1,200 berths.

The issues addressed in the RDEIR of concern to the Commission include water quality,
seepage, and levee stability.

The Commission's land use plan states: "Salinity levels in Delta water shall ensure fuil
agricultural use of Delta agricultural lands, provide habitat for aquatic life, and meet
requirements for drinking water and industrial use" (Water Policy P-1) and "Water
agencies at local, state and federal levels shall work together to ensure that adequate
Delta water quality standards are set and met and that beneficial uses of State waters are
protected consistent with the CALFED agreement" (Water Policy P-3).

The RDEIR indicates that the proposed project could result in increased salinity in
the west Delta and includes mitigation measures. Those mitigation measures
should be incorporated into the final approvals for the project to ensure that water
in the western Delta is adequate for agriculture.

The Commission's land use plan states: "Water reservoirs that are consistent with other
uses in the Delta should be permitted" (Land Use Recommendation R-1) and " The
priority land use of areas of prime soils shall be agriculture. If commercial agriculture is
no longer feasible due to subsidence or lack of adequate water supply or water quality,
land uses which protect other beneficial uses of Delta resources, and which would not
adversely affect agriculture on surrounding lands, or viability or cost of levee
maintenance, may be permitted..."(Environmental Policy P-1).

Seepage has been identified as a likely impact on nearby islands that are used for
agricutture. The RDEIR includes a number of mitigation measures, including
interceptor wells, to minimize impacts dues to seepage. Those mitigation
measures should be incorporated into the final approvals for the project to ensure
that seepage does not adversely impact agriculture on nearby islands.
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The Commission's land use plan states: "...local governments shall adhere to guidelines
for federal and local levee maintenance and construction...and set longer term goals of
meeting PL-99 standards..." and "As much as feasible, levees should be designed and
maintained to protect against damage from seismic activity... "(Levee Recommendation
R-13).

The RDEIR includes substantial additional modeling and information about levee
stability associated with the reservoirs. The RDEIR states that the interiors of the
reservoir levees will need to be reinforced to protect against erosion. The
applicant should determine if the project must conform to levee or dam standards,
and develop appropriate designs to meet the State's requirements. The project

* would provide levees built to the staridards in Bulletin 192-82, which is more
stringent than PL-99. The project should ensure that the reservoir levees are
adequate to protect against slumping or erosion.

The RDEIR does not discuss any possible impacts associated with the proposed
construction of levee facilities on the stability of the levees. The Final
environmental document should state whether the construction of the proposed
recreational facilities will require any mitigation or design change to the levee to
ensure levee stability.

Since the DEIR was released in 1995, new information about recreation needs and about
hunting has been made available. The DEIR describes the proposed private fishing and
hunting facilities proposed for each island. No public access or recreation is proposed as
part of the project. The Delta Protection Commission and Department of Boating and
Waterways retained the Department of Parks and Recreation to prepare a Delta
Recreational User Survey in 1997. That report, available in hard copy from the
Commission, and on the Commission's web site--www.delta.ca.gov--outlines current
facilities and activities, and recreational needs in the Delta. In addition, hunting has

continued to decline in California with resident hunting licenses down 61% between 1970

and 1998 and State duck stamps down 58% in the same period (Valley-Bay Care, Ducks
Unlimited, Spring 2000). Fishing has remained popular with a slight decrease (8%) in
the same period. This new information should be reflected in the final environmental
document.

The DEIR identified the loss of agricultural land on the project islands as “inconsistent
with Contra Costa County agricultural principles to preserve prime agricultural lands for
agricultural production and promote a competitive economy and would therefore be a
significant and unavoidable land use impact. Direct conversion of approximately 16,180
acres...or of 20,345 acres...including harvested cropland and pasture, short-term
fallowed land, and long-term idled lands, is considered to be a significant and
unavoidable agriculture impact. Implementation ...would contribute to the significant
and unavoidable cumulative impact of cumulative conservation of prime agricultural land
in the Delta" (page 31-1). The final environmental document should address the
cumulative impact of the loss of agricultural land in the Delta taking into account the
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acreage proposed for conversion to habitat, conveyance and storage in the CALFED R9-5
programmatic environmental document. cont'd

In summary, the final environmental document should include appropnate mitigation to
protect Delta water quality, to ensure stable levees within the project, and to ensure that
seepage from the proposed reservoirs does not adversely impact nearby agricultural
islands. In addition, the final environmental document should address issues raised in the
earlier DEIR regarding recreation opportunities and loss of agriculture.

Please call if you have questions about these comments.

Sincerely,

Margit Aramburu
Executive Director

Cc:  Chairman Patrick N. McCarty
Supervisor Joe Canciamilla -
Supervisor Steve Gutierrez
Terri Roberts, State Clearinghouse
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Delta Protection Commission

R9-1.

R9-2.

R9-3.

R9-4.

R9-5.

The 2000 REIR/EIS evaluated salinity impacts for Jersey Point and Emmaton using the
WQCP salinity objectives at these compliance locations, suggesting that mitigation may
be required for some potential Delta Wetlands diversion periods. The SWRCB has
incorporated mitigation measures as terms and conditions of Delta Wetlands' water right
permit. Similarly, USACE will adopt mitigation measuresin the record of decision for the
Section 404 permit.

The SWRCB has incorporated mitigation measures as terms and conditions for
DeltaWetlands water right permit. Similarly, USACE will adopt mitigation measuresin
the record of decision for the Section 404 permit.

See response to comment B7-6 regarding the application of DSOD standards to the
Delta Wetlands Project.

Driven pile foundations are typically used to support structures adjacent to levee
embankments that are underlain by compressible materials such as peat. The stiff and
dense soil beneath the peat will bear theweight of these structures. For the DeltaWetlands
Project, the recreation facilities will not impose significant |oads on the levees; therefore,
they will not affect the design or stability of thelevee. Leveeinspection and maintenance
at these sites must be maintained in compliance with the reclamation district’ scriteriafor
locating structures near the structural section of thelevee. These criteriacan vary between
reclamation districts. Delta Wetlands must receive approval of the final design for the
recreation facilities from the reclamation district before constructing the facilities.

It should be noted that DeltaWetlands hasremoved the construction of recreationfacilities
from its CWA permit application, and USACE will not approve construction of these
facilitieswhen it issuesitsrecord of decision. Refer to Master Response 5, “ Mitigation of
Environmenta Effects Related to Use of Recreation Facilities'.

The lead agencies acknowledge the importance of public recreation in the Delta. See
response to Comment B6-21.

The cumulative impact of the Delta Wetlands Project on agricultural land in the Deltais
considered significant and unavoidable (see Impact 1-8, “Cumulative Conversion of
Agricultura Land”, in the 1995 DEIR/EIS [page 3I-25 in FEIS Volume 1).
Implementation of CALFED contributes to this cumulatively significant conversion of
agricultural land in the Delta.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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ELLISON & SCHNEIDER L.L.P. LYNN M. HAUG
WENDY M. FISHER
CHRISTOIMHER T. ELLISON . A
ANNE | SCHNEIDER ATTORNEYS AT Law u}n(\)l;);:i?:,\n:;l\&r\:rz\
DOUCLAS K. KERNER, OF COUNSEL 2015 H STREET * . : ! "
MARGARET G. LEAVITT, OF COUNSEL , ANDREW B. BROWN
JEEFERY 13 HARRIS, OF COUNSEL SACRAMENTO, CALiFORNIA 95814-3109 ;:u;::(:“iUMMF Srl\i)rERS
TELEPHONE (916) 447-2166  Fax (916] 4473512 SN
July 31, 2000
Jim Sutton Mike Finan
State Water Resources Control Board U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento
Division of Water Rights District
P.O. Box 2000 Regulatory Branch
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Re: Delta Wetlands comments to the Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Statement for the Delta Wetlands Project

Dear Messrs. Sutton and Finan:

Delta Wetlands Properties (“Delta Wetlands™) is providing the enclosed comments to the
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (“REIR/S™). As you are aware, the Delta
Wetlands project has endured extensive environmental review. Delta Wetlands believes this
additional review, in certain instances, goes beyond the requirements of the California
~ Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. Delta Wetlands agreed
to the additional assessment in order to provide information to the State Water Resources Control ~ —
Board (“SWRCB”) in response to the November 25, 1998 correspondence from the SWRCB.

Jones & Stokes has done an excellent job, once again, in assimilating the various
environmental information and providing a comprehensive report. The enclosed comments
consist of specific references to the REIR/S which outline our substantive concerns and an
Errata which addresses typographical errors and misunderstandings. regardmg the Delta Wetlands

project.

Sincerely,
§ b

W - Epenmes
Barbara A. Brenner

BAB:rko

enc.

cc: See attached mailing list
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DELTA WETLANDS COMMENTS TO THE REIR/S
(July 31, 2000)

General Comment

The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement Jor the
Delta Wetlands Project (“REIR/S™) prepared for the State Water Resources Control Board
("“SWRCB?”) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) contains a number of very
conservative assumptions and approaches to the analysis for the Delta Wetlands project. The
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the National Environmental Policy Act
("NEPA”) require a reasonable assessment of a project’s potential environmental impacts in
order to help the lead agencies (SWRCB and USACE) evaluate the project for permitting
purposes. The REIR/S has gone beyond the CEQA/NEPA requirements in numerous instances
by making overly conservative assumptions in its analysis, which have led to conclusions which
are unreasonably conservative. The REIR/S should clearly delineate, at a minimum, the type of
analysis that is required by CEQA and NEPA, and should identify the instances in which the
analysis is intentionally conservative. The document should also indicate that, as a result of
conservative analyses, mitigation measures recommended on the basis of such overly
conservative analyses should be carefully considered and not automatically adopted by the lead
agencies.

Delta Wetlands has provided detailed comments which include examples of conservative
assumptions in the REIR/S. There are additional overly conservative assumptions incorporated
in the REIR/S that are not specifically mentioned below. Given the conservative assumptions
explicitly recognized in the REIR/S, as well as those outlined by Delta Wetlands which are not
explicitly identified, a clarifying statement in the REIR/S is justified and would result in a more
fair and reasonable assessment of the project,

Chapter 2. Project Description

Page 2-5, third paragraph. The level of demand for CVP/SWP water is assumed to remain at
1995 levels in the cumulative future analysis with no explanation or justification. Assuming the
demand remains at 1995 levels is a very conservative approach. The REIR/S should clearly set
forth the fact that the analysis is conservative and explain why such is the case.

Chapter 3. Water Supply

Page 3-4 , third paragraph. The REIR/S in its discussion of DWRSIM studies 409 and 771
should note the effect an increase in Trinity River flows, the recent interpretation of the
CVPIA(b)(2) rules, and the need to obtain Level 4 water for refuges would have on these
DWRSIM water demand assumptions. These increased water demands, along with a growing
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population, nullify the DWRSIM assumption that water demand is the same today as in 1995. In
addition, this further supports Delta Wetlands’ contention that the REIR/S assumptions are
extremely conservative.

Chapter 4. Water Quality

Page 4-37, first paragraph and page 4-38, first paragraph. The salinity modeling presented
in the REIR/S assumes that 100% of the volume and 100% of the mass of water quality
constituents (e.g., chlorides, DOC) in Delta Wetlands discharges goes to the municipal water
supply export pumps. However, because of mixing processes within the Delta, assuming that
100% of the mass of water quality constituents in Delta Wetlands discharges will reach the
municipal water supply export pumps is a very conservative approach. Discharges from the
Detlta will mix with water in the channels, effectively distributing its DOC and TDS content to
water that reaches the export pumps and water that does not (e.g., outflow and irrigation water).
In addition, the mixing equation relied upon in the REIR/S is based on monthly monitoring
averages and does not account for the time lag between the discharge from the Delta Wetlands
reservoirs and the arrival at the export pumps. This time lag serves to further dilute the impact of
Delta Wetlands waters at the export pumps. This analysis should clearly indicate it is a
conservative approach to the analysis or more accurately account for the percentage of the mass
of water quality constituents that will reach the municipal water supply export pumps.

Page 4-29. third paragraph; page 4-41, first paragraph: and page G-14, fourth paragraph.
It is unclear why the 1g/m*/mo DOC loading estimated for the islands under agricultural use is
assumed to continue from the four project islands even after agricultural activities are
discontinued. It is mentioned in the REIR/S that this is based on comments received on the 1995
DEIR/S, but no rationale is provided. The REIR/S states that, “Although Delta Wetlands would
cease farming operations on the islands under project conditions, the contribution of Delta
Wetlands islands to agricultural drainage DOC is simulated as a constant under no-project and
with-project conditions in response to comments on the 1995 DEIR/EIS.” (REIR/S, p. 4-29,94.)
The 1g/m*/mo agricultural DOC load is added to the estimated project DOC loads, effectively
double counting the islands’ potential effect on long-term DOC impacts. This assumption is
much more conservative than the DOC assessment set forth in the 1995 DEIR/S. The REIR/S
should indicate this is a very conservative assumption and is based solely on comments to the
1995 DEIR/S. The REIR/S should also set forth the probability of this event occurring.

Figures 4-20 through 4-22; pages G-14 through G-15; page 4-22. fifth paragraph. The

graphical representations of the three Delta Wetlands operation simulations for the three assumed
DOC loading rates (1, 4, and. 9 g/m*mo) appear to represent constant loading at these rates from
the island soils to the stored water during all time periods examined. This approach may be
appropriate for the 1 g/m*/mo scenario, which was intended to represent the long-term loading
from project discharges. However, as the text of the REIR/S indicates, the 4 g/m%mo and 9
g/m*/mo were selected to represent initial filling conditions, not long-term loading conditions.
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Figures 4-21 and 4-22 result in significant overestimation of total DOC contribution, the
frequency, and duration of high DOC discharges from the islands. It appears that start-up
conditions were modeled every month for the 73 years of projected operation. This presentation
of the model results is misleading and inconsistent with the model assumptions.

Pages 4-17 to 4-22. We concur with the REIR/S statement, “Jt should be noted that the SMARTS
experiments do not represent the proposed conditions on the Delta Wetlands islands, and the
experimental design and sampling methods may not be applicable to in-situ conditions."
(REIR/S, p. 4-22, 9 3.) We therefore do not agree with the extensive reliance on the SMARTS
data as the primary basis for the initial loading estimates used in the REIR/S (4 and 9 g/m’*/mo).
Significant reliance on the SMARTS results for quantitative assessments is not appropriate,
‘given the serious limitations of the data as acknowledged by the REIR/S.

The SMARTS data should not be used to develop quantitative estimates of potential DOC
impacts from the Delta Wetlands project. As noted in the REIR/S, the SMARTS experiments are
not reliable because of soil source variations, depth of peat soils used, and uncertain volume and
concentration measurements. There are additional reasons for not relying on the SMARTS
results which should also be noted, including temperature concerns, and the lack of
photodegradation and biodegradation availability. The soil porosity, percent compaction, or any
other physical soil parameter of the material was not recorded. The submersible pumps almost
certainly provided more mixing and soil/water interface disturbance than would occur under
actual reservoir conditions,’ and there are numerous inconsistencies in the data that render the
data unreliable.

On page 4-21, the REIR/S authors state that “These values [mass loading estimates] suggest that
submerged peat soil with a previous history of agricultural use may produce a DOC load of 2 to
J times the measured agricultural drainage DOC loads (of about 12 g/m?).” This statement is
problematic because: (1) It depends on the SMARTS work accurately reflecting full-scale
flooded island conditions, (2) it incorporates the unclear calculation discussed above, and (3) it
does not address the difference between short-term and long-term DOC loading from the soils.
The REIR/S DOC analysis should not rely on the SMARTS results to quantify the potential
impacts of the Delta Wetlands project. Again, at a minimum, the REIR/S should clearly set forth
the probability of the project experiencing initial DOC loading of 4 or 9 g/m*mo.

Page 4-30, first paragraph. The REIR/S states, “Reservoir operations might cause more DOC
to be mixed from the pore water into the water column than when the peat soils are drained

'On page 4-21, paragraph 2, the REIR/S states that, “The submersible pumps may mimic
wave-induced mixing that would occur on the Delta Wetlands islands.” This statement does not
appear to be based on a scaled engineering analysis. Marvin Jung, the director of the SMARTS
experiments, stated that these pumps were included to provide thorough mixing of the water
column during the experiments and were not necessarily designed to replicate wave action on
Delta Wetlands islands (pers. comm., 7/7/00).
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under agricultural practices.” This is contrary to the 1995 DEIR/S in which the two scenarios
were assumed to introduce equal concentrations of DOC into the water column. The REIR/S
acknowledges a lack of evidence on the subject, yet suggests a completely unsupported scenario.
This seems to contradict the 1995 DEIR/S where it was thought that less DOC might leach out
but assumed the same as a conservative estimate. In this instance the REIR/S compounds the
overly conservative assessment of the previous document; it should at least make this clear.

Page 4-39. third paragraph. and page 6-1, first paragraph. Many of the potential salinity

impacts identified in the REIR/S (e.g., Emmaton) appear to be the result of filling the reservoirs
with high salinity water. The DeltaSOQ model predicts salinity levels in the Delta at the end of
each month and uses this salinity level to simulate the reservoir quality for diversions during the
following month. A more accurate simulation would be to average the monthly salinity during
the month of filling. This “prior month” approach elevates salinity levels on the reservoir and is
. unreasonably conservative since it assumes the water stays at the highest salinity level (e.g., end
of previous month) for the entire month of diversions. The REIR/S should assess the effects on
salinity using average,monthly salinity levels. The project is likely to have a salinity benefit if
analyzed using the monthly average salinity level. .

Page 4-42, second and third paragraphs. The project effects on export DOC for the initial-

filling and high initial-filling assumptions are characterized as occurring in more than half of the
years of operation (e.g., 37 out of 73, 48 out of 73). Initial filling will only occur the first vear of
operation. The project’s initial DOC loading estimates are very different from the long-term
DOC loading estimates. The REIR/S should clearly state the limits of the initial DOC loading
estimates as to probable time and duration.

Page G-12, fourth bullet. The REIR/S adds residence time as a factor which affects DOC
loading. The 1995 DEIR/S, however, established that most of the DOC is released in the initial
months after the reservoir island first stores water and then there is little or no continued
increase. Adding residence time as a factor in DOC loading estimates is not supported by the
scientific evidence and is an unreasonably conservative approach. The REIR/S should at least
clearly state this is another very conservative assumption.

Page G-18. eighth paragraph; Figure G-10a; page 4-14, third paragraph, page G-16, first
paragraph; page G-19, seventh paragraph. Delta Wetlands agrees with the REIR/S assertion

that source water DOC measurements do not always correlate well with treated water THM
concentrations. This conclusion is supported, for example, by data on the influent DOC and
treated water THM presented in the REIR/S for the Penitencia Water Treatment Plant.

However, 1t is suggested that discharges from the project islands be regulated based on their
effect on treated drinking water THM concentrations by using raw water DOC as the predictor of
THM concentrations in treated drinking water (Mitigation Measure C-6). Mitigation Measure
C-6 does not appear to consider Delta Wetlands® potential effect on treated water THM
concentrations which should be determined considering the role of water treatment processes in
reduction of the amount of DOC that can potentially be converted to THMs. The processes of
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coagulation, flocculation, sedimentation, and filtration within a typical water treatment plant can
remove DOC to varying degrees depending on many parameters such as points of chlorine
addition, coagulant dose, chlorine dose, temperature, and others. These treatment steps are not
accounted for in THM formation potential tests. Not accounting for treatment plant-specific
processes, their sequence and operational parameters, and their effect on DOC concentrations
through the plant, will result in overestimating the project’s potential effects on THM.

This difficulty is recognized to some degree in Appendix G of the REIR/S: “Because DBP
concentrations are determined by both the raw water quality parameters (DOC and Br) and the
reatment process parameters (chlorination dose [note: coagulant dose and DOC removal before
chlorination is another significant consideration), pH, temperature, holding time), only
representative estimates of the incremental effects of increased DOC and Br* concentrations on
these DBP concentrations can be calculated.” This limitation is, however, overlooked in the
main REIR/S text (Chapter 4): “.. frequent DOC measurements may be used to monitor project
effects on THM concentration...”. :

Chapter 5. Fisheries

Page 5-9, YJmpact Assessment Methodology. The REIR/S should emphasize that the modeling
methodology employed, particularly the USFWS salmon survival model and the entrainment.
index for salmon, produce results that are “worst case”, high-end estimates of potential i impact.
The models’ parameters do not account for the fact that the Delta Wetlands project will eliminate
92 unscreened agricultural diversions and the remaining diversions on Delta Wetlands reservoir
islands will be consolidated and have the most protective fish screen criteria ever implemented in
California (e.g., 0.2 fps max. approach velocities). Entrainment potential at the Delta Wetlands
diversions is eliminated for salmonids and is extremely low for all other fish species under the
final operations criteria (“FOC”). Adding a statement describing the conservative bias of the
analysis will improve understanding of the bases for the “less-than-significant” findings.

Page 5-15, second paragraph. The REIR/S should add that the FOC also indirectly protects
Mokelumne River chinook salmon through biological monitoring during Delta Wetlands project
operations. Biological monitoring will be conducted from December through August when Delta
Wetlands is diverting to storage or discharging. Operations will be adjusted to accommodate
presence of delta smelt during these times, and since juvenile Mokelumne River salmon migrate
through the Delta channels during these same periods, they would potentially beneﬁt from the
real-time operation’s adjustments for Delta smelt

Chapter 6. Levee Stability and Seepage

Page 6-7. first full paragraph. Relief wells on adjacent islands were not eliminated from
consideration. Delta Wetlands’ proposal is to use interceptor wells on Delta Wetlands reservoir
islands because installing such a system does not require permission from adjacent reclamation
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districts and private property owners. However, if permission is attainable, Delta Wetlands may
clect to install wells on adjacent islands. Likewise, a cutoff wall is not the preferred choice due
to economics, but a cutoff wall may be considered if necessary. These measures have been
shown to be technically feasible (e.g., page App. H, ES-7) and it should be noted that there are
various alternatives for the final levee design. Delta Wetlands will have a monitoring program in
place to evaluate effectiveness of seepage control systems including relief wells or pumped wells
or other systems.

Page 6-10, fourth paragraph; page 6-20, first bullet; and App. K, page ES-5. fourth bullet.
Delta Wetlands does not believe that background monitoring wells should be limited to one mile
or less from the reservoir because the background monitoring wells are intended to describe
Delta-wide variations and need to monitor a larger geographic area. Delta Wetlands intends to
install over 25 monitoring wells at locations more than one mile (and commonly two to three
miles) from Delta Wetlands reservoir islands. These background wells will be spread over
approximately 15 islands in the Central Delta. Data from these numerous wells would be used as
a group to form the basis of assessing truly regional conditions. They are intended to provide a
measure of groundwater response to a flood condition, periods of prolonged rainfall, and major
changes in evapotranspiration. The text also stated that URSGWC has recommended this
requirement. However, Delta Wetlands could find no such recommendation in Appendix H.

Page 6-10, fifth paragraph. Delta Wetlands agrees that more than one background monitoring
well should be used for each row of seepage monitoring wells. All of the background monitoring
wells should be used together to describe the Delta-wide variations that would be used in

establishing background conditions. Delta Wetlands believes that attempting to rigorously
monitor the local background conditions opposite each seepage monitoring well would be a
complex and infeasible proposition. See comments for page 6-10, paragraph 10.

Page 6-10, sixth paragraph. Delta Wetlands does not believe three years of groundwater data
are required. Delta Wetlands’ assessment, based on the existing eight years of groundwater
monitoring data collected for the Delta Wetlands project, is that a one-year initial period covers
the statistically significant issues. The variables are predominately driven by daily, monthly, or
yearly cycles. When the Delta Wetlands project is operating, the background wells will be
collecting data far from the influence of the Delta Wetlands project. These wells would be used
to assess the longer term trends and make appropriate adjustments in the data interpretation. Set
forth below are the various factors that are expected to have any significant influence on
groundwater data:

(1) tidal within 12-1/2 and 25 hour periods, a 28 day period and a one year period,
(2) rainfall within a one year period;

(3) normal runoff events within a one year period;

(4) evapotranspiration within a one year period;

(5) irrigation and other agricultural practices within a one year period.
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Delta Wetlands compared the one year versus the three year baselines and their effect on the
significance criteria using the existing eight years of groundwater monitoring data and
determined that the correlation between the two is 0.999. Due to this correlation, Delta Wetlands
urges that this recommended change to the background groundwater monitoring not be required.

Page 6-10. seventh paragraph. URS recommends a straight-line mean be used in the seepage
performance standards. Delta Wetlands assumes that this approach is intended to be used
initially, but that seepage performance standards will be reassessed once operation commences to
allow for future improvements in the performance standard criteria.

Page 6-10, eighth paragraph: Table 6-4. impact D-2; App. H, page 2-20. fourth paragraph;

App. H. page 2-21, first paragraph (first bullet). The REIR/S suggests that the single well
action limits for seepage be changed from one foot over 2 standard deviations to one-half foot
over 2 standard deviations. Delta Wetlands believes that there are sufficient natural variations to
require a higher tolerance for single wells. The seepage performance standards are intended to
establish the limit for which Delta Wetlands must take action to ensure there is no net seepage
caused by the project to the neighboring islands. This is contrary to the REIR/S assumption that
the seepage performance standards are intended to provide evidence of the Delta Wetlands
project causing seepage onto a neighboring island.

Using a seven point running average of the weekly data collected over an eight year period at 30
monitoring well locations, the annual mean and standard deviation for each well was computed
for the first full year of data. These data were subject to the same factors expected to have a
significant influence on groundwater data addressed in comments to page 6-10, sixth paragraph.
From these statistical measures of actual field conditions, the two criteria were analyzed. The
first was the criterion recommended by Delta Wetlands and reviewed by the Seepage Committee
(annual mean + 2 standard deviations + 1.0 foot). The second criterion was that contained in the
REIR/S (annual mean -+ 2 standard deviations + 0.5 foot).

For each of these, the frequency of false positives was analyzed for all of the available data
(approximately eight years). For this group of data, no false positives occur using the Delta
Wetlands recommended criteria. However, using the REIR/S proposed criteria, 72 false
positives occur.

For the REIR/S proposed criteria, the 72 false positives occur during 38 different weeks. Where
more than one well indicated a false positive during a week, only one of the false positives is
counted for that week. The average monitoring well was read 332 times during the eight-year
sampling period. The false positives occur during 38 of the 332 times monitored, approximately
one week out of every nine. '

The available data show that the single well triggér criterion recommended in the REIR/S is too
strict to allow reasonable operation of the project. Delta Wetlands® original criterion that had
been previously reviewed by the Seepage Committee protects neighboring islands from potential
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seepage impacts and is a more practical criterion. The recommendation to lower the criterion by
0.5 foot is unreasonable and should not be adopted.

Page 6-10, tenth paragraph; App. H. page ES-5, second bullet (second paragraph); App. H,
page 2-19, fifth and sixth paragraphs; App. H. page 2-20, fifth paragraph (second and
third bullets). The geotechnical analysis attempted to correlate individual wells within an
island. Their apparent premise was that Delta Wetlands intended to use one or two background
wells on an island as the basis for establishing groundwater conditions unaffected by the Delta
Wetlands project. This is not the Delta Wetlands plan. Delta Wetlands intends to install over 25
monitoring wells at locations more than one mile (and commonly two to three miles) from Delta
Wetlands reservoir islands. These background wells will be spread over approximately 15
islands in the Central Delta. Data from these numerous wells would be used as a group to form
the basis of assessing truly regional conditions. They are intended to provide a measure of
groundwater response to a flood condition, periods of prolonged rainfall, and major changes in
evapotranspiration.

Delta Wetlands has not proposed a quantitative measure of locally induced variations, such as
land use and irrigation practices. Seasonal variations within each island that are primarily
induced by agricultural practices have always been recognized as an issue requiring special
consideration. Delta Wetlands views these issues to be between individual fields and not
between adjacent islands. Groundwater levels can be affected locally by individual field’s crops,
planting dates, and irrigation patterns. While the REIR/S proposal to add more monitoring wells
deserves consideration, to be reliable it would almost require a background monitoring well
opposite each seepage monitoring well. Delta Wetlands believes it would be difficult to achieve
farmer authorization to place monitoring wells in or immediately adjacent to the fields for the
following reasons: (a) the monitoring wells will likely get in the way of farming activities, (b)
farmers may wish to reconfigure their fields without having to consider monitoring well
locations, (¢) many farmers may not be receptive to having outsiders go into the farmed fields
when monitoring well servicing or data downloading is needed, and (d) some landowners may
simply not want Delta Wetlands monitoring wells on their private property. The only reasonably
accessible locations for wells within the island interiors would be along existing roads. Most of
these roads are parallel to drainage ditches, many of which penetrate to the underlying sand
aquifer. Wells placed near these ditches would be strongly impacted by water levels in the
ditches and would not provide reliable background data.

Local farming practices will receive a qualitative assessment. For example, if a single well was
showing increased head and an adjacent field was recently flooded, a conclusion that Delta
Wetlands reservoir storage was causing the increased head in that one well would be pre-mature.
If the head remained high after the local effects of field flooding were over, than a conclusion
regarding Delta Wetlands reservoir causation might be made.

Delta Wetlands believes that the REIR/S approach attempts to give a precision to the

“background” condition that may be impractical to achieve in a rigorous form for use in
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computing the Delta Wetlands operations limits. Delta Wetlands believes this is unreasonable
and urges that this recommended change to the Seepage Performance Standard not be required.

Page 6-13, first paragraph, fourth bullet; App. H, page ES-6, third bullet: App. H, page 3-
9. fourth paragraph: App. H, page 3-10, ninth paragraph; App. H. page 4-2, eighth
paragraph. This is a conservative assumption since sudden drawdown does not apply to this
project. Under no condition is the water level lowered faster than the maximum pumping
capacity of the reservoir pumps, which is approximately 3000 cfs (or 13 inches per day). Inits
analysis, URS also assumed no drainage during this sudden drawdown. This is a very
conservative assumption since the drawdown of only 13 inches per day will allow some drainage
of the soils during the drawdown period and thus result in greater soil strengths and a higher
factor of safety.

Page 6-14,. fifth paragraph; App. H. page ES-6, first bullet: App. H. page 3-15, last
paragraph: App. H, page 4-2, fifth p'aragraph. The REIR/S states that URS estimates that the

levees could take four to six years to construct depending on final design. Delta Wetlands has
prepared a preliminary levee design that can be accomplished in approximately one year. The
alternatives considered by URS did not include the early construction of wide toe berms to
buttress the levees and to increase the factor of safety. The REIR/S should explicitly state that
time for construction clearly depends on final design.

Page 6-20, first paragraph. Delta Wetlands believes that “adequate warning” will be provided.
The reservoir will be initially filled in stages, allowing careful review of secpage monitoring
data. Under operating conditions, the reservoir will fill at between one-half and one foot per day.
This slow loading will ensure adequate waming of any potential problem.

Page 6-21, first paragraph. For purposes of the traffic analysis in the 1995 DEIR/S, Delta
Wetlands projected a 1.5 year project construction period. Delta Wetlands is not aware of any
~other estimate it has provided. At this time, Delta Wetlands believes it can safely build the
levees in stages, with limited time between the lifts. Project construction continues to be
estimated at approximately 1.5 years.

Page 6-21, third paragraph. Our analysis indicates that modifications to the levee crest can
increase the factor of safety to offset the decrease in safety factor from constructing the Delta
Wetlands levees and filling the reservoir. Design options which will be considered include
removing some of the material on the slough side of the levee crest to reduce the mass and
driving forces toward the water. Reshaping the levee crest can be used to achieve a factor of
safety of 1.3 or other criteria established during the hearings.

Page 6-21, fourth paragraph: App. H. page ES-6, second bullet. The crest modification

noted above is a better alternative where a wide crest is required. By reducing the weight near the
slope, Delta Wetlands can achieve an adequate factor of safety (1.3).
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App. H, page 1-1, fifth paragraph. Line 13: “emergency response” overstates the immediate
response. No emergency necessarily exists but, rather, Delta Wetlands would be outside the

agreed tolerance of seepage and must correct the seepage to continue water storage.

App. H, page 2-4, fifth paragraph. This paragraph does not distinguish between the historical
characterization (1989-1997), and the “baseline readings” to be taken for all piezometers before

the project becomes operational. The historical (1989-1997) groundwater data were collected to
identify general trends and variations in the groundwater regime beneath levees on islands
adjacent to or part of the Delta Wetlands project. These historical data are not used in the final
seepage monitoring program.

The “baseline” or “pre-filling” data will be collected from all of the seepage monitoring wells
and background monitoring wells for a period of one year prior to the first stage filling of the
reservoirs. These are the baseline data that will be used to create standards by which seepage
will be assessed.

The monitoring which commenced in 1989 and 1990 was stopped in 1997 and is not continuing.
Groundwater monitoring will be re-initialized at least one year prior to commencement of
reservoir filling. To the extent practical, the earlier monitoring wells will be included in the
seepage monitoring and background monitoring systems.

App. H. page 2-8, fifth paragraph. “The water table level at the far toe was considered to be an
important indicator of impacts ...” URS seems to be suggesting that measuring the water level at
a neighboring island’s toe will provide a better measure of potential Delta Wetlands reservoir
impacts. This is not the case, however, since the potential changes in water level will be more
pronounced the closer the monitoring station is to a reservoir island.

App. H, page 2-17. fifth paragraph: App. H, page 2-10, first paragraph. Seepage control

measures will already be occurring. Adjustments to seepage control may be needed.
Exceedence will trigger a cessation in reservoir filling and is indicative of being outside
allowable operating limits.

App. H, page 3-6. third paragraph. The 35 foot width proposed by Delta Wetlands includes
the width of the riprap and, by default, the mass and width is included in the analysis. The mass

of the riprap should be included in the analyses and will affect the factor of safety.

App. H. page 3-9, first paragraph. Toe berms will increase the factor of safety to acceptable
levels. They will also speed up the time required to construct the levees.

App. H, page 3-15, third paragraph; page 4-2, sixth paragraph. A build-out of 4 to 6 years is

not reasonable. If the project was committed to only building a 5:1 slope it may be reasonable,
but it could be readily accomplished by buttressing the 5:1 slope with large toe berms. The
project will place whatever fill is needed at the toe to safely construct the levee to achieve a one-
year levee construction schedule. For example, our analysis indicates that a 12:1 buttress starting -
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at elevation O feet will provide a safe buttress of the 5:1 slopes and assumes the material would
be placed in 4 lifts with a 3-month wait between lifts. The first lift is 3 feet, the second lift is 4
feet, the third lift is 4 feet and the fourth lift is the remaining fill needed to complete the levee
slope and crest. This takes into account the strength gain in the peat at the end of each stage
"prior to placing the next lift.

App. H, page 3-18, first paragraph: Figures 3.7.2 and 3.7.3. There is no need to continue to

raise grade to accommodate settlement. This is not necessary for the project nor is it planned.
The only place that it will be done would be the levee crest, which is the purpose of making the
levee wider at the start of levee improvement. The project does not intend to continually fill to
achieve a 5:1 slope. The project will fill to create a crest wide enough to accommodate about 2
feet of future levee raising and to achieve a safe levee. The levee crest and slopes will then be
allowed to settle after initial construction. The final slope inclination will depend on the shape
that occurs after consolidation.

Chapter 7. Natural Gas Facilities

Page 7-6, first full paragraph. In the Delta region of California, there is also a risk of third
party damage from agricultural operations in addition to subsidence, flooding, etc.

Page 7-7, third paragraph. The flooding for reservoir operation will only change the manner in
which PG&E monitors and repairs leaks to its pipelines under Bacon Island. PG&E is familiar
with these procedures since the adjacent island, Mildred Island, has been continuously flooded
for seventeen years.

Figures 7-8 and 7-9. If PG&E requests, a specially designed erosion protection system could be
done in this area to limit any filling to that which occurs under existing operating conditions.
Therefore, there will be no impacts to their facilities at the levees.

Page 7-8, last paragraph The levee improvements proposed by Delta Wetlands are no greater
than those conducted during ongoing levee maintenance activities and are what CALFED is
planning for all Delta islands. Reclamation District No. 2028, which includes Bacon Island, has
previously sent a letter informing PG&E that DWR Bulletin 192-82 has been adopted as the
reclamation district standard and that all levees would be improved to this standard.
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ERRATA

Table 2-1, first page. The comparison of the 1995 DEIR/S and the 2000 REIR/S project
descriptions does not mention the relocation of the Bacon Island discharge pump station from
Old River to Middle River. The map of Bacon Island (Figure 1-3) has the discharge properly
relocated.

Page 4-43. fourth paragraph. A mass balance equation for DOC is developed in the REIR/S to
determine an allowable Delta Wetlands discharge rate, given the DOC concentration on the
project islands, the existing export DOC concentration, an assumed allowable export DOC
concentration increase due to project discharge, and the existing export flow rate. The first
mathematical expression at the end of the third paragraph on page 4-43 appears reasonable.
However, the rearranged version of that DOC mass balance equation shown just thereafter has a
missing term in the parenthetical term in the denominator. The corrected version of this
stmplified equation (using the nomenclature of the REIR/S) is as follows:

Corrected Equatibn:

) o DOC,. emen X Export w/o DW
Delta Wetlands Discharge = 1112 Wetlands DOC - DOC, . - DOC,.. )

export

Page 4-46, third paragraph. It appears the assumption in the example regarding Delta
Wetlands DOC concentration should be 8 mg/] greater than export DOC levels.

Page 5-3, sixth bullet. The term “smolt” is specific to juvenile anadromous salmonids and by
convention is not applied to non-salmonid species of anadromous fishes.

Page 5-7, third paragraph, The NMFS conference opinion on steelhead was adopted on May
19, 2000, as part of the NMFS’ biological opinion for the Delta Wetlands project.

Page 5-12, seventh paragraph. The generalized treatment of Delta Wetlands project water
témperature management criteria in this paragraph may be construed by some readers to mean
that a potential, mitigated, temperature impact on outmi grating spring run salmon exists. This is
highly unfikely given the timing of their outmigration during the later fall, winter, and early
spring months. A clearer statement should be added that the Delta Wetlands project will not
have any thermal impacts during the months of spring run outmigration. This statement could
be followed by the description of the FOC temperature management criteria, although active
temperature management will not be necessary during the periods of spring run outmigration.

Page 5-13, third paragraph. This paragraph is discussing the percentage of returning juvenile
salmon in the Mokelumne. The 90% reference is confusing. Does this mean among the adults
that return, 90% are released as juveniles in the Mokelumne?
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Page 5-14. third paragraph. The discussion of FOC terms should include that fish screening
measures highly protective of even fry-sized salmonids will be in place during Delta Wetlands
project operations. This is an important FOC element specifically applicable io Mokelumne
River fishery concerns.

Page 6-2, second paragraph. Relief wells and other alternates may be used for seepage control

Page 6-4, Factor of Safety. “Factor of Safety” is not correctly defined.

[A] The factor of safety for slope stability is most comumonly defined as the ratio of (1
the ultimate shear soil strength along a assumed sliding surface to the (2) portion of the shear
strength needed to keep the calculated forces in balance (in equilibrium).

[B] The stipulated design values for factors of safety are not “minimum values to be
stable” but rather provide generally acceptable margins for unknowns and importance.

Page 6-7, fourth paragraph. Harding Lawson Associates used a 2D finite element model
(SEEP) in its initial assessment of seepage conditions. This same model will be used in final
design (HLA 1989 pp. 32-33). The “plane-view” modeling was used to assess the impacts of
borrow area proximities and, recognizing the validity of superposition, was an appropriate
screenung tool for assessing pumping rate attributable to borrow areas.

Page 6-10, tenth paragraph. The term “shallow” background wells (10 to 20 feet deep) is
misleading. All monitoring wells will penetrate the peat soils (where present) and will be
screened in the top several feet of the underlying sand aquifer (where present). These “shallow”
background wells will extend to the same approximate elevations as all other monitoring wells.

Figure 6-3, All landside slopes are incorrectly labeled landslide slopes.

App. H, page 2-4, first paragraph. Wells were located on the far side of the seep ditch.

App. H. page 2-4. first paragraph. The REIR/S states, “Water elevation in the sand aquifer
became flat ...” However, the hydraulic grade line was reversed by the pumping. This means
that, in addition to completely cutting off seepage from slough and flooded Mildred Island, water
was also flowing toward the pumped wells from the interior of McDonald Island.

App. H. page 2-4, second paragraph. The conclusion is misrepresented. For the passive flow

relief system the hydraulic grade line was flat, indicating that all seepage was being intercepted.

App. H. page 2-4, third paragraph. The report should explain that the “no settlement”

conclusion applies to a neighbor’s island. )

App. H. page 2-5. fifth paragraph. The statement, “The groundwater level beneath the levees
- is generally near sea level” is not true. URS shows groundwater heads at Elevation -15 feet in

Page 2 of 3

4-166

R10-39
cont'd

R10-40

R10-41


Susan Davis
R10-39
cont'd

Susan Davis
R10-40

Susan Davis


Susan Davis


Susan Davis


Susan Davis
R10-41

Alan Barnard
4-166


their seepage model. The average groundwater level in the three reliable original monitoring
wells on Bacon [sland and Webb Tract is about Elevation -15 feet.

App. H. page 2-6, first paragraph. {5“‘ bullet in list]: Monitoring stopped in December 1997.

App. H, page 2-12, fifth paragraph. This paragraph infers a description of actual conditions
rather than modeled conditions. The head beneath the levee and at the toe are created by the
assumed boundary conditions and permeabilities. The tone is misleading.

App. H, page 3-2, fourth paragraph. The peat is not 10 to 20 feet thick below levees. It is
typically 25 to 30 feet thick. This statement conflicts with the statement on page 3-4, paragraph
2. : '

App. H. page 3-2, seventh paragraph. The table is on page 3-5, not page 3-3.

App. H, page 3-17, third paragraph. The borrow pits will not be dewatered. Probably the
material will be removed hydraulically but in any case dewatering is not planned.

Page 7-1, first paragraph. Please change the last sentence to read “The PG&E testimony....”

Page 7-7, fourth paragraph. Risks to the pipeline may temporarily increase during Delta
‘Wetlands’ construction of the levees.

Page 7-8, second paragraph. PG&E uses concrete saddle weights, drilled chance anchors and
concrete pipe coating to anchor line 57A (See Clapp testimony at 2).

Page 7-8. last paragraph. To monitor the effect of levee settlement, PG&E has installed and
maintains “tiltmeters” on line 57B at both the east and west levee crossings of Bacon Island.

Page 7-9, third paragraph. Due to the nature of leaks, a walking inspection would typically not
be useful for a minor or small leak but a leak inspection for a small or minor leak could be useful
if performed by boat when the island is flooded.

Page 7-10, second bullet. This bullet should be modified to read: “Annual inspections to detect
leaks, monitor corrosion protection, identify potential levee....”

Page G-8, first paragraph. The use of 400,000 acres for lowlands contribution appears to be a
mistake in calculation. Approximately 100,000 acres are actually peat soil and from earlier
studies it has been determined that the mineral soil islands actually do not exhibit any increase in
DOC loading. There are approximately 100,000 acres of peat soil remaining in the Delta. If the
estimate is corrected, the actual increases at the point of export would agree with what is
assumed as aerial loading on peat soil islands.
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Delta Wetlands Properties (Ellison & Schneider)

R10-1.

R10-2.

R10-3.

R10-4.

CEQA and NEPA do not precludethe use of conservative analysisof impacts. Substantial
controversy has surrounded someelementsof the proposed project, and there has continued
to be substantial disagreement among experts on some key issues (e.g., effects of the
project on DOC). Thelead agencies directed that aconservative approach to the analyses
of suchissuesbe used inthe 2000 REIR/EISto ensure that the concerns of commenterson
the 1995 DEIR/EIS and water right protestants would be addressed adequately. See also
Master Response 8, “Levee Stability Analysis and Worst-Case Conditions’.

As described in Chapter 3, “Water Supply and Operations’, of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see
Chapter 3A of Volume 1 of thisFEIS), theresultsof DWRSIM study 771 were used asthe
basis of simulations of Delta Wetlands Project operations performed using DeltaSOS.
DWRSIM study 771, which uses 1995 hydrology and demands, is the currently accepted
standard used by CALFED and other state water plannersto represent baseline conditions.
Using the 1995 |evel of development for SWP/CV P project demandsand deliveriesallows
the evaluation of the greatest level of Delta Wetlands operations likely to occur. Results
for DeltaWetlands operationswould differ dlightly if demandsand deliveriesunder a2020
level of development were assumed with existing facilities.

Several factors that influence SWP and CV P operations changed during 2000. However,
the simulations of potential Delta Wetlands operations based on DWRSIM 771 results
remain adequate for assessment purposes. The possiblechangesinfuture Deltaoperations
and the corresponding changes in Delta Wetlands operations are discussed in Chapter 3A
of FEISVolume 1.

TheDeltaSOQ model doesassumethat all DeltaWetlandsdischargesmoveto theexports.
The purpose of the environmental impact anaysisisto identify significant environmental
impacts associated with implementing the proposed project. Therefore, the modeling of
Delta Wetlands Project operations used a “worst-case” scenario in which all water
discharged by the project was simulated as being exported through the SWP and CVP
pumps. This assumption was used to alow for simulation of the greatest detrimental
effects on water supply, water quality, and fishery resources.

The commenter is correct in stating that the 2000 REIR/EIS did not credit the
Delta Wetlands reservoir islands with a reduction in DOC loading from cessation of
agricultural activities. This was a conservative analysis. However, until measurements
from flooded reservoir islands are available, this conservative estimate is appropriate for
purposes of water quality impact assessment.

Figures 4-20, 4-21, and 4-22 in the 2000 REIR/EIS (Figures 3C-45, 3C-46, and 3C-47,
respectively, in Chapter 3C of Volume 1 of this FEIS) show the potential DOC
concentration in water stored by Delta Wetlands assuming DOC loading rates of 2, 5, and
10 g/m#*month, respectively, and using the monthly water operations simulated for the
proposed project by DeltaSOS. Periods when Delta Wetlands' DOC concentration is
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shown inthe figuresas 0 mg/l represent those periods when the reservoirsare empty. The
commenter is correct in noting that these figures show the same assumed DOC loading
throughout a 24-year period (1972-1995). The purpose of these figures is to show the
potential DOC concentrations during the first filling, which would not be repeated year
after year. The specific project operations during the year of thefirst filling are unknown;
therefore, the figures show theinitial-fill loading for each year to provide examples of the
potential range of DOC concentrations under different annual project diversion, storage,
and discharge scenarios.

As described in Chapter 4 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see Chapter 3C of Volume 1 of this
FEIS), the SMARTS experiments have somewhat limited applicability to the Delta
Wetlands Project. The results of the SMARTS experiments were considered in
conjunctionwith estimatesfrom other studiesand expert testimony to devel op assumptions
about Delta Wetlands reservoir islands under initial-fill operations. The lead agencies
directed that the analysisin the 2000 REIR/EIS explore arange of potential DOC loading
rates during water storage on the reservoir isands so that a range of potential project
effects on DOC concentrations in exported water could be estimated. However, it is not
possibleto determine the probability that DOC |oading would occur at the higher or lower
rate under reservoir operations. There remains agreat deal of uncertainty regarding the
amount of DOC loading that may occur on the reservoir islands. Therefore, the
recommended mitigation measuresincludearequirement that DOC onthereservoir islands
be monitored and project operations be adjusted when project discharges are predicted to
have a significant adverse effect on export DOC. The Delta Wetlands Project WQMP
includes measures to address DOC levels; the full text of the WQMP isincluded in the
Delta Wetlands—-CUWA agreement in the Appendix to the Responses to Comments.

The 1995 DEIR/EIS anadysis did assume that the DOC load from the project
reservoir islandswould probably be about the sameasunder agricultural |land use practices.
Although this may still be true, the 2000 REIR/EIS included a range of possible DOC
loads, from 2 timesto 10 times the estimated agricultural DOC load. Thisrange of higher
assumed DOC loadings was simulated to fully evaluate potential DOC concentrationsin
the reservoir island water. Measurements from the actual reservoir islands would be
needed to identify the appropriate range of assumed DOC loading conditions. See aso
response to Comment R10-5.

The commenter is correct in noting that the impact analysis assumed that the salinity of
water diverted onto the Delta Wetlands islands was equal to the previous month’s export
salinity. Thisis a conservative assumption. The purpose of the environmental impact
analysisisto identify significant environmental impacts associated with implementing the
proposed project. Therefore, the modeling of Delta Wetlands Project operations used a
conservative approach in evaluating salinity impacts of the project. No change to the
analysisis needed.

Additionally, the FOC, Delta Wetlands Project WQMP, and CCWD protest dismissal
agreement each have operational controls that would limit the salinity impacts of the
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R10-11.

project. The WQM P includes modeling and monitoring provisionsto track and report the
sainity effects from Delta Wetlands diversions and discharges. See response to
Comment C9-1 for more information about the WQMP.

Thefrequency of simulated high DOC effectsduring periodsof DeltaWetlandsdischarges
for export is reported to indicate that the higher DOC loadings would be more likely to
cause elevated DOC concentrationsin exported water. Under this assumption, mitigation
would be required more often. See response to Comment R10-4 above.

The period of inundation does have some effect on the slow release of DOC from pesat soil.
Most of the loading may occur during theinitial filling, but longer residence times could
affect DOC concentrations in water released from the reservoir islands even under
long-term conditions.

The 2000 REIR/EIS acknowledged that the THM concentrations estimated using the
Malcolm Pirnie equation are much more sensitive to the operational parameters of
treatment plants than to the expected changes in DOC or bromide caused by
DeltaWetlandsoperations. The changes caused by DeltaWetlands Project operationswill
besmaller than identified inthe 2000 REIR/EISunder thelimitationson project operations
describedinthe CCWD and EBMUD protest dismissal agreementsand the Delta\Wetlands
Project WQMP. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands
Project on Disinfection Byproducts'.

Mitigation Measure C-6 would use the measured concentrations of DOC and bromidein
proj ect dischargesa ong with themeasured DOC and bromidelevel sat the export |ocations
to evaluate the effects that the change in DOC and bromide caused by Delta Wetlands
would have on the THM concentration in a typical treatment plant. For the mitigation
measure to be effective, this determination must employ the most accurate equation or
other method available for determining effects of DOC and bromide on THM.

Additionally, the Delta Wetlands Project WQM P includes more specific procedures for
estimating the effects of Delta Wetlands operations on changesin concentrations of DOC
and bromide in raw water, and the subsequent effects on DBPs (THM and bromate). The
data collection at the treatment plants discussed in the WQM P would presumably increase
confidence in the ability of the equations to follow the variationsin THM and bromate
caused by changes in the raw water quality.

In the USFWS model used for the impact assessment for spring-run chinook salmon,
survival hasalinear relationship with water temperatureand exports; therefore, exportsare
assumed to have the same effect on survival regardless of thelocation of thediversion, the
efficiency of the fish screens, the source of water exported, the discontinuation of
unscreened agricultural diversions, and the conditions of flowsin Deltachannels. For the
2000 REIR/EIS analysis of project impacts on spring-run chinook salmon (see Chapter 3F
of FEIS Volume 1), Delta Wetlands diversions and export of Delta Wetlands discharge
were both treated as “exports’ in the USFWS model. Thisis a conservative, worst-case
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approach to assessing conditions under project operations because it does not consider the
following:

# Delta Wetlands diversions would be made through fish screens that would be
substantially more efficient than the fish facilities for SWP and CVP exports. The
screens would have an approach velocity of 0.2 foot per second and, given the
location of Delta Wetlands diversions on Delta channels, substantial bypass flows.
With implementation of the screen design criteria specified in the biological
opinions, juvenile chinook salmon would not be entrained and impinged.

# Most of the water currently exported from the Delta by the CVP and SWP pumps
originates from the Sacramento River. Delta Wetlands water would be discharged
for export in the channels of the central and south Delta; it would affect channel
flows in a more restricted area than would water originating from the
Sacramento River that is exported by the CVP and SWP pumps.

# TheFOC restrict DeltaWetlandsdiversionsto periodsof relatively high outflow and
channel flow, so the effects of project diversions are expected to be minimized.

# DeltaWetlandswould forgo making agricultural diversionsonto the project islands,
thus eliminating entrainment that may be associated with the currently unscreened
diversions.

Because the USFWS model used to assess effects does not incorporate these factors, the
anaysispresented inthe 2000 REIR/EISisconservative and presentsaworst-case scenario
for project operations.

The commenter is correct in stating that, in addition to the el ements of the FOC listed on
page 5-15 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3F-57 of Chapter 3F of FEIS Volume 1), FOC
terms related to the deltasmelt FMWT index and to monitoring would further minimize
adverseeffectson juvenile chinook salmon that originate from the MokelumneRiver. The
presence in Deltachannels of juvenile chinook salmon from the Mokelumne River during
February and March would coincide with the potential presence of deltasmelt. According
to the FOC, if the delta smelt FMWT index is less than 239, Delta Wetlands would not
divert from February 15 through June. This restriction covers most of the period when
juvenile salmon from the Mokelumne River could be present in the Delta.

In addition, Delta Wetlands would reduce diversions at a diversion station to 50% of the
previous day’ s diversion rate when monitoring shows that delta smelt are present. Such
reductions would aso minimize effects on juvenile chinook salmon from the
Mokelumne River.

The commenter is correct. Relief wells and cutoff walls remain feasible options for
DeltaWetlands' seepage control system. See also response to Comment C15-7.
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R10-15.

R10-16.

R10-17.

R10-18.

The bullet statement referenced by the commenter, which appeared on page 6-10 of the
2000 REIR/EIS, has been removed; it is not consistent with recommendations made in
Appendix H. The seepage modeling determined that a background well should be at |east
1,000 feet from the nearest monitoring well. This is the distance beyond which the
reservoir is estimated to have no impact on the natural groundwater level.

See response to Comment R10-19 below.

The geotechnical experts who prepared Appendix H reviewed the data referenced by the
commenter. Thedatashow astrong autocorrel ation between the 1-year and 3-year running
averages during the 8-year period of record. Thisresult suggeststhat there would be very
little difference between the results of the 1-year and 3-year monitoring and that using
1 year of data should be sufficient. Therefore, Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS has been
revised to reflect this change. The third bullet on page 6-10 has been changed asfollows
(see page 3D-30 of Volume 1 of this FEIS):

# At least 3-1 years of data should be used to establish reference water
levels in the background monitoring wells and in at least half of the
seepage monitoring wells before reservoir operations begin.

Thethird bullet under “Mitigation Measure RD-2: Modify Seepage Monitoring Program
and Seepage Performance Standards’ on page 6-20 (FEISV olume 1, page 3D-39) hasbeen
revised asfollows:

# Useat least 3-1 years of data to establish reference water levelsin all
the background monitoring wells and in at least half of the seepage
monitoring wells.

Asstated in Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (Chapter 3D of FEISVolume 1), the seepage
performance standards should be reevaluated periodically after reservoir operationsbegin.

Additionally, the protest dismissal agreement submitted by Delta Wetlands and EBMUD
during the water right hearing proposes a technical review committee, identified in the
agreement as the “Reservoir Island Monitoring and Action Board (MAB)”. Under the
terms of the protest dismissal agreement, the MAB could review and approve changes to
the seepage performance standards.

Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS recommends that the “leeway” for a single
monitoring well be reduced to 0.5 foot and notesthat the proposed 0.25-foot |eeway for the
average of three wells is acceptable. (“Leeway” isthe additional range above the mean
plustwo standard deviations that accommodates the high variability of Delta conditions.)
The recommendation of 0.5 foot of leeway may be adjusted as supported by existing data
and findings from periodic evaluations after startup. Additionally, other data (e.g.,
undesirable seepage effects such as reported impacts on agriculture in adjacent islands, or
results of well-effectiveness tests) may be used in conjunction with the seepage
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R10-19.

R10-20.

R10-21.

performance standards to assess the need for changes to the proposed standards. As
discussed above, the performance standards shoul d be supported by the results of carefully
implemented monitoring, reviewed periodically after reservoir operations start to validate
their utility, and updated as needed. The 1-foot |leeway performance standard proposed by
Delta Wetlands may be acceptable if it is shown to be practical when performance
standards are reevaluated. However, for purposes of initial start-up, the 0.5-foot leeway
IS recommended.

Itisunderstood that datafrom the background wellswould be used asagroup to determine
regional conditions. The shallow or in-field background wells described in the 2000
REIR/EIS are recommended as a potential method for considering the local variation of
groundwater levels that is attributable to local pumping for farming operations. These
wells could measure when changes in groundwater levels in monitoring wells may be
caused by local farming practicesversuswhen they may be caused by reservoir operations.

The complicating factors associated with installing such a system of wells on neighboring
properties are also recognized. Therefore, although there may be merits to using these
wellsto differentiate between the effects of local farming practices and those of reservoir
operations, these wells are not required to offset seepage impacts of the proposed project.
They are not included in the recommended mitigation measure, “Modify Seepage
Monitoring Program and Seepage Performance Standards’, described in Chapter 6 of the
2000 REIR/EIS (Chapter 3D of FEIS Volume 1).

The commenter iscorrect in stating that emptying thereservoir islands under amaximum-
pumping scenario would allow the soilsto drain somewhat and would result in greater soil
strengths and a higher FS than the results of the sudden drawdown condition presented in
the 2000 REIR/EIS. Assuming instantaneous drawdown was clearly a conservative
modeling choice.

The 2000 REIR/EIS recognizes that the amount of time needed for construction would
depend on the final design. As discussed in response to Comment R6-18, construction
monitoring would be required to determine therate of fill placement. Additionally, there
are techniques that could be used to increase stability during construction, such as the
following, which areillustrated in Figure R10-1:

# Place the new fill in stages (see Figure R10-1[a]). Each construction stage would
need to achieve required consolidation settlement and strength gain before the next
stage could be constructed.

# Place thefill at such a gentle slope that the shear strength of the underlying weak
soilsis not exceeded (see Figure R10-1[b]). Because this method may require very
gentle slopes, large columns of fill may be necessary. Depending on the cost of fill,
this could become prohibitively expensive.
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R10-24.

R10-25.

R10-26.

R10-27.

# Install sand drainsand wick drainsthrough the weak foundation soil to greatly speed
up the drainage process and hasten consolidation and strength gain (see
FigureR10-1[c]). Delays between stages would be much shorter under this method;
therefore, construction would proceed more quickly.

Asstated inthe 2000 REIR/EIS, the rate of construction would depend on thefinal design.

The fourth full paragraph on page 2-20 of Appendix H discusses the expected lag time
between reservoir pumping and changesinthewater tableat thetoe of theadjacentisland’s
levee.

Thecommenter isreferringto thefollowing statement on page 6-21 of the 2000 REIR/EIS:
“As described in the 1995 DEIR/EIS, levee improvements would be completed in layers
or liftslessthan 5 feet thick and allowed to settle to ensure that an appropriate FS would
bemaintained. DeltaWetlandsestimated that it would take several yearsto completelevee
improvements’. This statement is based on information that Delta Wetlands provided to
the lead agencies for the 1995 DEIR/EIS analysis. Page 3D-12 of the 1995 DEIR/EIS
(page 3D-14 of FEIS Volume 1) states, “As proposed, levee reconstruction on the Delta
Wetlands Proj ect islandswoul d be staged over several yearsto allow timefor consolidation
of foundation materials’. The traffic analysis assumed a 1.5-year construction period to
estimate worst-case traffic impacts from construction activity. See also response to
Comment R10-21 above.

See response to Comment R6-12.

The word “emergency” was used broadly to indicate that a timely response would be
required.

Theinformationin Appendix H regarding the groundwater data collection isincorrect and
should read as follows:

Datacollection began in February 1989, and eentiitiestotday-was discontinued
in 1997.

Information in the text of Chapter 3D has also been revised. See response to Comment
E14-7.

See response to Comment R10-16 above for information about the collection of
baseline data.

The commenter is incorrect. The referenced text in Appendix H does not suggest that
monitoring would be more effective at a neighboring island’s levee toe than on the
neighboring levee. Rather, changes in groundwater levels at the levee toe may be more
indicative of changes that could adversely affect farmed fields on adjacent islands.
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R10-28.

R10-29.

R10-30.

R10-31.

R10-32.

R10-33.

R10-34.

R10-35.

R10-36.

The phrase “trigger seepage control measures’ is used to indicate that Delta Wetlands
would need to alter the existing control measures (i.e., increase pumping rates) or stop
reservoir filling activities. The analysis acknowledges that use of the interceptor wellsto
control seepage would aready be occurring.

Asstated in the referenced text, using the mass of theriprap in the analysis could increase
the FS, but the effect on the results of the analysis would be minor. No change to the
analysisis needed.

See responses to Comments R6-12 and R10-21 above.
See responses to Comments R6-12 and R10-21 above.

The comment refers to text on page 3-16, not page 3-18, of Appendix H of the 2000
REIR/EIS. The levee stability analyses presented in Appendix H and Chapter 6 of the
2000 REIR/EISarebased onthe proposed |eveeimprovementsdescribed in Chapters2 and
3D of the 1995 DEIR/EIS. Asstated in Chapter 3D under “Flood Control Features’ (see
page 3D-8 of FEIS Volume 1):

Theinitial leveecrest would be constructed approximately 8 feet wider thanthe
long-term planned width (22 feet) to accommodate settlement and to allow for
future levee raising. (Harding Lawson Associates 1993.) The new slopes
would meet or exceed criteria for Delta levees outlined in DWR
Bulletin 192-82.

See also Figure 3D-5in FEIS Volume 1.

The discussion in question on page 7-6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3E-27 of Chapter 3E
of FEIS Volume 1) refers to natural causes of pipeline failure, not third-party causes.
Third-party incidents are noted under the second bullet item on page 7-5 (FEISVolume 1,
page 3E-27).

The comment appears to restate the discussion in question. No response is required.

Currently, the project description does not include specia treatments or levee designs on
Bacon Island to limit stresses on the PG& E facilities. Because detailed levee designsthat
consider local subsurface conditions have not yet been completed, it is premature to
conclude that the project would have no effect on the PG&E facilities. Delta Wetlands
could propose an alternate levee design to minimize potential effects on the gas pipelines,
but the proposed designs would also need to meet the levee stability criteria described in
Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS.

The levee improvements proposed by Delta Wetlands are greater than those compl eted
over the last 15-20 years as part of ongoing levee maintenance. The environmental
baseline for impact analysis is the existing condition in 1987 or 1994 (see Chapter 3,
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“Overview of Impact Analysis Approach”, in Volume 1 of this FEIS). The reclamation
district may upgrade its levees to meet the DWR Bulletin 192-82 standard in the future;
however, the levees do not currently meet that standard, and the reclamation district
adopted the standard after the baseline was established for impact analysis. If the Bacon
Island levees are improved under agricultural use and the Delta Wetlands Project is later
permitted and implemented, the incremental increasesin settlement or subsidence and the
resulting effect on the pipelines caused by the Delta Wetlands Project would be smaller
than anticipated in the 2000 REIR/EIS impact analysis.

R10-37. Thefollowing information has been revised in Table 2-1:

Project Proposed Project, as Proposed Project, as
Feature Evaluated inthe 1995 DEIR/EIS  Evaluated in the 2000 REIR/EIS
Pump Station  One discharge pump on each Same asin 1995 DEIR/EIS;, but
Design reservoir island, with 40 new the discharge station on Bacon
pumps (on Bacon Island) or 32 Island has been relocated from

new pumps (on Webb Tract) with  Old River to Middle River.
36-inch-diameter pipes

discharging to adjacent Delta

channels. Typical spacing would

be 25 feet on center. An

assortment of axial flow and

mixed-flow pumps would be

used.

R10-38. Theequation at the bottom of page 4-43 in the 2000 REIR/EIS has been revised asfollows
(see page 3C-79 of Chapter 3C of FEIS Volume 1).

Ddta Wetlands d scherge =
DOGrerets EXportwitos pdtawalacs
(DdtaWdlaxds DOC - DOCeqt — DOCireret)

The example given on page 4-46 in the 2000 REIR/EIS (FEISVolume 1, pages 3C-81 and
3C-82) has been revised as follows:

For example, if the monthly maximum increase in DOC concentration were
established as 0.8 mg/l (corresponding to 20% of the average export DOC
value, which was used as the significance criterion) and if the measured
Delta Wetlands DOC concentration were 8 mg/|_greater than the export DOC
concentration, then the Delta Wetlands Project discharge would be limited to
10% of the export pumping (including Delta Wetlands discharge).
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R10-39. On page 5-3 of the 2000 REIR/EIS, the fourth bullet has been revised asfollows (see page
3F-46 in Chapter 3F of FEIS Volume 1).

# Smolt: A juvenileftshchinook salmon or steelhead that has undergone
physiological change enabling it to survive in saltwater.

At the top of page 5-8 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3F-50), the sentence has been revised as
follows:

BSACEhasreqguestedthat NMFS formal ly adopted the conference opinion as
its biological opinion on steelhead for the Delta Wetlands Project on May 19,

2000.

Water temperature was not simulated for Delta Wetlands discharge; however, thereisthe
potential for temperature-related effects on spring-run chinook salmon. The potential
temperature-related effects of project operations on winter-run chinook salmon are
addressed by the FOC, which have been incorporated into the proposed project.
See “Increase in Temperature-Related Mortality of Juvenile Chinook Salmon™ in
Master Response 4, “Impacts on Fisheries Identified in the 1995 Draft EIR/EIS and
Adoption of Biological Opinions’. Additionally, the NMFS biological opinionfor project
effects on Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (see the appendix to this volume)
includes the requirement that Delta Wetlands monitor and report on daily receiving water
temperature and DO conditions and changes to those conditions that result from
Delta Wetlands discharges. NMFS will use the information to determine whether the
project is affecting spring-run chinook salmon to an extent not considered previously.

On page 5-13 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (FEIS Volume 1, page 3F-55), theinformation in the
third full paragraph has been revised as follows:

teeatton: However, EBMUD’ s coded wire tag datashowed that, of thejuvenil
chinook salmon released in the M okelumne River that returned as adults, more
than 90% returned to the M okelumne River and only 10% strayed to other river
systems. The data also indicate that, of the adult chinook salmon that
originated as juveniles in the Mokelumne River or were produced at the
Mokelumne River fish hatchery, 60% to 100% returned to the Mokelumne
River regardless of where they were released as juveniles.

Based on these data, the amount of straying appears to depend on the river of origin and
thelocation wherejuvenileswererel eased; the avail ableinformation does not indi cate that
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R10-40.

the concentration of Mokelumne River water in the central Delta affectstherates at which
adults stray.

The third paragraph on page 5-14 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3F-56), which is referenced by
the commenter, directs readers to details about the applicable FOC measures on the
following page. The later discussion includes mention of the fish screens, which will
protect juvenile chinook salmon from entrainment.

The following changes to text in Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (chapter 3D of FEIS
Volume 1) have been made in response to this comment.

On page 6-2 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3D-23), the following sentence has been added to the
end of the second paragraph:

Relief wells and other alternative methods of seepage control may be
substituted for or used to augment the interceptor well system during fina

design.

On page 6-4 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3D-25), the last sentence in the definition of “Factor
of Safety for Slope Stability” has been revised as follows:

These FSsaretypically above 1 and arettimtmvatuesto-beachtevedfor the
stope-to—be—considered—stable:_are recommended or_reguired for various

conditions, including consideration of uncertaintiesin design and risksto life
and property.

On page 6-7 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3D-28), the fourth paragraph has been revised as
follows:

Previous analyses prepared by Delta Wetlands' consultants (Hultgren and
Tillis, Harding Lawson Associates, and Moffat & Nichols) used a two-
dimensional finite element model (SEEP) to evaluate seepage conditions and
used plan-view modeling techniques to estimate-seepage-coneditions assessthe

impacts of borrow pits on seepage and on pumping rates. Plan-view modeling
considered only horizontal seepage within the sand aguifer, where most

seepage would occur. This approach does not include seepage through other
elements of the subsurface strata or the effects of vertical infiltration from the
storagereservoirsor adjacent channels. Consequently, the plan-view modeling
approach does not adequately simulate the localized seepage conditions near
the proposed interceptor-well system._Delta Wetlands plans to use the SEEP
model in itsfinal design for the seepage control system.

On page 6-11 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3D-31), the term “shallow background wells’ has
been replaced with “in-field monitoring wells’. The following changes have been made
to the text.
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To monitor trends in groundwater management on the neighboring islands,
URSGWC recommends that Delta Wetlands supplement the proposed
background well system with shaltew-backeroune-wets{10-to-20-feet-deep)
in-field monitoring wells installed across each neighboring island. These
additional backgreund-wells would be placed one-half mile to 1 mile apart,
beginning near the levee adjacent to the reservoir island and continuing across
the adjacent island, so that groundwater levels at increasing distance from the
reservoir island can be compared.

Figure 6-3 of the 2000 REIR/EIS has been corrected. See the corrected version that
followsthese responses. Thisfigureisincluded as Figure 3D-7 in Volume 1 of the FEIS.

R10-41. Appendix H of the 2000 REIR/EIS isafinal technical report prepared to providethe basis
for the CEQA/NEPA impact assessment described in Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS.
The commenter’ s recommended changes to Appendix H have been noted; however, no
changes to the text of Appendix H will be made. These changes do not affect the
conclusions of the environmental analysis presented in Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS
(see FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 3D).

R10-42. Some of the commenter’s recommended changes to text in Chapter 7 of the 2000
REIR/EIS (Chapter 3E of Volume 1 of this FEIS) are not substantive or are unnecessary
and therefore have not been made. Wherethe recommended changeis substantive, thetext
in Chapter 7 of the 2000 REIR/EIS has been revised. Those changes are listed here.

On page 7-8, of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3E-30 of Chapter 3E of FEISVolume 1) thefirst
full paragraph has been revised to include additional information as follows:

The currently unused pipeline (Line 57-A) on Bacon Island may need
additional weighting before the island is flooded to prevent the line from
floating (Grimm pers. comm.). As mentioned previoudy, Line 57-A has
concretewei ghtsor other weighting material, except for approximately 900 feet
on the west side of the island where the pipe is concrete coated. PG& E uses
concrete saddle weights, drilled chance anchors, and concrete pipe coating to
anchor Line 57-A. Under inundated conditions. .

On page 7-8 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3E-29) the last full paragraph has been revised to
include the following sentence:

Tomonitor theeffectsof levee settlement on their pipeline, PG& E hasinstalled
and maintainstiltmeterson Line 57-B at both the east and west levee crossings
of Bacon Island.
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On page 7-10 (FEIS Volume 1, page 3E-31), the second bullet hasbeen revised asfollows:

# Annual inspections to detect small |eaks,—tdentify—thternal—or—externat
pipete-eorreston_monitor corrosion protection, identify potential levee
subsidence or settlement problems, and prevent future pipeline ruptures or

substantial pipeline leaks in those areas by prescribing immediate repair
work will still be conducted in accordance with federal and state
regulations.

R10-43. DWR estimates that the Delta lowlands, defined as land with an elevation of less than
5feet abovemean sealevel (mdl), consist of approximately 400,000 acres. Thecommenter
suggests that perhaps only 100,000 acres of thistotal have peat soil that contributesto the
high agricultural load of DOC. This calculation is an example of the mass-balance
approach; it suggests that all of the Delta lowlands cannot be contributing the estimated
DOC load of 1 g/m%month because thiswould increase the export DOC concentrationsto
levels that are higher than the observed values.

The DeltaSOQ model assumes that only 40% of the Delta agricultural area drainage will
mix with the exports (see the bottom of page G-8 in Appendix G of the 2000 REIR/EIS);
the remainder is mixed with Deltaoutflow. Figure G-9 showsthe cal culated export DOC
using the mass-bal ance approach. The DOC load of 1 g/m?/month from the 40% of the
Delta assumed in the central Delta is still often higher than the measured DOC
concentrations. Reducing the peat soil areainthe central Deltawould reducethe estimated
export DOC concentration proportionately.
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Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
Attention: Jim Sutton

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Attention: Mike Finan

Re: EBMUD Comments on Revised DEIR/EIS for the Delta Wetlands Project

Dear Messrs. Sutten and Finan:

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD or District) appreciates the opportunity to
review and comment on the Revised Draft EIR/EIS (RDEIR) for the Delta Wetlands Project
(Project). The District and Delta Wetlands have been meeting to resolve the issues raised by the
District’s protest. If, however, those efforts are ultimately not successful, the Project’s potential
impacts upon the substantial interests of the District would remain. Consequently, this letter

~ contains the District’s comments on the RDEIR, including Attachment A (EBMUD’s specific
comments on Fishery Related Issues), and Attachment B (EBMUD’s specific comments on
Aqueduct Security Related issues).

Mokelumne Fisheries Mitigation

The RDEIR. does not adequately address the potential impacts of the proposed Project operations
on Mokelumne origin salmon and steelhead. Most of the potential impacts in the RDEIR are
stated in terms of impacts on San Joaquin or Sacramento fisheries resources, not Mokelumne
River fishery resources. A separate assessment, including identification, monitoring and R11-1
mitigation of Project impacts, needs to be made for the Mokelumne River and other Eastside
tributaries. This is especially true given the proximity of Webb Tract, a proposed Project
reservoir island, to the North and South forks of the Mokelumne River. This assessment must be
undertaken to assure that Project impacts are not simply redirected.

Detailed comments on fishery issues follow in Attachment A.

375 ELEVENTH STREET . QAKLAND . CA 94607-4240 . (510) 287.0174 . FAX (516) 287-6162
BOARD QF DIRECTORS JOHN A. COLEMAN . KATY FOULKES . LESA R. MCINTOSH
FRANK MELLON . WILLIAM B. PATTERSON . DAVID RICHARDSON . DANNY W, WAN

4-181


Susan Davis
Letter R11

Susan Davis
R11-1

Susan Davis


Alan Barnard
4-181


State Water Resources Control Board
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Tuly 31, 2000

Page 2

Mokelumne Aqueducts Security

The Delta Wetlands RDEIR needs to include more specificity on the proposed monitoring plans
and mitigation measure to minimize risk of levee failures and seepage impacts on EBMUD’s
Mokelumne Aqueducts. EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueducts cross the Delta, adjacent to the
Project’s proposed Bacon Island Reservoir, to deliver high quality Sierra water to our 1.2 million
customers in Alameda and Contra Costa counties. Essentially, the Mokelumne Aqueducts are
the “lifeline™ of the East Bay, as they deliver approximately 95% of the water used by EBMUD’s
customers. Delta Wetlands must ensure that any Project operations will not have any adverse
unmitigated impacts on the Mokelumne Aqueducts or the levees that protect them. Detailed
comments on Delta levees and Mokelumne Aqueduct security follow in Attachment B.

R11-2

EBMUD appreciates the opportunity to participate and provide input on the proposed Delta
Wetlands Project, and we look forward to seeing EBMUD’s concerns adequately addressed.
Sinéerely,

Fred S. Etheridge
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ATTACHMENT A - Fishery Related Issues

Review Comments on the Delta Wetland Revised Draft EIS/EIR:
Fishery Related Issues

EIR Citation

EBMUD Comment

Page ES-4

The RDEJR states that during the 1997 water rights
hearing, EBMUD raised issues about project effects on
“listed” species.

EBMUD’s concerns were, and are, not limited solely to
listed species. For example, the Project would have
potentially significant adverse impacts on the Mokelumne
River fall-run chinook salmon, an important, but not listed,
fish species.

Page ES-6

The RDEIR fisheries assessment {Chapter 5) discusses
changes in 1995 DEIR/EIS impact conclusions that have
resulted from incorporation of the FOC and RPMs into
the proposed project. It also discusses new listings of
fish species and evaluates new information on spring-run
chinook salmon occurrence provided by DFG, data on
Mokelumne River spring- chinook salmon provided
EBMUD, and new information regarding potential

'| increases in predation with the construction of Delta
Wetlands boat docks and other facilities.

“Spring—chinook salmon” should be “fall-run chinook
salmon”. Throughout the RDEIR, when salmon fisheries on
the Mokelumne River are discussed, the analysis should
focus on “fall-run”, as there is no spring run of chinook
salmon on the Mokelumne River.

While the Final Operations Criteria and Reasonable and
Prudent Measures in the DFG, USFWS, and NMFS$
biological cpinions provide protection for listed threatened
or endangered deita smeilt and winter-run chinook, the life
history of these species is significantly different than fall-nun
chinook salmon. Because of these life history differences, it
cannot be assamed that measures to protect winter-run
chinook salmon and delta smelt will protect fall-run chinook
salmon.

Page 3-14

Between November and January, the diversion rate is
limited to 3,000 cfs (rather than 4,000 cf%) if the DCC is
closed for fish protection and Delta inflow is less than
30,000 cfs. This limitation was simulated based on
monthly average inflow.

The DCC is closed to keep Sacramento River saltmon from
entering the Central Delta in order to reduce their exposure
to export effects. Because of the location where the
Mokelunne River enters the Delta, Mokelumne origin
salmon would not only face exposure to the CVP and SWP
export pumps, but additional exposure from the Delia
Wetlands diversions.

To protect the juvenile Mokelumne salmon, EBMUD
suggests monitoring for the presence of salmon and
practicing adaptive management techaiques, such as
meanaging location and timing of diversions so as to avoid
harm to the salmon. Specific adaptive management
techniques have been developed and are available for use or
review as necessary.

[Continued next page]
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ATTACHMENT A — Fishery Related Issues

Page 5-4 _ For the benefit of Mokelumne salmon, some of the 200
Conserve In perpetuity 200 acres of shallow-water acres of shallow water rearing habitat should be constructed
rearing and spawning habitat. along the migratory pathway for juvenile saimon from the

lower Mokelumne River and close to the Delta Wetlands
Webb Tract project island. Desirable characteristics of this
type of habitat include:

Shallow water (generally < 6 feet deep) R11-6
Structural diversity (includes large woody debris,
diverse substrate, varying water velocities, vegetation
cover)

s  Floodplain inundation {typically January through April,
with water inundation in pulses so levels rise and fall
gradually and maintain flow)

e Suitable water temperatures (generally <20 C)

e  Connection to river (for fish ingress and egress)

{Source: Peter Moyle and Steve Cramer, personal

communication)
Page 5-3 The use of the funds for the environmental water account
Delta Wetlands will establish an environmental water should be reviewed by and subject to approval of the Delta
fund to be controlled by DFG; the amount deposited into | Wetlands Project Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). R11-7
the fund will be based on the amount of project EBMUD should have a place on that TAC
diversions from October through March and the amount
of project discharge.
Page 5-6 - The use of the find should be reviewed by and subject to
Delta Wetlands will establish an aquatic habitat approval of the Delta Wetlands Project Technical Advisory R11-8
restoration fund. Committee (TAC). EBMUD should have a place on that
| | TAC.
Page 5-10 What is the reference citation for the recently modified
Potential effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on spring- | salmon smolt survival model? R11-9
run chinook salmon are assessed using the new data '
provided by DFG on spring-run occurrence and using
USFWS’s recently modified salmon smolt survival
model
Page 5-12 Mortality in the Central Deita atiributable to the Delta

For Sacramento River fish, the USFWS model assumes | Wetlands project should be similar to the mortality to that
that increased mortality attributable to export occurs in attributable to other exports. As DW exports increase, it is

the central Delta. Closure of the DCC gates reduces expected that central delta mortality, primarily due to export

exposure of Sacramento River fish to export effects. related losses, will also increase R11-1C
The Delta Wetlands Project does not affect operations of

the DCC or the proportion of flow drawn through the To minimize additional losses of juvenile salmon due to

DCC and Georgiana Slough. Additionally, the FOC exports, screen opening sizes should be limited to 3/32”, in

terms require reductions in Delta Wetlands diversions if | accordance with NMFS Southwest Region Fish Screening
the DCC gates are closed for fishery protection (from Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids, dated 1997,
November through January), :
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ATTACHMENT A — Fishery Related Issues

Page 5-12

FOC terms require that project operations not cause a
change in receiving water temperature greater than 7° C;
they also prohibit channel temperature increases greater
than 1°C where channel temperatures are 13° to 25°C,
and increases greater than 0.5°C where channel
temperatures are more than 25°C (see Appendix B).

Increases int temperatures from the project operations may
delay the upstream migration of adult chinook salmen into
the lower Mokelumne River. A delay in the upstream
migration could translate into a later out migration the
following year, where conditions later in the season may not
be as favorable for salmon smolt survival.

EBMUD suggests a two step approach to temperature
increases: When channel temperatures are between 13 and
21 degrees C, temperahire increases up to I degree C would
be acceptable. When temperature in channel is over 21
degrees C, increase in temperature should be limited to .5
degrees.

Page 5-13

EBMUD did not identify, and analysis of the data
provided did not show, a relationship between net Delta
channel flow (QWEST) and adult migration to the
Mokelumne River., Although Delta channel flows varied
substantiaily, the new information indicated minimal
variability in the 50% and 90% completion dates for
adult chinook salmon migration into the Mokelumne
River from 1993 through 1998.

The date of ten- percent compietion of aduit migration past
Woodbridge dam should be reviewed annually to see if
project operations are delaying the upstream migration. If
the data show there is a delay in upstream migration, DW
should moedify project operations to avoid impacts on
Mokelumne origin salmon.

Data on the 10% completion date has been provided to the
RDEIR envirommental consultant.

Page 5-15

A negative QWEST indicates that very litile Mokelumne
River water will exit the Delta as outflow and that most
of the Mokelumne River water wiil be present in the
water mass moving toward the CVP and SWP export
pumps. A negative QWEST {e.g., in October 1993 and
August 1994) does not appear to have affected the
timing of adult migration in the Mokelumne River when
compared to years when QWEST was positive (e.g.,
October 1994 and August 1995).

The ten percent completion date for upstream migration at
Woodbridge Dam was 10/20/94 (later migration) when
QWEST was negative in August 1994 and the ten percent
completion date was 9/27/95 (earlier migration} when
QWEST was positive in August 1995, While these results
may not be directly comparable since salmon upstream
monitoring in 1995 started over one monsh earlier,
additional analysis should be conducted to confirm the
relationship between QWEST and migration. In particular,
the effect of QWEST on the ten- percent upstreatn migration
completion date for 1995 — 98 where the starting dates for
the monitoring are more comparable should be analyzed. A
delay in the upstream migration could translate into a later
outmigration the following vear where conditions later in the
season may net be as favorable for salmon smolt survival.

{Continued next page]
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Page 5-14

EBMUD and USFWS have indicated concern about the
entrainment of fry in Delta diversions after high flows.
The available salvage data for the CVP and SWP,
however, show that peak entrainment of juvenile
chinook salmon occurs during April and May (Figure 5-
3).

It is likely that fry and young juvenile chincok salmon
rear in the lower portion of rivers and in the Delta
channels receiving the river discharge until they reach
smolt size (i.e., a level of matrity that allows movement
10 the ocean).

Research conducted by Entrix in Winter 2000 * indicates
that juvenile chinook salmon do not move into the western
Mokelumne River and take up residence, but continually
move downstream, growing as they migrate (Tom Tayloer,
Personal Communication). This means that not orly smott,
but also the more fragile fry would be exposed to DW
diversions.

To protect the juvenile Mokelumne salmon, EBMUD
suggests monitoring for the presence of salmon and
practicing adaptive management techniques, such as
managing location and timing of diversions so as to avoid
harm to the salmon.

Specific techniques of adaptive management of Delta
Wetlands project operations have been identified and are
available for use as necessary.

*See “Proposal to develop a juvenile chinook salmon rearing
in-river and Delta habitat study.” Proposal prepared for
CUWA, by Entrix, SP Cramer and Associates and Ted
Winfield and Associates, December 1999,

Page 5-15

The results shown in Table 5-4 and Figure 5-4 indicate
that the Delta Wetlands Project would have a minimal
effect on the proportion of Mokelumne River water
moving through the central and south Delta. In most
years the Delta Wetlands discharge would have
proportionately less Mokelumne River water than the
channel receiving the discharge.

The EIR should show the temperature effects of this
discharge and possible delays in adult salmon upstream
migration

Additional temperature moenitoring and review of 10%
complete migration data should be done to determine the
effects of this discharge. Adaptive:managemerit of Delta
Wetlands project operations to mitigate any negative effects
are recommended.

Page 5-16

Fish screens would be designed to meet a 0.2-fps
approach velocity, avoiding direct diversion effects on
juvenile chinook salmon.

Reduce the fish screen size from 5/32” to 3/32” to protect
salmon fiy, in accordance with NMFS Southwest Region

Fish Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids, dated
1997.

Page 5-16

The high concentration of disoriented fish could create
exceptional predator habitat by increasing prey
availability. Boat docks, however, would not divert
water or constrict flows and would not canse conditions
expected to disorient fish.

Migration of juvenile salmon may be delayed when they
encounter a boat dock or other struciure and are forced to

| mill at the water surface in attempts to migrate past the

structure. This abnormal behavior can make them more
susceptible to predation.

To mitigate this effect, reduce the number and change the
location of the boat docks.

Page 5-17

Installation of boat docks would not be expected to
affect fish predator-prey interactions significantly.
Pilings and shad associated with boat docks or fishing -
piers may be used as cover by both predator and prey
fish. However, these structurally simple forms of cover
attract fish species much less than more complex forms
such as brush piles or aquatic plants (Savino and Stein
1982, Gotceitas and Colgan 1987, Lynch and Johnson
1989},

The boat docks would concentrate both juvenile salmon and
predators, increasing their chances for interaction. Juvenile
sakmon encountering a boat dock may mill around before
passing below the structure.

To mitigate this effect, reduce the number and change the
location of the boat docks.

{See “Utility of Synthetic Structures for Concentrating Adult
Northern Pike and Largemouth Bass”.a studys by Kevin B
Rogers and Eric P. Bergersen, American Fisheries society,
6/24/99)
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Page 5-17

The FOC terms include compensatory measures that
potentially improve and increase fish habitat, such as
conservation of 200 acres of shailow-water rearing and
spawning habitat, habitat replacement at a 3:1 ratio,
setting aside of environmental water, and contribution of
funds for DFG fish and habitat management (i.e., $100
per year per additional boat berth, compensation for
incidental entrainment losses, establishment of aquatic
habitat conservation and environmental water funds).

Mitigation measures should be subject to review by and
approval of the technical advisory committee.

EBMUD should have a place on the TAC.

Table 5-2. Dates of annual Adult Chinook Salmon
Migration Past Woodbridge Dam (by percentage
complete)

The table should include the ten percent completion date in
order to evaluate potential delays in adult salmon upstream
migration that resuit from increases in water temperatures
from Project discharges or from negative QWEST that
results from Project diversions. The 10% completion data
has been provided to the environmental consultant for the
RDEIR.

Table 5-5. Comparison between Delta Wetlands
Project Impacts on Fisheries in the 1995 DEIR/EIS
and in the 2000 REIR/EIS

Aquatic habitat development should be located near the
project islands and not downstream in Suisun Bay since
shallow water habitat will need to be available when X2 is
upstream. Habitat development should be reviewed and
approved by Delta Wetlands Project TAC.

For the benefit of Mokelumne Salmon, shallow water
rearing habitat should be constructed along the migratory
pathway for juvenile salmon from the lower Mokelumne
River and close to the Delta Wetlands project island.

Desirable characteristics of this type of habitat inciude:

s  Shallow water (generally <6 feet deep)

¢ Structural diversity (includes large woody debris,
diverse substrate, varying water velocities, vegetation
cover)

s Floodplain inundation (typically January through April,

with water inundation in pulses so levels rise and fall
gradually and maintain flow)

¢ Suitable water temperatures (generally <20 C)
Connection to river (for fish ingress and egress)

{Source: Peter Moyle and Steve Cramer, personal
communication)

Table 5-5, Impact F-4: Potential Increase in the
Mortality of Chinook Salmon Resulting from the
Indirect Effects of Delta Wetlands Project Diversions
and Discharges on Flow(s).

The RDEIR states that the project impacts would be less
than significant based on the inclusion of project
elements identified in the biclogical opinions.

General Comment: While the Final Operations Criteria and
Reasonable and Prudent Measures in the DFG, USFWS, and
NMFS biological opinions provide protection for listed
threatened or endangered delta smelt and winter-run
chinook, the life history of these species is significantly
different than fall-run chinook salmon. Because of these life
history differences, mitigations for these species will not
necessarily mitigate the impacts on fall-run chinook salmon.
Thus, potentially significant Delta Wetlands Project impacts
on fall-run chinook salmon remain,
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Table 5-5 Total Export Criteria: - Annual export of
Delta Wetlands stored water will not exceed 250,000
acre-feet,

Because of the timing and location of the exports, there still
could be a significant impact on Mokelumne origin salmon.

A diversion preference and protocol would help mitigate
negative impacts.

Table 3-5 Diversion Criteria: - Maximum X2 value
limits start of Delta Wetlands diversion, September
through November.

This limit does not protect juvenile Mokelumne origin
salmon emigrating from December through March.

A diversion preference and protocel would help mitigate
negative impacts.

Table 5-5 Diversion Criteria: - Maximum X2 limits
magnitude of Delta Wetlands diversion, September
through March.

This limit may not protect juvenile Mokelumne origin
salmon if the diversion is limited from September through
December and diversions increase from January through
March.

A diversion preference and protocol would help mitigate
negative impacis.

Table 5-5 Diversion Criteria: Delta Wetlands
diversion to storage is limited by QWEST in March

While this limit provides some protection, a significant
proportion of the juvenile salmon outmigration may occur in
February.

A diversion preference and protocol would help mitigate
negative impacts.

Table 5-5 Diversion Criteria; No water is diverted,
April and May

This limit will protect salmon smolts, but not fry.

A diversion preference and protocel would help mitigate
negative impacts

Table 5-5 Diversion Criteria: If the delta smelt fall
midwater trawl index is less than 239, no diversion from
“February 15 through June.

This limit may benefit juvenile salmon, but a significant
number of juvenile salmon fry could emigrate before this
time.

A diversion preference and protocol would help mitigate
negative impacts.

Table 5-5 Diversion Criteria: Diversions are limited to
a percentage of Delta surplus and Delta outflow (year
round), and San Joaquin River (December through
March) inflow.

Diversions would occur during the high outtlow years which
are the same years when the proportion of salmon
emigrating as fry is the greatest

A diversion preference and protocol would help mitigate
negative impacts. ‘

Table 5-5 Diversion Criteria: Diversions are reduced
when monitoring detects presence of delta smelt,
December through August.

This limit may benefit juvenile salmon, but may not be a
benefit if diversions on Webb Tract through the northeastern
siphon still occur. A higher impact could occur if diversions
are curtailed at the southeastern siphon and increase at the
northeastern siphon.

A diversion preference and protocol would help mitigate
negative impacts.

Attachment A: Page 6

4-188

R11-22
cont'd


Susan Davis
R11-22
cont'd

Susan Davis


Alan Barnard
4-188


ATTACHMENT A — Fishery Related Issues

Table 5-5 Diversion Criteria; Diversions are limited if
the Delta Cross Channel is closed for fish protection,
November through January.

Mokehumne origin salmon are exposed to Delta Wetlands
diversions regardless of the Delta Cross Channel operation.
This protection measure ends at about the time when
juvenile salmon emigration begins.

A diversion preference and protocol would help mitigate
negative impacts.

Table 5-5 Discharge Criteria: - Webb Tract discharge
for export is prohibited, January through June.

This is outside the period of adult salmon upstream
migration and the limit may force Delta Wetlands to
discharge during the fall months when there could be a
temperature impact on wigrating adult salmon.

Additional temperature monitoring and review of 10%
complete migration data should be done to determine the
effects of this discharge. Adaptive management techniques
to mitigate any negative impacts are recommended.
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ATTACHMENT B — Aqueduct Security Related Issues

Review Comments on the Delta Wetlands Revised Draft EIS/EIR:
Levee and Aqueduct Security Related Issues

The Mokelumne River supplies about 95% of the water provided by EBMUD to approximately 1.2
million people in EBMUD’s service area. The water is carried in an §2-mile long aqueduct of three
large diameter steel pipelines running in a 100° wide right -of- way. With a maximum capacity of
325MGD, the Mokelumne Aqueducts serve as the East Bay’s lifeline from Pardee Reservoir to the
EBMUD service area. Security of this lifeline is one of the District’s highest priorities.

The Mokelumne Aqueducts cross the Delta between Stockton and Brentwood. In the Delta, the
aqueducts are buried between the San Joaquin River Crossing at Stockton and Holt, which is west of
Stockton. For the remainder of the Delta Crossing, the aqueducts are elevated pipes supported on
bents and piles. The aqueducts also make underground river crossings at Middle River and Old River.

The aqueducts are above ground immediately south of Bacon Island, and cross under the Middle River
just to the east of Bacon Island. (Bacon Island is a proposed DW reservoir island.) Failure of a levee
adjacent to the agueducts could result in scour of the aqueduct footing and probable failure of one or
more of the pipelines. The impact of an extended aqueduct outage on EBMUD’s 1.2 million
customers and on the economy of the service area would be significant.

For these reasons, EBMUD is concerned with the security of the levees around Bacon Island and the
potential for flooding and damage to its Mokelumne Aqueducts should those levees fail; seepage onto
adjacent islands, causing damage to and potential levee failure on those islands; and ensuring that
Delta Wetlands Project operations are as stable and secure as they can possibly be.

EIR Citation EBMUD Comment .
Page 6-1 Note that URSGWC report states that “A minimum of 800 to
Levee improvement materials would be obtained 1000 feet offset from the levee toe should be maintained for
primarily from sand deposits on the project islands. the location of borrow sites. With this offset, there is no
Each borrow area would generally be located more than | discernable effect (based on seepage models) of the borrow R11-23
400 feel mward from the toe of a levee so that the - areas on seepage.” (Page ES-4). The report and the EIR

borrow excavation would not cause structural impacts on | should be reconciled.
the levee and would be at least 2,000 feel inward from
the final toe of an improved levee where a greater
setback is necessary to control seepage.

Page 6-1 There is no supporting documentation for design of a “splash

The mterior slopes of these perimster levees would be berm.” The amount of freeboard should protect the leves

protected from erosion by conventional rock revetment | from overtopping.

similar to that used on existing exterior slopes, or by R11-24
other conventional systems such as soil cement or a EBMUD is concerned that soil cement is not an appropriate

high-density polyethylene liner. In areas where final srosion control measure for the levee crests. Soil cement can

design studies indicate that wave splash and runup could | be brittle and is subject to cracking, allowing unconstrained
potentially erode the levee crest if it is unprotected, the | erosion below the soil cement cap. Also, the cap itself could
Ievee crest would be hardened or the erosion protection | pull away from the levee, leaving it unprotected.

facing would be extended up as a splash berm.
EBMUD is not aware of the effective use of polyethylene
liner in a levee crest situation.
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EIR Citation

EBMUD Comment

Page 6-9: Long term reliability of the proposed
interceptor well system.

Evidence was presented in water right hearing testimony
that McDonald Island land became saturated and
unfarmable after the demonstration projects were
completed. DW geotechrical consultant Ed Hultgren
testified, however that the relief wells became less
effective with time as they became clogged with silt.
Haltgren added that the demonsiration wells were
constructed for the demenstration project only, not for
long-term use, and that when the demonstration projects
were complete, the wells were not maintained.

EBMUD is concerned that the interceptor well systems have
only been tested in demonstration tests conducted over ten
years ago, and then for only two days. After running the
tests for two days, the wells were allowed to silt up, and
became less effective. Measures to prevent or eliminate
siltation from clogging the wells have not been tested.

The test case only proves that interceptor wells silt up.

Page 6-10: Adequacy and effectiveness of the
proposed seepage-monitoring program.

Delta Wetlands has proposed a monitoring program to
ensure that there is no seepage onto adjacent islands...

An unbiased third party or a committee including Delta
Wetlands and other interested parties should perform
meonitoring of the seepage (Hereinafier “Neutral Monitoring
Entity’”). Data from all monitoring wells should be made
available to members of the entity. All seepage related
actions should be reviewed and approved by the entity.

Other responsibilities, authorities, and actions of this Neutral
Monitoring Entity should be determined,

Page 6-11 Adequacy of Borrow Area Setbacks

The modeling showed that setting the borrow area back
300 feet from the levee in accordance with USACE
standards would result in not effects (i.e., no additional
benefit) on seepage conditions or operation of the
interceptor well systern.

Note that URSGWC report states that “A minimum of 800 to
1000 feet offset from the levee toe should be maintained for
the location of borrow sites. With this offset, there is no
discernable effect (based on seepage models) of the borrow
areas on seepage”. (Page ES-4). The report and the EIR.
should be reconciled. :

Page 6-14: Effects of Delta Wetlands Operations on
Levee Stability:

Independent review of levee stability issues by
URSGWC verified that the Delta Wetlands’ proposed
levee improvements would increase the long-term FS
toward the reservoir islands in comparison with existing
conditions but determined that the long-term FS toward
the slough would decrease. The URSGWC evaluation -
also found that, compared with existing conditions, the
FS toward the reservoir islands would decrease for the
end of construction case and the sudden drawdown
condition. ‘

Factors of Safety, either long term or short term, should not
be zllowed to decrease under the DW project. Ata
minimum, Corps of Engineers standards (and DSOD
standards, if applicable) should be met.

Page 6-14 Effect of interceptor well system on levee
stability.

A high rate of continuous pumping in the interceptor
wells can result in the migration of fine materials from
the sand aquifer, which can cause intemal erosion or
piping in the levee material and over time lead to
weakened levee foundations and potential settlement and

stability problems... Delta wetlands may be required to

identify the criteria by which they would judge when
and interceptor well would need to be replaced

Flow meters should be installed on all interceptor wells to
continuaily monitor performance

Replacement criteria should be in the purview of the Neutral
Monitoring Entity. Any weakening of the levee due to
interceptor wells should be carefully monitored and
mitigated for. '
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EIR Citation

EBMUD Comment

Page 6-16 Potential damages to adjacent Islands in
the event of a reservoir island levee failure.

The maximum velocity on the opposite bank would be
approximately 16 fps for 30-40 minutes. It is expected
that the riprapped levee would be able to withstand these
velocities aithough floating structures and moored boats
might be damaged.

DW should confirm that all levees on banks opposite the
reservoir islands are riprapped to the extent that they could
withstand the expected sustained velocity. EBMUD is
particularly concerned with levees on islands on EBMUD’s
“critical perimeter” at the southern end of Bacon Isiand, that
1s; Palm Tract, Orwood Tract, Woodward Island and Lower
Jones Tract.

Page 6-22 Potential levee failure on Delta Wetlands
project islands during Seismic Activity

By improving the reservoir island levees, the stability of
reservoir island levee slopes under seismic conditions
would increase toward the reservoir island and would
decrease toward the slough. Results of the dynamic
stability analysis concluded that as much as 4 feet of
levee deformation could occur under seismic conditions.
This impact is considered significant.

The static Factor of Safety described on page 6-21 is not
sufficient for Earthquake loading. The EIR does not specify
how DW plans to address the estimated 4 feet of levee
deformation calculated.

The 4’ of expected deformation could mean catastrophic
faiiure of the levees. The proposed mitigation (“Adopt final
levee design that achieves recommended factor of safety and
reduces the risk of Catastrophic levee failure’™) does not
reduce the impact of 4’ deformation to a less than significant
level.

Additional concerns, not mentioned in EIR

Delta Wetlands island flooding and draining activities may
also have levee stability implications.

Specifically, the location of the Bacon island pumping plant
and discharge structure may produce increases in river and
slough channel velocities over those which presently occur.
This will result in more erosion, under cutting and scour on
the waterside of adjacent levees, and at the Mokelumne
Aqueduct river crossings at Middle River.

EBMUD recommends hydrographic and bathymetric studies
of the river crossings be performed prior to construction of
the DW project. Subsequent studies after project operations
begin will determine the extent of project related erosion.
DW should repair areas of additional erosion, undercutting,
or scour that are identified.

URSGWC Report, page ES-4: The need for
monitoring and maintaining compliance with
significance criteria is essential and must be carefully
adopted and maintained.

EBMUD agrees. The issue of significance criteria needs
further examination. Action plans based on triggers need to
be fully developed. All actions should be reviewed and
approved by the Neutral Monitoring Entity. See comments
under “significance standards” below.

URSGWC Report, page ES-6: The seepage
mitigation design proposed by DW appears appropriate
and has the potential to be effective, provided that

e The interceptor well system is appropriately
designed, constructed, and operated.

e  The monitoring system consisting of seepage
menitoring wells and background wills is
appropriately designed, constructed and operated,
and

s The significance criteria are rigorously applied and

A Neutral Monitoring Entity and representatives from ,
adjacent islands, reclamation districts and EBMUD, should
be informed of monitoring data, and be able to initiate
response actions as necessary.

The spacing of the interceptor wells should be designed in
accordance with geotechnical data gathered during the
detailed design phase. The final spacing should be
determined during construction and initial project start up to
assure that the drawdown capabiiity of the interceptor wells
performs as designed. :

continually updated based on experience.
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ATTACHMENT B — Aqueduct Security Related Issues

EIR Citation

EBMUD Comment

TRSGWC Report, page ES-6: The levee strengthening
conceptually proposed by DW appears appropriate,
except that measures need to be developed to improve
the stability of the raised levees toward the slough.

Measures to improve the stability of the levees toward the
slough have not been presented in the EIR. The Factor of
Safety on the slough side is reduced from current conditions.
Without additional measures, potential for levee failure is
increased.

URSGWC Report, page ES-7: In particular, the design
construction, and operation of extraction wells will be
critical to maximize the reliability of the seepage control
system. It will also minimize the possibility of flushing
fine particles out of the levee foundation, which could
overtime lead to weakened levee foundations and
potential setilement and stability problems.

The potential problem of “sand boiis” and related levee
instability in the areas of the interceptor wells has not been
addressed.

Also, the potential for “silting up” of the interceptor wells,
leading to reduced capacity to relieve seepage has not been
fully addressed.

URSGWC Report, Fage 2.3, Section 2.2.3:

The pump test on Holland Island was conducted from
April 24 through April 26, 1989... the pump test on
McDonald Island was performed from Angust 15
through 16, 1989... Page 2.4 Following the McDonald
Island drawdown tests, there was some question

regarding the long term effectiveness of the interceptor

will system... Mr. Hultgren explained that the wells
were not designed and built for long-term operation, and
they were not maintained once the test program was
completed.

In the 10 years since these draw down tests were performed,
no additional data on long term reliability, need for
maintenance, or feasibility of maintenance on interceptor
wells has been performed. EBMUD questions the long-term
viability of these wells, particularly with no financial
guarantee built in to the system. If wells fail, seepage onto
adjacent islands and levees will increase, potentially leading
to instability of the levees or flocding of the islands.

URSGWC Report, Page 2-17, section 2.4.1, Seepage
Monitoring system:

The purpose of the monitoring wells is to provide an
early detection on seepage caused by the project....

A Spacing of 1500 to 2000 feet on neighboring islands
to closely monitor a continuous sand aquifer that
underlies both the DW project and neighboring islands.

A maximum spacing of 1000 feet at critical sections.

To protect the integrity of its three main aqueducts, EBMUD
considers the entire southern perimeter of Bacon Island
(where it is adjacent to Palm Tract, Orwood tract, Woodward
‘Tract and Lower Jones Tract} to be a “critical perimeter.” A
maximum spacing of monitoring wells of 5007 along this
perimeter would be required.

[eontinued next page]
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ATTACHMENT B — Aqueduct Security Related Issues

EIR Citation

EBMUD Comment

URSGWC Report, Page 2-17, Section 2.4.1,
Significance Standards:

DW proposed seepage performance standards or
significance standards to identify net seepage increases
in the neighboring islands attributable to the reservoir
islands. The data collected from the monitoring network

will be used for application of the significance standards.

If the data show exceedance of the significance
standards, DW proposes to trigger seepage control
measures to control the ncreased seepage,

Data collection from the piezometers will commence at
least one year prior to filling of reservoirs.

EBMUD has several main points with regards to the
significance criteria.

«  Data collection should not be limited to one year.
According to the report, ten years of data is available
from existing monitoring wells. In addition, new
raonitoring wells should be installed in the first year of
the 4-6 year consiruction period. All the existing and
new data should also be considered in establishing the
baseline.

¢  Actions in response to exceedance of standards are not
stated.

s  Neutral Monitoring Entity should review actions.

s  The groundwater level in each adjacent monitoring well
should be compared to a known level of background
monitoring wells, under any given condition. (E.g.
When the background groundwater level is at a certain
elevation pre project, the adjacent well should show

~ the same level it was at pre-project)

e ' Annual average groundwater levels should not be used
as @ basis for comparison, as this is imprecise data,
which masks the effect of tidal action and other
variability in local groundwater levels. More precise
and locally relevant data should be used as a basis for
comparison.

e  The leeway of +1 foot over two standard deviations is
excessive. {See URSGWC report Section 2.4.3)

URSGWC report, Page 2-21, Section 2.5.1, Long
Term reliability of Proposed Well System:

...In summary, therefore, long term operability of the
individual wells and reliability of power supply are
expected to be the main potential sources of inadequate
system performance. We believe that rigorous well
O&M and consideration of standby power will provide
high likelihood of long-term system reliability.

The EIR does not mention standby power, and does not
discuss in detail the Q&M procedures.

URSGWC report, Page 3-1, Slope Stability.

The main objective of the stability analysis was to
evaluate the proposed levee strengthening scheme for
Webb Tract and Bacon Island in the DW project.

It does not appear that the report evaluated the effect on the
levee of a raised phreatic surface due to water on both 'sides
of the levee when the reservoir is full.

Has the potential for chunks of the levee being lifted by

'| rising groundwater on both sides, and “floated away” been

investigated? This has happened in the recent past. What
measures will be implemented to avoid this?
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ATTACHMENT B — Aqueduct Security Related Issues

EIR Citation

EBMUD Comment

URSGWC Report, Page 3-4, Section 3.3.3, Water
Table Elevations

General Note

The water surface elevations for the 100-year floodplain
were not considered in the levee stability analysis. Itis
important, and typical in a design of this scope, that the
analysis address the most critical case rather than only what
is considered representatively critical.

Also, the wind runup wave height should be considered at
the 100-year flood-plain level.

URSGWC Report , page 3-3, Section 3.3.4, Soil
Parameters

General note.

The report uses effective stress strength parameters for the
peat and organic soils to calculate long-term levee stability.
We recommend that the report also use undrained strength
analysis parameters for the peat and organic soils to calculate
long term stability because the effective stress strength
parameters may not account for pore pressure increases that
oceur during shearing which result in unconservatively
higher FOS’s.

URSGWC Report, Section three, Slope Stability
Issues, Tables 3.57 and 3.56

The report states that the design is inadequate in meeting the
criteria set forth by the USACE and DSOD. The project
should not be approved unless it is demonstrated that these
design criteria (DSOD only in the case that the reservoir
water level is 6’ or more above MSL) can be met and a
stable Jeves will be constructed.
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East Bay Municipal Utility District

R11-1. Chapter5of the2000 REIR/EIS providesan assessment of impactson chinook salmon that
originatefromthe Mokelumne River (Chapter 3F of FEISVolumel). The1995DEIR/EIS
and the 2000 REIR/EISboth used the best avail ableinformation for theimpact assessment.
The data did not support a conclusion that Delta Wetlands Project operations would
significantly affect Mokelumne River juvenile or adult chinook salmon. The commenter
argues that the proximity of Webb Tract to the north and south forks of the Mokelumne
River justifies conducting a separate, detailed assessment of project impacts on
Mokelumne River fish. This conclusion is not supported. Chinook salmon from the
Mokelumne River would be exposed to the same project effects as chinook salmon from
the San Joaquin River and those from the Sacramento River that move down Georgiana
Slough (and the DCC when the gates are open).

As described in Chapter 5 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 3F), several
FOC terms limit effects of the Delta Wetlands Project on Delta flows during February
through June, the period of concernidentified by thecommenter. Asaresult, thefollowing
terms reduce project effects on outmigrating juvenile chinook salmon:

# DeltaWetlandsis prohibited from diverting water in April and May.

# Diversionsare limited during all other months to a percentage of surplus flows and
a percentage of outflow, and are also limited to a percentage of San Joaquin River
flow during January through March.

# Severa FOC terms limit indirect effects of Delta Wetlands project operations on
flows in February and March by further limiting diversions during those months
based on X2 position, changein X2, March QWEST criteria, and DCC closure.

# DeltaWetlandsis prohibited from discharging water for export from Webb Tract in
January through June.

These measures do not redirect impacts or create conditions that specifically affect
chinook salmon of Mokelumne River origin.

Additionally, Delta Wetlands is required by the FOC to install fish screens that meet an
approach-velocity criterion of 0.2 fps. This combination of measures reduces potential
project effects on Mokelumne River juvenile chinook salmon to a less-than-significant
level. See Master Response 4, “Impacts on Fisheries Identified in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and
Adoption of Biological Opinions’, for details about these terms.

Despite the protections provided by the FOC, Delta Wetlands and EBMUD negotiated a
protest dismissal agreement describing additional measuresthat DeltaWetlandswould take
to address EBMUD’ s concerns about project effects on Mokelumne River sailmon. The
agreement, submitted to the SWRCB in October 2000, isincluded in the appendix to this
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R11-2.

R11-3.

R11-4.

volume. Attachment A of the agreement specifiesthat DeltaWetlandswill implement the
following measures to provide further protection against potential project effects on
Mokelumne River fisheries:

# Redtrict diversionsfrom the northeastern siphon station on Webb Tract to only those
times when the southeastern siphon station is operating at full capacity or when
certain other conditions are met.

# Removeexisting agricultural siphonsfrom Bouldin Island and Webb Tract and limit
the total number of siphons on Bouldin and Webb Tract under the proposed project.

# Limit the number of boat docks added to Bouldin Island and Webb Tract.
# Conduct afisheries monitoring program at Webb Tract.

The SWRCB included some of the terms of the protest dismissal agreement in the terms
and conditions of the Delta Wetlands water right permit.

See responses to EBMUD’ s detailed comments (R11-23 through R11-44) below.

Delta Wetlands and EBMUD submitted a protest dismissal agreement to the SWRCB
during the water right hearing that acknowledges the importance of the
M okelumne Aqueduct and outlines measures to reduce risk to this structure.

The commenter iscorrect. Thetext on page ES-4 of the 2000 REIR/EIS has been revised
asfollows:

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) and DFG raised several
issues about project effects on tsteg-fish species.

The 2000 REIR/EIS provided an assessment of project effects on fall-run chinook salmon
(see pages 5-12 and 5-13 [pages 3F-54 and 3F-55 of FEIS Volume 1).

The reference to “Mokelumne River spring-run chinook salmon” under “Fisheries’ on
page ES-6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS has been revised as follows:

It also discusses new listings of fish species and evaluates new information on
spring-run chinook salmon occurrence provided by DFG, data on
Mokelumne River sprirg-rar-fall-run chinook salmon provided by EBMUD,
and new information regarding potential increases in predation with the
construction of Delta Wetlands boat docks and other facilities.

The occurrence of spring-run chinook salmon, winter-run chinook salmon, steelhead,
splittail, and delta smelt overlaps the occurrence of fall-run chinook salmon in the Delta.
The FOC and the biological opinion RPMs include measures that limit Delta Wetlands
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R11-5.

R11-6.

R11-7.

R11-8.

operations, and subsequent effects on Delta habitat conditions and chinook salmon,
throughout the period when adult and juvenile fall-run chinook salmon could be present.
With the FOC and the RPM s incorporated into the proposed project, impacts on fall-run
chinook salmon, including those originating in the Mokelumne River, are less than
significant.

Juvenile chinook salmon released in the Sacramento River migrate either down the
Sacramento River or through the DCC into the central Delta. The survival rate has been
found to be higher for those fish remaining in the Sacramento River than for those that
enter the DCC—central Deltapathway. However, theavailable datado not strongly support
the conclusion that the lower survival rateistheresult of exportsand diversions (Newman
and Rice 1997).

The FOC and RPMs include terms to minimize the effect of exposure to Delta Wetlands
diversions. These measures reduce the potential impact on chinook salmon that originate
in the Mokelumne River to aless-than-significant level.

Available information indicates that only a portion of the salmon produced in the
Mokelumne hatchery are marked, few naturally produced salmon are marked, and the
probability of capturing marked Mokelumne River fishislow (based on recoveries at the
CVP and SWP fish protection facilities of less than 0.02% of the number released).
Monitoring specifically for the presence of Mokelumne River chinook salmon, therefore,
would have minimal, if any, real-time management value.

The protest dismissal agreement between Delta Wetlands and EBMUD requires that
Delta Wetlandsimplement afishery monitoring program when Webb Tract diversionsto
storage from the northeastern siphon station on the San Joaquin River exceed 50 cfs
between January 1 and June 30. The monitoring program isdescribed in Attachment A of
the agreement (see the appendix to this volume).

Asrequiredinthe FOC, USFWSwill approvethe easement for 200 acres of shallow-water
aguatic habitat and the management plan for the habitat. EBMUD’s request for
conservation of habitat along the Mokelumne River has been noted.

Establishment of thefund isspecified inthe DFG biol ogical opinion; useof thefund would
be at the direction only of DFG. As stated in RPM 2.0, section 2.1, “The Fund shall
exclusively benefit and be controlled by the DFG”. Therefore, DFG would determine
whether the Technical Advisory Committeewould haveany rolein reviewingor approving
theuse of thefund. Aspart of the protest dismissal agreement, Delta Wetlands has agreed
to notify DFG that EBMUD may participate on the Technical Advisory Committee and
should be provided notice of all committee meetings and discussions.

Under the terms of the FOC, use of the aquatic habitat restoration funds will be at the
discretion of the resource agencies (e.g., DFG Bay-Delta office). These monies will be
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R11-9.

R11-10.

R11-11.

R11-12.

used to the fullest extent possible to plan and implement actions that improve habitat for
the target speciesin the Bay-Delta estuary.

Mr. Frank Wernette of DFG in Stockton provided the modified model to the SWRCB
during summer 1999. He did not provide a reference citation other than indicating that
USFWS updated itsfall-run chinook salmon model so it could be used to assess effectson
late-fall-, spring-, and winter-run chinook salmon. The SWRCB provided theinformation
to the preparers of the NEPA and CEQA analysis.

See response to Comment R11-5 regarding mortality attributable to exports and
DeltaWetlandsdiversionsin the central Delta, and response to Comment B6-60 regarding
design of fish screens.

Mokelumne River chinook salmon probably migrate up the San Joaquin River channel and
subsequently into the Mokelumne River channel. Stored water from Webb Tract would
be discharged on the south side of theisland, not to the San Joaquin River channel. Given
the location of the discharge, the volume of tidal flow in the San Joaguin River channdl,
and the implementation of the water temperature mitigation measures described in the
FOC, temperature changesin the San Joaquin River channel arelikely to be unmeasurable.
Adult chinook salmon returning to the Mokelumne River would not be affected.

The datethat 10% of migrating adults complete migration past Woodbridge Dam has been
reviewed relative to potential relationships to QWEST. The conclusion is the same as
discussed in Chapter 5 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (Chapter 3F of FEISVolume 1) for the 50%
and 90% completion dates of adult migration: QWEST does not clearly affect migration
dates.

For example, in 1998, average QWEST in August was 5,400 cfs and the 10% completion
date was October 10, while in 1995, average August QWEST was 300 cfs (varying from
less than -1,000 cfs to more than 2,000 cfs) and the 10% completion date was
September 28. The relationship between the 50% completion date and flow in the
Mokelumne River in August has also been eval uated; the results showed that earlier dates
of 50% completion were related somewhat to higher flow in the Mokelumne River.
For example, in 1994 the average Mokelumne River flow in August was 40 cfs and the
50% completion date was November 7, and in 1995, the average Mokelumne River flow
in August was 900 cfs and the 50% compl etion date was October 28.

In addition, the 1% completion date is related somewhat to the size of the run; earlier
completion dates are associated with larger runs. The 1% completion date is aso
correlated with the 10% completion date. Data on flows and the migration of
M okelumne River chinook salmon can be evaluated in many different ways, but the causal
mechanisms for the relationships found through such evaluation need to be considered
carefully. More information is required before any conclusive relationship can be
ascertained. One missing component is the date when adult chinook salmon return to the
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R11-13.

R11-14.

R11-15.

R11-16.

R11-17.

R11-18.

R11-19.

R11-20.

estuary. Variability in completion dates may be related to the timing of return to the
estuary, which in turn may be related to ocean conditions or some other factor.

In summary, the completion dates of adult fish migration are not clearly related to flow
conditions. The available data do indicate that Delta Wetlands Project operations would
affect the timing of migration of adult chinook salmon. Thisfindingisconsistent with the
conclusion stated in the 2000 REIR/EIS.

See response to Comment R11-12.

The conclusion that juvenile salmon continually move downstream in the Deltaand grow
asthey migrateisbased on datathat have not been made available to the general scientific
community. The data also do not appear to address the effects of diversions on survival
of juvenilechinook salmoninthe Delta, especially fry. Theanalysisinthe2000 REIR/EIS
Isbased on the best available information. With the FOC and RPMsincorporated into the
proposed project, effects on juvenile chinook salmon are less than significant; see
Master Response 4, “ Impacts on Fisheries Identified in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and Adoption
of Biological Opinions’, for information about protective measures for juvenile chinook
salmon included in the FOC and RPMs. See also response to Comment R11-5 above
regarding monitoring for Mokelumne River chinook salmon.

See response to Comment R11-12 regarding the data on 10% completion of
adult migration; seeresponseto Comment R11-11 for an additional discussion of potential
temperature-related effects on adult migration.

See response to Comment B6-60 regarding design criteriafor fish screens.

See response to Comment B7-64 regarding the potential for predation at the
Delta Wetlands facilities and the issue of reverse and bypass flows. A new mitigation
measureis proposed to reduce the number of boat dlipsthat DeltaWetlands may construct;
this measure is described under “Additional Mitigation of Potential Impacts. Reduction
inBoat Slipsat Recreation Facilities” in Master Response5, “ Mitigation of Environmental
Effects Related to Use of Recreation Facilities’.

Additionally, the protest dismissal agreement between Delta Wetlands and EBMUD
establishes limits on the number of new boat docksthat can be constructed on the exterior
of Bouldin Island and Webb Tract. See Attachment A of the Delta Wetlands—-EBMUD
agreement, which isincluded in the appendix to this volume.

See response to Comment R11-17.

See responses to Comments R11-6, R11-7, and R11-8.

The 10% completion dates are as follows:
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1993, October 22;
1994, October 21;
1995, September 28;
1996, October 18;
1997, October 15; and
1998, October 10.

THEFHHIFH

As discussed in response to Comment R11-12, the 10% completion dates of adult
migration are not clearly related to flow conditions. The available data do indicate that
Delta Wetlands Project operations would affect the timing of migration of adult chinook
salmon. Thisfinding is consistent with the conclusion stated in the 2000 REIR/EIS.

R11-21. Seeresponseto Comment R11-6.

R11-22. The FOC and RPMslimit Delta Wetlands diversions to ensure that the project will result
in less-than-significant impacts on fish species. The diversion and discharge constraints
will minimize effects of the project on juvenile chinook salmoninthe Delta, including fry
and smolt.

The occurrence of spring-run chinook salmon, winter-run chinook salmon, steelhead,
splittail, and delta smelt overlaps the occurrence of fall-run chinook salmon in the Delta.
The FOC and the biological opinion RPMs include measures that limit Delta Wetlands
operations, and subsequent effects on Delta habitat conditions and chinook salmon,
throughout the period when adult and juvenile fall-run chinook salmon could be present.
With the FOC and RPMs incorporated into the proposed project, effects on fall-run
chinook salmon, including those that originate in the Mokelumne River, are less than
significant.

Exposure of juvenile chinook salmon to the Delta Wetlands diversion on the north side of
Webb Tract would be minimal given the size of the San Joaquin River channel, the amount
of tidal flow, the low approach velocity (0.2 fps) at the screen face of Delta Wetlands
siphons, and the bypass flow provided by tidal and net Delta channel flow. The fish
screens and diversion facilities are not expected to result in the concentration of juvenile
salmonids and other fish species.

The FOC include several restrictions on operations during the January—March period to
minimize effects on juvenile chinook salmon. In February and March, the maximum
percentage of surplus water available for Delta Wetlands diversion would be limited to
75% and 50%, respectively, down from 90% allowed in January. Delta Wetlands
diversionsarelimited to 15% of Deltaoutflow during February and March, compared with
25% in November and December. Delta Wetlands diversions are limited to 50% of
San Joaquin River flow during March, compared with 125% from December through
February. All the diversion limits are dependent on aFMWT index for deltasmelt that is
greater than 239. If the deltasmeltindex islessthan 239, diversionswould not be allowed
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from February 15 through June. See the FOC in Appendix B of the 2000 REIR/EIS for
details.

See response to Comment R11-12 regarding the data on 10% completion dates of adult
migration; see response to Comment R11-11 for an additional discussion of potential
temperature-related effects on adult migration.

R11-23. Thetext on page6-1 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3D-22 in Chapter 3D of FEISVolume 1)
referenced by the commenter describes the criteria for borrow sites proposed by Delta
Wetlands in 1995 (see also Chapter 3D). These criteria have since been revised based on
the results of the seepage analysis presented in the 2000 REIR/EIS. The borrow area
setback recommended in A ppendix H ispresented on page 6-11 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see
FEIS Volume 1, page 3D-31). See also response to Comment R11-27 below.

R11-24. Theerosion protection methodsused ontheinterior island slopesissubject tofinal design.
During the water right hearing, Delta Wetlands representatives testified that
DeltaWetlandswill use conventional design procedures and routine protection systemsto
protect the levees against erosion. Various shore protection schemes such as riprap and
soil cement, as well as combinations of systems, would be considered in the final levee
design.

R11-25. The 2000 REIR/EIS states that regular performance monitoring, maintenance, and
“redevelopment” (cleaning) of the wells will be required to ensure the long-term
effectiveness of the proposed interceptor-well system. See Section 2.5 of Appendix H for
more information.

Additionally, the Delta Wetlands—EBMUD protest dismissal agreement describes routine
operations in the Seepage Control Plan as follows:

[Delta Wetlands] will continually evaluate the efficiency of the interceptor
wells to verify that there is sufficient additional capacity to allow the pool
elevation to continueto beraised. If theefficiency of awell drops off such that
the ability of the well to pump greater volumes of water is in question,
[Delta Wetlands] will redevelop the well to improve its efficiency prior to
approaching the well’s limits. If additional capacity is not readily available
from an existing well, a new well can be drilled to increase the pumping
capacity at the reservoir island’ s perimeter.

... During the period with little to no water storage, a thorough evaluation of
the efficiency of the wells will be undertaken by [Delta Wetlands] to identify
those wells that may show signs of decreasing efficiency and may be
susceptible to overstressing during the following season’ s storage cycle. The
need for additional wells will also be evaluated. To the extent practical,
redevel opment of existing wells and installation of additional wellswill occur
during the off-season.
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R11-26.

R11-27.

R11-28.

R11-29.

R11-30.

R11-31.

R11-32.

R11-33.

See responses to Comments C6-2 and C17-4.

The protest dismissal agreement submitted by Delta Wetlands and EBMUD during the
water right hearing proposes a neutral technical review committee, identified in the
agreement asthe“Reservoir Island Monitoring and Action Board (MAB)”. A copy of the
agreement is provided in the appendix to this volume.

The last sentence of the paragraph under “Adequacy of Borrow-Area Setbacks’ on
page 6-11 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see page 3D-3I of FEIS Volume 1) has been modified
asfollows:

The modeling showed that setting the borrow areaback aminimum of 800 feet
from theleveein accordance with USA CE standards would result in no effects

{re—no—additional—benefity—on seepage conditions or operation of the
interceptor-well system (Section 2.3 of Appendix H).

See response to Comment R6-17 above.

Flow metersare one option for monitoring the effectiveness of theinterceptor well system.
Seeresponseto Comment R11-25 for moreinformation on eval uating the efficiency of the
wells.

Becausethe potential risk of aleveefailureisextremely low, theimpact isconsidered less
than significant; no mitigation, such asevaluation of theriprap condition on banksopposite
the reservoir islands, isrequired. See also response to Comment R6-15.

When potential changesin levee stability are evaluated, conditions under the project are
compared with existing conditions. Under existing conditions, the levees are subject to
deformation during seismic activity. The same is true under project conditions. The
mitigation measure described in Chapter 6 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see Chapter 3D of FEIS
Volume 1) and referenced by the commenter would ensure that long-term levee stability
would be equal to or greater than stability under existing conditions. When thismitigation
measure is applied, the risk of levee failure under seismic conditions would be less than
or equal to therisk under existing conditions. See al so responsesto CommentsR2-25, R2-
26, and R2-27 regarding the seismic stability analysis and potential for liquefaction.

See response to Comment C17-5.

See responses to Comments C6-2 and C17-4.

The protest dismissal agreement submitted by Delta Wetlands and EBMUD during the
water right hearing proposes a neutral technical review committee, identified in the

agreement asthe “Reservoir Island Monitoring and Action Board (MAB)”. A copy of the
agreement is provided in the appendix to this volume.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS

4-203 July 2001



R11-34. Thecommenter iscorrect in stating that thefinal spacing of theinterceptor wellswould be
determined during the final design. See response to Comment C6-2 regarding the neutral
monitoring entity and dissemination of information.

R11-35. Seeresponseto Comment R6-12.

R11-36. Asdescribed in Chapter 2, “ Delta Wetlands Project Alternatives’, Delta Wetlands would
conduct routine inspections and maintenance of the reservoir island levees. Additional
information about weekly levee inspections is provided in Chapter 3D under
“Postconstruction Monitoring and Maintenance” (FEIS Volume 1, page 3D-13). See
response to Comment R11-25 regarding the potential for “silting up” of the
interceptor wells.

R11-37. The seepage monitoring and control system would be designed to maximize the potential
for long-term viability of the interceptor well system. Thetechnical analysis presentedin
Appendix H found that the proposed well system can be expected to operatereliably on a
long-term basis, presuming that:

# the specific design at each well location is adequate and appropriate,
# appropriate redundant systems are in place in case of equipment failure, and
# well systems are monitored and are maintained properly.

If the well system fails and seepage levels on adjacent islands increase above the
performance standards, Delta Wetlands would be required to cease diversions onto the
project islands and, in extreme cases, cease reservoir operations.

R11-38. Seeresponseto Comment C6-1 regarding the spacing of monitoring wells.

R11-39. The following responses correspond to each bullet point about the seepage performance
criteriain this comment.

# Seeresponse to Comment R10-16 regarding the collection of baseline data.

# Seeresponseto Comment E14-10 regarding possible actionsto betaken in response
to exceedance of standards.

# Seeresponse to Comment C6-2 regarding a neutral review committee.

# Each monitoring well would be located in a unique location and woul d be subject to
local conditions associated with variationsin the porosity of thelevee, irrigation and
drainage practices, and other local influences. Each seepage monitoring well would
be compared both to its own historical performance and to the average of all
background monitoring wells. These two comparisons address both the local and
regional influences, respectively.
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R11-40.

R11-41.

R11-42.

R11-43.

R11-44.

# Storing water in areservoir does not induce tidal variations in groundwater levels.
Thegroundwater monitoring programisintended to mask theinfluence of daily tides
by recording the groundwater level at least hourly and computing the mean
groundwater level for each monitoring well on each day. The “daily mean” is
intended to represent the groundwater level with thetidal impactsneutralized. Other
major influences in groundwater levels not induced by water storage in areservoir
include local rainfall; variations in river stages resulting from upstream runoff;
evapotranspiration; andirrigation and drainagefor specific crops. Thesenonreservoir
influences on groundwater levels have annua cycles. Computing the annual
variation of groundwater levels around the annual mean at each well location
provides a measure of site-specific variations independent of those that may be
caused by seepage from areservoir. Once Delta Wetlands begins to store water in
the reservoirs, variations in the groundwater levels can be compared to variations
recordedin prior yearsso that changesinlocal conditionscan bemonitored. Seealso
response to Comment C17-4 regarding taking into account seasonal variations in
groundwater levels.

# Seeresponse to Comment R10-18 regarding the recommended leeway.

Discussions with Delta Wetlands engineers indicate that standby power and other
redundancieswould beincluded inthefinal designfor the seepage control system; theneed
for and appropriate methods used to provide standby power will be assessed during final
design for the seepage control system (Hultgren pers. comm.). As described in the
DeltaWetlands—-EBMUD protest dismissal agreement, the reservoir island design review
board (DRB) would review the design of the seepage control system; the need for standby
power would be considered during its review. Additionally, after reservoir operations
begin, the MAB would review operation of the seepage control system and may make
recommendations about standby power or redundant facilities in response to operating
conditions.

The levee analysis takes into consideration the raised phreatic surface under the
project island leveeswhen water is stored on thereservoir islands. The most critical levee
condition iswhen thereservoir is high and the adjacent channel islow; this condition was
evaluated in Appendix H. Thewidestability bermsat thetoes of theleveeswould provide
sufficient weight to restrain the peat over the short distance where differential heads may
be highest. Seep ditches beyond the toes of the wide berms would relieve excess head.
The potentia for “floating levee bits” would be evaluated during final design, but it isnot
expected to be a substantial issue.

See response to Comment R6-10.
See response to Comment R6-14.

See response to Comment R6-17.
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Letter R12
PARK DISTRICT

ym\@/\ BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Carol Severin
President
Ward 3
Jonn Sutter
vice-President
July 28, 2000 ' Wwarc 2
. Ayn Wigskamp
Treasurer
Ward 5

EAST BAY REGIONAL

Mzr. Jim Sutton )

Ted Radke

State Water Resources Control Board Secreiory

Division of Water Rights Beverly Lane
Warg 8

P.O. Box 2000 Doug Siden

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 Word
Jean Siri
Wward 1

Subject: Comments on Delta Wetlands Project Revised Draft EIR/EIS Pat O'Erien

General Manages

Dear Mr. Sutton:

Thank you for providing the East Bay Regional Park District (“District”) with a copy of the
revised draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Delta
Wetlands Project. The following are the District’s comments on the revised draft EIR/EIS.

The District reviewed the draft ETR/EIS in 1995 and had no comments at that time. The 1995
document identified that private recreational improvements may take place as part of the project,
however there would be no new public facilities contemplated. Since that time, CALFED has
indicated some interest in possibly taking over this project, in which case public recreation may
be included in a publically-owned project. Should such events occur, the District would be
interested in promoting the establishment of public recreational facilities in the project area.:

In 1997, the District adopted a new Master Plan which identified our existing and potential
parklands and Regional Trails in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. I have enclosed a copy of
our Master Plan and accompanying map for your review and information. The enclosed map
identifies several existing and proposed regional park and trail facilities that could be affected by
the nroposed project; includihg Big Break Regional Shoreline in Qakley, a proposed “Delta .
Recreation” park on Jersey Island, a “Delta Access” park on the Orwood Tract, and several
proposed regional trails which would run between these three parks and other existing District
facilities. Given the size and complexity of the proposed project, it is likely that some of these
facilities could be developed as part of or mitigation for a future publicaity-funded project.

R12-1

P

Sincerely,

L
Brad Olson
Environmental Specialist

cc. Margit Arambaru, Delta Protection Commission
Steve Richie, CALFED

with soy ink

Printed Gn iecycled paper

2950 Peralta Qaks Court P.Q. Box 5381 Oakland, CA 94805-0381
Te. 510 835-0135 Fax 510 569-4319 rop 510 833-0460  www.ebparks.org
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East Bay Regional Park District

R12-1. SeeMaster Response 2, “Integration of the Delta Wetlands Project with Federal and State
Water Project Operations, Including the CALFED Bay-Delta Program”, for a discussion
of the potential integration of the project into CALFED.
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Letter R13

FAX - IRONHOUSE SANITARY DISTRICT Telephone
(925) 625-0169 450 Walnut Meadows Drive » P.O. Box 1105 » Oakiey, CA 24561 (925) 625-2279

July 24, 2000

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Attention: Jim Sutton

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
Attention: Mike Finan
1324 J Street, Room 1480
~ Sacramento, CA 95814-25922

RE: Comments on Delta Wetlahds Draft EIR/S
Gentlemen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Delta Wetlands Revised

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (REIR/S) published May, 2000. As
you noted at page 1-2 of the REIR/S:

This REIR/EIS does not include formal responses to comments on the 1995
DEIR/EIS, although it does address several issues raised in those comments.
Formal responses to all comments on the 1995 DEIR/EIS will be presented in
the final environmental impact report/ environmental impact statement
(FEIR/FEIS) on the Delta Wetlands Project along with responses to comments
on this REIR/EIS. Comments submitted on the 1995 DEIR/EIS do not need to
be resubmitted.

As you know, Ironhouse Sanitary District (ISD) submitted a letter dated December

21, 1995 commenting on the 1995 DEIR/EIS. After reviewing the REIR/S, ISD
hereby formally resubmits the comments it made in 1995, even though it is not R13-1
necessary to do so. In particular, ISD finds that the information presented in
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Page 2

State Water Resources Control Board
U.S. Army Corp of Engineer

July 24, 2000

Chapter 6 — Levee Stability and Seepage, does not adequately respond to R13-1
Comments 2 and 3 submitted in the December 21, 1995 letter. cont'd

In closing, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR/S. I
am looking forward to your responses to ISD’s comments submitted in 1995, as
well as to the above comment.

Very truly yours,
Dared 21. BRais

David N. Bauer,
District Manager

cabiwp80
DNB\SUTTON

cc: F. Etzel, Henn & Etzel, Inc. -
chron file
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Ironhouse Sanitary District

R13-1. See responses to Comment Letter C15. Additionally, after the 2000 REIR/EIS was
completed, Delta Wetlands and EBMUD submitted a water right protest dismissal
agreement to the SWRCB. The agreement outlines a dispute resolution process that
neighboring landowners could useto identify and remedy problemsattributabl e to seepage
from the reservoir islands and related problems that may be attributable to the
Delta Wetlands Project.
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Letter R14

MWD
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Dffice of the General Manager

August 7, 2000

Mr. Jim Sutton

State Watet Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

P.0O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Mr, Miks Finan

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

1325 ¥ Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Dear Messrs. Sutton and Finan:

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/
i ? Biemel { Execuytjve 8

MIGA for the.

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has received the Revised
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Irapact Statement (RDEIR/S) and Executive
Summary for the Delta Wetlands Project. The Delia Wetlands Project is a water storage project
affecting four islands in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The praposed project would divert
and store surplus water on two "reservoir” islands (Bacon Yaland and Webb Tract; with a
combined storage capacity of 238,000 acre-Teet), and convert two other islands {Bouldin Island
and most of Holland Tract; “habitat" islands) from agricuitre to wedland and upland wildlife
habitat. In addition, private recreational facilities are proposed for ail four islands. This letter
contains our respanse as 4 patentially affected public agency.

Metropolitan SuppoTts waler-management programs that can provide water guality improvements
to Southern California, increased flexibility for Delta export operations, and increased Bay-Delta
ecosystem benefits. The Deita Wetlands Project, if developed in accordance with the June 9,
2000 CALFED Framework for Action, has the potential to meel these objectives. Flowever, we
are concerned about the potential for significant adverse water quality impacts if the proposed R14-1
project operations are not madified. Metropolitan assisted the California Urban Water Agencies
(CUWA) in the development of its comments on the RDEIR/S and incorporates thase comments
herein. We look forward to the Lead Agencies addressing our concers and developing an
appropriate mitigation program to ensure that water quality is protected and impraved, where
possible.

700 . Alamada Stroet, Los Angelas, Califomia 90072 e Mailing address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California a0054-0152 « Telephone (213) 217-8000
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THE METHOPOLITAN WATER DISTRILT OF SDUTHERN (ALIROANIA
Messra. Jim Sutton and Mike Finan
Page 2
August 7, 2000

We appreciate the apportunity to provide input to your planning process and we logk forward to
receiving fisture environmental documentation on this project. Please refer any questions relating
to Metropolitan's comments to Mr. Kevin Donhoff at (213) 217-6359.

Very traly yours, _
Lovaa Z{L = mae ks

Yayra I. Simonek
Principal Environmental Specialist

KAD/tF
- s:fenvpin/bay delta wetlands.doc

cc.  Mr. Petor Maclaggan
California Urban Water Agency
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 705
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. James Easton

The Delta Wetlands Project

22935 Gateway Daks Drive, Suite 140
Sacramento, CA 95833
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Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

R14-1. Seeresponsesto Comment Letter R4.
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Letter R15

@tur@ﬂ 2140 SHATTUCK AVENUE, 5TH FLOOR
[} BERKELEY, CA 94704
@H’ﬂﬁag@ TEL: (510) 644-2900/FAX: (510) 644-4428
e-mail: nhi@n-h-i.org

o
ngtnﬁut@ Non-Profit Law and Cansulting in Conservation of Natural Resources and the Global Environment

July 16, 2000

State Water Resources Contro! Board
Division of Water Rights

Attn: Jim Sutton

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95814-2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

Attn: Mike Finan

1325 T Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

RE: Comments on Revised Draft EIS/EIR for the Delta Wetlands Project _
Dear Sirs:: |

NHI appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Delta Wetlands Project (“DW” or
“Project”) EIR/S. We have followed the progress of the DW Project for many years and
have already commented on past iterations on several occasions.

The fundamental criterion used by NHI in evaluating new infrastructure is whether the
environment will be better off with the Project than without it. We could not support
previous versions of DW because the Project did not satisfy that criterion. However, the
Project has become more favorable to the environment with each iteration. We now
believe that the current proposal for DW operations will provide a net benefit to the
environment, both to terrestrial and to aquatic species. We therefore support the Project.

The benefits to terrestrial species of DW have long been recognized. The permanent R15-1
dedication of two Delta islands to habitat enhancement is very favorable. Moreover, the :
istands designed for storage should provide additional habitat values during much of the
time, particularly in dry years.

The need to provide benefits to aquatic species has been the major stumbling block for
DW until the current EIR/S. DW has now agreed with the U.S. Fish and wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) on a set of
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regulatory constraints that will significantly reduce the direct negative impacts on fish of
diversions into DW, and reduce the impacts of discharges and the rediversion of water
from DW at the State and Federal export pumps.

Of course, DW will still cause some damage to fish species, even with protective
regulatory standards in place. However, we see the following advantages to DW:

e Significant improvement in the long-term sustainability of the Delta. The two islands
designed to hold water — Bacon and Webb — will be designed to hold water on the
inside. Moreover, their levees will be strengthened considerably. As a result, we
consider the probability that these islands will be permanently inundated following a
catastrophic earthquake in the Delta to be significantly reduced.

o Environmental share of water produced by DW, DW will provide environmental
flows between 10 % and 20% of any water delivered for export from December —
June. ' ‘

¢ Export entrainment reduction. In many years, deliveries from DW to exports would
accelerate the filling of San Luis Reservoir in many years. Moving the time-of San
Luis filling forward in time could have major fish benefits and will reduce the draw
on the CVPIA b(2) account and the Environmental Water Account (EWA) reduce
export pumping to safe levels.

Reduce pressure for less benign forms of water acquisition by water users.

Create a favorable precedent for future water development proposals. We believe
that the constraints on DW are the most environmentally protective requirements ever
placed on a water project in the Central Valley. We believe that this level of
environmental protection will become a standard that future water development
proposals will need to match. :

We also see several other possible future benefits associated with DW:

¢ Environmental Storage. DW could provide very important benefits to CALFED’s
Environmental Water Account (EWA). DW produces most of its water in wet years.
The EWA. needs water more in wet years than in dry years.

¢ Servé the Water Transfer Market. The market for purchases, efficiency, and
groundwater storage upstream of the Delta is currently hampered by a lack of reliable
export capacity in the Delta. This problem is particularly acute in wetter years. DW
could provide a temporary storage site during the summer until export windows open
up in the September ~November period.

On balance, therefore, we believe that the environment will benefit from the successful
construction of the Delta Wetlands Project.

-egory A. Thomas, President
Natural Heritage Institute
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Natural Heritage I nstitute

R15-1. The lead agencies acknowledge this comment supporting the project.
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Letter R16

Pacific Gas and Electric Company Land Rights Office
P.0. Box 930
Stockton, CA 95201
July 31, 2000
Mr. Jim Sutton Mike Finan
State Water Resources Control Board U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Division of Water Rights Sacramento District Regulatory Branch
P.O. Box 2000 1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

RE: Delta Wetlands Project Revised DEIR / EIS

Dear Mr. Sutton:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document noted above.

Enclosed is Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) comments concerning
Chapter 7, Natural Gas Facilities and Transmission Pipelines.

In addition to the gas transmission facilities PG&E also operates and maintains

electric distribution facilities on Bacon Island. These facilities serve agricultural
and residential customers on the island.

R16-1
It is unknown at this time what existing facilities may be affected, either to be
removed or relocated to serve proposed pumping stations. However, PG&E

expects to be reimbursed for all costs associated with any rearrangement of the
facilities.

if you have any questions please contact me at (209) 942-1650.

Sm%

/A &, %

Michael Gunby G fice
Land Agent

cc: Frank Dauby
Todd Hogenson
Richard Moss, Esq.
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Comments on Revised Draft EIR/EIS:
Delta Wetlands Project, May 2000

Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft EIR/EIS for the Deita Wetland’s Project by Jones
and Stokes dated May 2000 addresses the “Natural Gas Facilities and
Transmission Pipelines”. In general the issues associated with PG&E's existing
gas transmission Line 57A and Line 57B have been included in the RDEIR and
are explored in significantly greater detail then in the original EIR. There are,
however, incorrect conclusions and erroneous statements within the
documentation of the RDEIR that PG&E feels should be recognized and
corrected.

Definition of Terms:

Internal Inspection: Internal inspection of pipelines is not required by either the
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) nor the California Public Utilities
Commission which are the two regulatory bodies which PG&E’s gas transmission
lines fall under. There are a variety of “pigs” which can be very specialized in
both their design and application, however no pigs measure the resistance of
electrical current from the pipe to the ground. This is done by means of above
ground surveys which are performed by individuals. Specialized “In-Line-
Inspection” pigs are available which perform metal loss surveys of steel gas

transmission lines and are used by pipeline owners to verify the integrity of R16-2
pipelines.

Load Center: The definition as stated is incorrect. In the utility business this
term refers to a central control location for the daily operation of the gas pipeline
system. PG&E'’s load centers monitor the pressure and flow of the gas at
various points and can remotely operate key points to assure that the system

operates within its design parameters and that ail customers obtain the gas that
they require. '

Pipeline Balancing: The definition as stated is incorrect . This term refers to the
process by which the gas utility balances the customer loads with the available
supplies of natural gas. On a daily basis the entire system gas inventory must
be balanced between the gas coming into the system, the gas going out of the
system and that either used by customers or stored in gas storage facilities such
as PG&E's McDonald Island Gas Storage Facility.

Pipeline Safety:

Although the data obtained by Jones and Stokes from the DOT Office of Pipeline
Safety from 1985 through 1999 may be correct, the conclusions which are drawn
from this information are seriously in error. The most significant factor in this

regard is that the information obtained from the DOT OPS was incomplete. Gas

R16-3
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transmission pipeline operators are only required to submit reports to the DOT
OPS for pipeline incidents which meet very specific criteria and thus it would
appear that the number of incidents which have occurred within California over
the last 14 years has been relatively small. Additionally, the California Public
Utilities Commission has additional criteria for incidents that they require utilities
to report which capture a far greater percentage of gas transmission incidents
than the federal reporting requirements. Further, many incidents occur on
PG&E’s gas transmission system which are not required to be reported to any
regulatory body and thus are not included in the statistics which are referenced
in the DEIR, but which PG&E must adequately respond. To illustrate this point,
PG&E has had a total of 7 gas transmission incidents which were DOT
reportable in the two years of 1998 and 1999. In the same time period PG&E
reported a total of 32 gas transmission incidents to the California Public Utilities
Commission while PG&E records indicate that a total of 53 leaks and incidents
occurred on our gas transmission system.

Although “modern” pipelines are statistically safer then older facilities, the
operating conditions which exist in the Delta Region are some of the most
challenging in California from a pipeline design, operating and maintenance
perspective. Due to these conditions, PG&E continually takes pro-active steps to
assure that pipeline safety incidents do not occur on our gas transmission
system. For example, specifically on Line 57B, PG&E replaced a 22 inch fitting
and adjacent pipe in 1993 as a result of strain which had accumulated at the foot
of the McDonald Island Levee adjacent to Latham Slough. This strain was
detected by the use of sophisticated smart pig technology and subsequent non-
linear finite element analysis of the pipeline at key locations. We did not wait for
the fline to fail before taking appropriate action. We were able to discover this
situation prior to potential failure by our monitoring of the pipeline and all the
levee crossings between McDonald Island and Brentwood Terminal. We have
also replaced various sections of Line 578 since its original installation in order
to avoid having a pipeline failure. PG&E continues to feel strongly that the
potential impact to our gas transmission Line 57A and Line 57B resulting from
the Delta Wetland's project is very significant by increasing the risk of failure and
that any conclusion otherwise is based on insufficient information or lack of
understanding of pipeline design and operating conditions. PG&E's excellent
safety record in regards to the operation of gas transmission facilities in this are

should not be used to downplay the risk of these facilities nor their potential for
catastrophic failure. '

Natural Gas Service:

The RDEIR/EIS states that the McDonald Island Gas Storage Field is used
primarily to supply gas to the Bay Area and Sacramento/Stockton when other
resources are inadequate to meet demand. This statement is incorrect as PG&E
has stated several times that the M.1. Gas Storage Facility is an integral part of

2
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PG&E's system and is used the entire year by various marketers and shippers to
inject and withdrawal gas based on the dynamic market conditions which are a
result of the Gas Accord adopted in 1998,

Environmental Consequences:

The RDEIR/EIS states that the flooding of the PG&E easement would not
increase the risk of structural failure of the operating gas pipeline or cause a
physical change in PG&E’s ability to supply gas to the Bay Area or
Sacramento/Stockton. This statement is totally unsubstantiated as this
conclusion cannot be rationally drawn from the data which s presented within
the RDEIR/EIS documentation. Those making this statement are obviously not
experts in the field of pipeline design or maintenance and have failed to consider
not only the challenging environment which the existing gas transmission
pipelines operate in but also the fact that these facilities operate at extremely
high pressure which can lead to 3 variety of failure modes for the pipeline, the

initiation of which cannot easily be detected nor repaired in a submerged
environment. '

The various mitigation measures which are recommended by the RDEIR/EIS are
generally inadequate to fuily mitigate the concerns which PG&E has in regards to
maintaining the pipeline integrity over the remaining life of the existing facilities.
The most significant issue is “Potential Delay in Emergency Repairs and
Unscheduled Interruption of Service”. Under the “Delta Wetlands Project
Conditions” the document indicates that pipelines very rarely fail without external
forces or third-party activities. In general this statement is true, however the
Delta Wetlands project will create unknown and undefined new external forces
as a result of the levee stability work and the inundation of the interior of Bacon
Island on a cyclical basis. This project is a significant third party activity which
must be mitigated or rejected. There are two false statements which follow the
statement regarding the safety of pipelines. 1) Internal inspection is required by
State and Federal Regulators 2) It is common industry practice to allow small
leaks to go unrepaired for months. First, PG&E has performed inspections on
Line 57B based on the criticality of this facility to operations, not because of
regulatory requirements. Second, although it is acceptable to allow a Grade 2 or
Grade 3 leak to continue, any leak on Line 57B which operates at up to 2160
psig would not fall into one of these categories and would require immediate
repair or shutdown by PG&E.

Given the uncertainties of the potential impacts to both gas transmission to and
from the McDonald island gas storage facility, and the specific needs to maintain
the integrity of the lines that Deita Wetlands proposes to periodically flood, PG&E
strongly recommends that the Draft EIR/EIS consider the environmental impacts
of rerouting lines 57 A and 57 B away from Bacon Island. Rerouting around the
impacted areas on Bacon island is similar to the recent situation involving Contra

3
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Costa Water District's Los Vaqueros Reservoir, where the District acknowledged
the necessity and funded the relocation of PG&E gas and electric transmission
lines away from inundated areas.

Additional Issues Not Addressed by the RDEIR/EIS

Two significant issues are not addressed by the RDEIR/EIS which include the
following:

PG&E will face significantly increased costs associated with the future expansion
of pipeline capacity to increase usage of the McDonald Island Gas Storage
Facility if the Delta Wetland’s Project is constructed. Presently, PG&E has an
open easement in which additional gas transmission facilities could be
constructed using traditional construction methodology across Bacon island. If
the Delta Wetlands project is constructed then PG&E would either be required to
bore the entire distance from McDonald island to Palm Tract or would have to
choose a much longer route between McDonald Istand and Brentwood Terminal
which did not include crossing Bacon Island.

The second issue is the replacement of Line 57A or Line 57B at the end of their
design lives. Neither of these pipelines was designed to operate in a flooded
condition and PG&E's ability to maintain these facilities will be impaired by the
conditions which will be present on Bacon Island. The effect that the cyclical
filing and dewatering of the island will have on the underlying soils may as-well-
as the levee structures surrounding the island could more quickly degrade the
critical bond between the pipeline coating system and the steel line which could
lead to accelerated corrosion and a significantly decrease in the design life of
these pipeline facilities. internal and external surveys to determine the condition
of the pipelines and their cathodic protection system are expensive to implement
and are beyond the normal maintenance requirements which are mandated by
code or required under present circumstances.
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company

R16-1.

R16-2.

R16-3.

Electrical distribution lines on the Delta Wetlands Project isands are discussed in
Chapter 3E, “Utilities and Highways’. See responses to Comments E15-1 and E15-2.

The text in Chapter 7 of the 2000 REIR/EIS has been revised to reflect the commenter’s
corrections to the section entitled “ Definition of Terms’ (see Chapter 3E of Volume 1 of
this FEIS). The following changes have been made:

On page 7-2 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (FEIS Volume 1, page 3E-24), the term “load center”
has been removed from thelist of definitions. Thefollowing change has been made under
“Natural Gas Service” on page 7-3 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (see FEIS Volume 1, page
3E-25):

The McDonald Island Storage Field is used primarily to supply gas to the
Bay Area and Sacramento/Stockton teag-market centers. . .

Thefollowing change has been made on page 7-7 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (FEISVolume 1,
page 3E-28) under “Environmental Consequences”:

... PG&E’s ahility to supply gas to Bay Area or Sacramento/Stockton tead
market centers.

Onpage 7-2 (FEISVolume 1, page 3E-24), the definition of “internal inspection” hasbeen
replaced with the following:

Inter nal Inspection: The processof evaluating pipeline stressesfromwithinthe

pipeline. A robotic device commonly called a*pig” is sent aong theinside of
the pipeline. The pig measures the shape of the pipeline, noting where the

pipeline shape is abnormal (i.e., oval instead of round) and where the pipeline
has ripples that indicate that the pipeline is bent or stressed.

On page 7-2 (FEISVolume 1, page 3E-24), thedefinition of “ pipelinebalancing” hasbeen
replaced with the following:

Pipeline Balancing: The processthat gas utilities use to balance the customer
loads (demands) with the available supplies of natural gas. Inflows to the
system must be balanced on a continuous basis against outflows from the
sSystem.

The preparers of the 2000 REIR/EIS tried to obtain additional data about pipeline safety
records; however, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) did not provide
requested dataon pipeline safety in the Deltaregion, and PG& E did not provide additional
information. The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) pipeline saf ety datawere not
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used to makeimpact assessment conclusions; these dataare provided to generally describe
pipeline safety and the relative causes of pipelineincidentsin the United States.

As described in the 2000 REIR/EIS, the risk of pipeline leaking or rupture is no greater
under project conditions than under existing conditions. Two of the main risks to the
pipeline are corrosion and physical damage from ground-disturbing equipment (e.g.,
farming and excavation). The pipelines are currently in cyclically dry and saturated soil
asaresult of farming operations and seasona changesin groundwater levels. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would not substantially alter the corrosive forces
exerted on the pipeline. Changing the island from agricultural to flooded reservoir
conditions would eliminate nearly all potential risk from ground-disturbing activities.

The need for the McDonald Island gas line repair described by the commenter wasaresult
of levee settlement. The 2000 REIR/EIS recognizes that levee improvements on
Bacon Island could result in a significant impact on the gas pipelines and recommends
mitigation measures to account for that risk. The 2000 REIR/EIS also identifies the
potential effects of project operations on routine inspection and maintenance procedures
and identifies these impacts as significant. The 2000 REIR/EIS recommends several
additional mitigation measuresto ensurethe continued safe operation of PG& E’ sLines57-
A and 57-B where they cross Bacon Island. These measures require that Delta Wetlands:

# monitor levee settlement and subsidence where gas lines cross Delta Wetlands
levees,

# implement corrective measures to reduce the risk of construction-related pipeline
failure,

# provide additional pipeline weighting if necessary,
# provide boat access for inspection activities, and
# relocate cathodic test facilities.

R16-4. Thediscussion that began on page 7-3 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (page 3E-25 of Chapter 3E
of FEIS Volume 1) described the role of the McDonald Island storage facility and the
changeinitsrole since the Gas Accord was adopted in 1996. To clarify the current use of
this facility, the following changes have been made to the text under “Natural Gas
Service’:

TheMcDonad Island Storage Field tshas been used primarily to supply gasto
the Bay Area and Sacramento/Stockton market centers when other resources,
such asgasproduction fieldsin Canadaand the southwestern United States, are
inadequate to meet instantaneous (i.e., peak) demands. . . .
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R16-5.

R16-6.

... Under the new Gas Accord, PG&E’s role as a storer of natural gas wit
therease_has increased; consequently, PG&E’s use of the McDonald Island
Storage Field and reliance on Line 57-B wit-atsotaerease has al so increased.
TheMcDonad Island Storage facility is used year-round by various marketers

and shippers to inject and withdraw gas based on dynamic market conditions
resulting from adoption of the Gas Accord.

See response to Comment R16-3 above. An environmental analysis considers changes
between existing conditions and conditions with project implementation. The pipeline
failure mechanisms for Lines 57-A and 57-B under with-project conditions would not
differ substantially from those under existing conditions. Chapter 7 of the 2000 REIR/EIS
described pipeline inspection procedures used by PG&E for pipelines in inundated
conditions (see Chapter 3E of FEIS Volume 1).

The lead agencies acknowledge that PG& E continues to disagree with the conclusions of
theimpact analysis presented in Chapter 7 of the 2000 REIR/EIS (FEISVolume 1, Chapter
3E). Thiscomment and thosethat follow in PG& E’ sletter reflect the di sagreement among
experts that was also evidenced in testimony presented by PG&E’s witnesses, other
pipeline experts, and the preparers of the NEPA and CEQA anaysisduringthe SWRCB's
water right hearing for the Delta Wetlands Project. The 2000 REIR/EIS presents
conclusions that are based on substantial evidence and expert opinion regarding the
differences between the no-project and with-project condition. PG& E has presented no
additional data to support the conclusion that its gas pipelines have been or would be
significantly damaged by inundation. For example, PG& E has presented no evidence of
damage to Line 57-B resulting from the flooding of Mildred Island, which occurred 17
years ago.

The commenter states that “the project will create unknown and undefined new externa
forces[onthe pipelines] asaresult of levee stability work and theinundation of theinterior
of Bacon Island on a cyclical basis’. The effect of levee strengthening on pipelines is
known and addressed regularly by PG&E. The recent repair of Line 57-B on McDonald
Island isan example of thissituation. The 2000 REIR/EIS identifies the potential impact
of levee strengthening on the pi pelinesas significant and recommends mitigation measures
to address those effects.

Flooding Bacon Island would not result in new, undefined or unknown effects on the
pipelines. As stated above and in the 2000 REIR/EIS, the pipelines currently cross
channels and a flooded island (i.e., Mildred Island) in the vicinity of Bacon Island; on
Bacon Island and other agricultural islandsin the Delta, the pipelines experience cyclical
dry and wet periods as a result of seasona changes in groundwater elevations.
Additionally, the load or weight of 30 feet of water on the pipeline would not increase the
risk of pipeline failure.

The load imparted by 30 feet of water is equivalent to one atmosphere or approximately
14 pounds psi. When compared to the rated operating pressure of PG&E pipeline 57-B,
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the pressure on the outside of the pipeline when the reservoir island is full would be
approximately 1% of the internal pressure. Changes in loading caused by pressure
fluctuations within the pipeline are much greater than changes attributable to external
pressure from thefilling and emptying of thereservoir island. Thefilling and emptying of
theisland could result in external pressuresthat vary from about 14 to 28 psi over several
months; by contrast, internal pipeline pressure can vary by hundreds of psi over a few
minutes' time, depending on whether the pipelineis being used to inject or withdraw gas
from the McDonald Island storage facility and the desired rate of injection or withdrawal.
Inundation of the line does not represent a new or substantial change in the condition of
these pipelines.

Relocating the PG& E pipelines is not required as mitigation of the project and does not
need to be evaluated in the environmental analysis for the Delta Wetlands Project. It
should be noted that CCWD relocated the gas pipeline for the Los Vaqueros Project
because the line was located underneath the proposed site of the dam; rel ocation was not
required as mitigation of potential effects on the pipeline from inundation.

R16-7. The avallability of PG&E’'s easement for future gas pipeline expansions is a private
property rightsissue. See response to Comment E15-4.

R16-8. Asdescribed in responses to Comments R16-3 and R16-6 above, implementation of the
proposed project would not create new conditionsthat would lead to accel erated corrosion
or decrease the design life of the pipeline facilities.
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12 July 2000
Wednesday moming

r.e..Public Notice #1901053304
Gentlemen,

1 own property on Bethel Island. My wife and 1 plan to retire here in another 10 years. I'veread
this public notice and have some questions regarding the intentions of this project. For you information
['m 53 years old. Please bear with me. ['m getting older and crustier and this is the first time I've ever
responded to a public notice.

I would like to clarify;"” what are the intentions of the Delta Wetlands Properties?” They state that they plan
to build two "reservoir islands” and seasonally divert water to two "habitat islands.” Will this water be used

"solely” for this purpose or do they plan to store this water and later sell it to S. Calif. m summer months

. when water is in high demand? How will this water be delivered to the two distant habitat islands? Will our

Property Taxes be increased, or have a supplement on our tax roll to pay for these inprovements? Nothing
is ever free!

What is the purpose of the habitat island? To promote the well bieng of our natural wildlife or to increase
the duck population so hunters have more ducks to blast. Rurmors have it that the purpose of the "air strip”
on Bouldin Island is to bring in duck hunting parties. I sincerely hope that this is not there intentions! My
wife and I really enjoy the wildlife around our property; i.e., ducks, pheasants, quail, rabbits, sggrats, etc.

How much more of an impact on our water ways will new recreation facilities have? Many of our existing
sloughs are building 1p with silt, weeds and other related problems. Many boaters now won"t even observe

the"no waks zone - 5 m.p.h." within posted area’s and the Delta Water Properties want to build more
faciliies.

[ would appreciate any further information that is available to be sent to me. If vou need money in advance,
please call m= and I'll send you a check.

Most sincerely,

Bob Ranev Mf W

12958 Elkwood St
N. Hollywood, Calif. 91605
1-818-982-2946 Home  1-323-663-3209 Work weekdays

4514 Sfone Rd.
Bathel Island, Calif 94511
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Bob Raney

R17-1. This comment letter was received in response to USACE'’s public notice regarding the
availability of the 2000 REIR/EIS. Copies of the executive summaries for the
1995 DEIR/EIS and 2000 REIR/EIS were sent to the commenter at his request.

The purpose of the Delta Wetlands Project, as stated in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and the
2000 REIR/EIS, is“to divert surplus Deltainflows, transferred water, or banked water for
later sale and/or release for Delta export or to meet water quality or flow requirementsfor
the Bay-Deltaestuary”. Theintent of the habitat islandsisto compensate for impacts on,
and promote the recovery of, state-listed threatened or endangered wildlife species and
other special-status species, and to provide additional wetlands and wildlife habitat in the
Delta.

The islands that would be converted to habitat use are currently used for agriculture.
Delta Wetlands has existing appropriative and riparian rights to divert water to these
islands; DeltaWetlands' proposal isto continueto divert water to the habitat islands under
these rights and under new appropriativerights. Delta Wetlands would install screenson
al existing and new siphonsfor the protection of fish species. Water used on the habitat
islands would not be discharged for export.

TheHMPfor the habitat islands has been designed by DFG and DeltaWetlandsto provide
avariety of habitat typesfor state-listed species. It will provide valuable habitat for many
other species of birds and wildlife aswell. The provision of hunting areas and hunting
opportunities is one component of the HMP; the HMP specifies various controls on
hunting activity. See Appendix G3 of the 1995 DEIR/EIS for a full description of the
elements of the HMP, including habitat types that would be created, species expected to
use the islands, and hunting restrictions.

Theeffectsof constructing new boating facilitieson waterway traffic were evaluated inthe
1995 DEIR/EIS and are discussed in Master Response 5, “Mitigation of Environmental
Effects Related to Use of Recreation Facilities’.

The project applicant is a private entity; no tax increases would be associated with the
lead agencies approval of the project.
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RECLAMATION DISTRICT #830
P. ©. Box 1105
Cakley, CA 94561-13105
{925) 625-227%9
fax (925) 625-0169

July 24,

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Attention: Jim Sutton

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch

Attention: Mike Finan

1324 J Streeft, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Letter R18

2000

RE: Comments on Delta Wetlands Revised Draft EIR/S

Gentlemen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Delta
Wetlands Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement
(REIR/S8) published May, 2000. As you noted at page 1-2 of

the REIR/S:

This REIR/EIS does not include formal respomnses to
comments on the 1935 DEIR/EIS, although it does address
several issues raised in those comments. Formal responses
to all comments on the 1995 DEIR/EIS will be presented in
the final environmenial impact report/ environmental
impact statement (FEIR/FEIS) on the Delta Wetlands
Project along with responses to comments on this
REIR/EIS. Comments submitted on the 1995 DEIR/EIS do not

need to be resubmitted.

As you know, Reclamation District 830 (RD 830)

submitted a letter dated December 21, 1995 commenting on the

R18-1

1995 DEIR/EIS.. After reviewing the REIR/S, RD 830 hereby
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Page 2

State Water Resources Control Board
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

July 24, 2000

formally resubmits the comments it made in 1995, even though
it is not necessary to do so. In particular, RD 830 finds
that the “New Information on Erosion Effects of Boat Wake”
at page 6-17 is not responsive to Comment 3 in its December
21, 1995 letter.

In closing, thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the Draft EIR/S. I am looking forward to your responses to
RD 830’s comments submitted in 1995, as well as to the above
commernt.

Very truly yours,

zjanﬁél 21 oz
David N. Bauer, President
Board of Trustees

CRB\WPSO
830\SUTTON.COM
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Reclamation District #830

R18-1. See responses to Comment Letter C16; see adso Master Response 5, “Mitigation of
Environmenta Effects Related to Use of Recreation Facilities’.
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BRADFORD RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 2059 Ta

P T M S
504 Bank of Stockton Building sdl 31 AT

311 East Main Street
Stockton, CA 95202
(209) 943-3551

July 28, 2000

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Arttn: Jim Sutton

Post Office Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

Attn: Mike Finan

1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Re:  Delta Wetlands EIR/EIS
Levee Stability and Seepage Technical Report by
URS Griener Woodward Clyde (URSGWC)

Dear Mr. Sutton & Mr. Finan:

As President of the Board of Trustees of Bradford Reclamation District No. 2059
(District), I have reviewed the subject Appendix H of the Delta Wetlands EIR/EIS (herein referred
to as the “Report™) and submit the following comments on the District’s behalf.

The District has reviewed the comments submitted on behalf of the Central Delta Water
Agency, and with this letter joins in supporting those cornments and has incorporated herein a
portion of those comments in this letter.

Bradford Island is particularly concerned about this project, due to the direct impact that it
wiil have on the District, its levees and the lands within the Distrdct. When Webb Tract flooded in
1980, Bradford Island experienced a large amount of seepage, both beneath its levee foundation as
weil as out in the middle of the Island. The question now is not whether seepage will occur, but
rather how much more seepage will occur than what Bradford Island experienced in 1980. This
concerm is based upon Delta Wetlands’ plan to raise the water surface on Webb Tract to an
elevation of 6.0 feet, which is at least 5 feet higher than the water surface elevation was on Webb
Tract, during the 1980 flood event and which resulted in significant seepage on Bradford Island.

The Report did not assess the most severe conditions that may be encountered on this
project nor did it analyze the areas with the most challenging soil conditions. A levee system is
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only as good as its weakest link. It is customary to evaluate the extremes and to design

accordingly when looking at a flood control levee. The Report must address both extreme flood R19-2
and seismic conditions and the areas with the most critical soil conditions and report the results cont'd
accordingly.

The Report states that interceptor wells generally appear to mitigate seepage problems
provided they are properly designed and constwructed and most of all properly maintained. The cost
10 operate and maintain these wells will be a high cost that must be taken into account when R19-3
evaluating the potential success of this project. The District and the landowners on the Island do
not want these interceptor wells on Bradford Island, do not want to be responsible for maintaining
them and do not believe that they will prevent seepage on Bradford Island.

The Report suggests that if seepage should occur after Webb Tract has been flooded under
the Delta Wetlands’ project, that they will, in steps, reduce the water level on Webb Tract until the
segpage stops. Once the seepage is present, the damage has been done. Lowering the water level
on Webb Tract will not prevent the damage, although it may tend to lessen the damage. During the
1980 flood of Webb Tract, Bradford experienced subsidence in its levees, the effects of which can
still be seen today. In addition, the seepage not only appeared in the fields in the middle of
Bradford, but also increased the flow of the natural artisan wells on the island by two to three times R19-4
the normal flows for those wells.

Deilta Wetlands has stiil not addressed the issues and concerns of this District, and the
landowners therein, as previously expressed. The Report does not provide any assurance or plan
for preventing seepage from Webb Tract onto Bradford Island, and further provides no assurance
or method of receiving compensation in the event that they suffer damages resulting from the
flooding of Webb Tract; the District and the landowners should not be forced to commmence
litigation as a means establishing and recouping their damages, thus expending large amounts of
money in legal fees and costs as a means of forcing reimbursement for those damages.

The proposed standards should be considered as preliminéry and be subject to review and
modification based on observed seepage conditions. The District believes that the baseiine R19-5
measurement period should be longer than one year, and certainly no less than three years.

The Report provides values for wave run-up and reservoir setup but does not provide the
calculated wave height vaines. The District believes the wave heights should be calculated and the R19-6
levee freeboard should be evaiuated.

The District recommends performing additional sensitivity analyses for the seepage
condition related to the location of the borrow pits. The borrow pit excavation will potentially R19-7
remove horizontally bedded, lower hydraulic conductivity layers, and provide direct seepage paths
into higher hydrautic conductivity horizontal layers.

The water surface elevations for the 100-year flood plain were not considered in the levee
stability analysis. It is important that the analysis address the most critical case rather than only R19-8
what is considered representatively critical.
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Tn addition to analyzing the 100-year flood plain, the Report should analyze the additional
stage that can occur over that of the 100-year flood piain, which results from wind waves
generated over areas with a long fetch. Attached to this letter is an excerpt from a hydrology
report prepared by the US Army Corps of Engineers in February of 1992, reporting the 50, 100 and
300-year flood elevations in the Delta. The purpose of the excerptis to demonstrate that the stage
frequency flood data presented in the USACOE’s report are for static water conditions only, and
they do not take into account wave action from wind and other sources. The attached stage data
showing wind wave heights must be added to the 100-year flood plain elevation and then the levee
stability analyzed accordingly.

The sections chosen for stability analysis on Webb Tract are not the most critical. Webb
Tract’s levee station 160+00 is OK, whereas levee station 630+00 is not the most critical. Sections
that shoulid be included on Webb Tract include sections between levee station 475+00 to 525+00
and leves station 410-+00 to 430+00. Soil conditions and historical performance support the need
for analysis of conditions at these additional sections.

The Factors of Safety (FOS’s) for the levee waterside slopes are not acceptable. The
project needs to consider its options to reduce the driving forces causing the instability on the
waterside by designing setbacks and/or benching the existing waterside slopes versus the proposed
impracticable waterside buttressing and/or flattening of slopes. The range of FOS’s calculated for
the existing condition on the waterside slope of the levee appear 1o be about two-tenths higher than
expected from that experienced in the Delta. A range of 1.3 to 1.5 is reported for the existing
conditions on the waterside slope; the District thinks a range of 1.1 to 1.3 is more typical for the
waterside slope. The District believes that these slightly higher FOS’s result from the type of
laboratory testing that was used to develop the total stress strength parameters. The Report should
discuss the suitability of the testing methods for the soil layers used in the stability analysis model.

The Report should provide a more detailed description and discussion of the liquefaction
evaluation. It is generally well known that the Delta area has extensive shallow deposits of
potentially liquefiable Holocene sands, silty sands and sandy silts. The Report should clearly show
the post earthquake configuration of the critical levee section and demonstrate that an effective
levee section remains after the design earthquake. The Report currently estimates deformations in
the range of 2-4 feet, but does not demonstrate where that deformation occurs.

Webb Tract is partly bordered by rivers that have geologically old alignments and
locations, that is, by the San J oaquin River to the north and False River to the south. Extensive
Holocene sand deposits are often found beneath and adjacent to these ancient river locations. The
Report should address the potential effects of these sand deposits, together with the potential for
earthquake induced lateral spreading. _

The Report uses effective stress strength parameters for the peat and organic soils to
calculate long-term levee stability. The District believes that the Report also use undrained
strength analysis parameters for the peat and organic soils 10 calculate long term stability because
the effective stress strength parameters may not account for pore pressure increases that oceur
during shearing which result in unconservatively higher FOS’s.
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The levee break analysis should be re-done to better show the progression of a levee break.
Levee breaks typically start with a fairly narrow width, then eroding substantially into a much
wider opening. At the narrower stages of a break, there is a much greater focus of erosive energy
directed on the opposite levee. Observations of past levee breaks in the Delta area show that the
hydraulic erosion extends over 1,000 feet landward, 600 to 1,000 feet wide, and develops scour
holes down to the depths of the geologicaily older Pleistocene soils which may occur between
depths of 40 to 80 feet deep. Riprap alone will not withstand the maximum flow rates expected
from a levee failure from a full reservoir istand. The Report must better address the mitigaiion
measures to avoid the impacts of this extreme erosive force

Groundwater on Webb Tract varies 3-5 feet below the surface. The Report indicates that
borrow operations are intended to go down 9 feet. The dewatering techniques necessary to borrow
to that depth have not been addressed in this Report.

The Report is not clear as to whether the calculated quantities for borrow are based on the
neat quantities required to fill between the lines and grades of the design and the finished section
or whether it includes factors for shrinkage, settlement and subsidence. It must be anticipated, at a
minimum, that the fill requirements for this job will be on the order of 60% to 200% +, in excess of
calculated neat yardage to take into account shrinkage, settlement and subsidence. The District has
been advised that the District’s engineer has looked at one of the design sections and projected the
neat fill requirements for Webb Tract based off that section. The nature of this gross estimation is
recognized, nevertheless the results of that estimate was 4.0 million cubic yards, which confirms
that the Report was based on neat yardage rather than the actual yardage required by taking into
account the shrinkage, settlement and subsidence. If this gross estimate is correct, then the Report
needs to re-evaluate its quantity requirements and take into account the required variance over the
neat yardage calculation.

The Report states in the summary of slope stability analysis that the design is inadequate in
meeting the criteria set forth by the USACOE and DSOD. The project must not be approved or

allowed to move forward unless it 1s demonstrated that these design criteria can be met and a stable
levee will be constructed.

It is interesting to note that the only example of reservoir storage in the Delta comes by
way of the State of California, Department of Water Resources, State Water Project’s Clifton
Court Forebay. This example is interesting since the State of California, in its endeavor to
aintain water in a historical reclamation district, chose not to rely on the existing reclamation
district levees, but rather to construct new setback levees in accordance with DSOD’s standards. It
is also interesting to note that the new setback levees were no longer referred to as levees but rather
they are referred to as dams. Several important facts to keep in mind when comparing the State’s
example of a reservoir levee (dams) to the levee being proposed by Delta Wetlands includes the
facts that the State’s dams were constructed on a solid sandy/clay foundation, they were
constructed from the foundation up, and they are only designed to hold water at elevation 2.0°,
while the Delta Wetlands® levee is proposed to be constructed over historic foundation underiain
by deep organics and is proposed to maintain water at elevation 6.0°. The technical and physical
differences are significant and can not go .mnoticed when considering the risk that it will be
exposed to under the Delta Wetlands’ proposal.
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The recommended stage construction for the levees is to extend construction overa 4 to 6
vear period. This Report should address the techniques and procedures, which will be employed to
monitor and control the filling so as to not overstress and possibly fail the levees.

The fact that the Report has not addressed the most critical levee sections on the reservoir
islands and the fact that the Federal and State FOS’s required for this type of construction are not
met requires that the project reconsider its design and resubmit for review. And most importantly
from the District’s standpoint, the Report fails to adequately address the seepage issue that will
result to Bradford Istand when water to a depth of 6.0 feet is stored within Webb Tract. Itis
critical that these issues be addressed to provide for the protection of the lands within Bradford
Reclamation District No. 2059 before Delta Wetlands is given anthority to proceed with its project.

This matter is of great concem to the landowners of Bradford Island. A substantiai number
of the fifty two landowners on Bradford Island have expressed concemn over this matter and have
expressed support for the position that the District has taken and is taking with respect to this
matter. In addition, the following landowners, representing nearly half of the Island, have asked
that their names be made a matter of public record in supporting the position of the District as
expressed in this letter:

LIZA J. ALLEN
ROBERT C. and JEAN M. BENSON
BRENT and ELIZABETH GILBERT
E. E. and ESTHER MAE GILBERT
MARK GILBERT
EUGENE C. and ESTHER LEWIS
STOCKTON PORT DISTRICT

If you have any question regarding the enciosed comments please call me.

Sincerely,

BRADFORD RECLAMATION DISTRICT
NO. 2059

By . ,
Brent Gilbert, Chaigman

BG/awh/phf
Encl.
Cec: See attached list
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fallures. The curves were smoocthed to remove any localized effects of 2 leves
failure.

3. The maximum elevaton on a stage-frequency curve does not exceed the height of
the leves crowns at that location. The curves are drawn sofid up to the 100-year
level. This reflects the reliability of the gaged data. Above the 100-year elevation, the
stage-frequency curves are dashed. The curves are dashed above the 100-year level
due to the many uncertaindes that can occur at the higher frequencies. No stations
have 2 period of record long eacugh to have acteal data that would have a plotting
position rarer than the 100-year event. Therefore, in order to estimate elevatons of
frequencies greater than the 100-year, the curves are extrzpolated based on judgement
and the shape of the curve below the 100-year. The height of the adjacent levee
crown is also tzken into account. The stage-{requency curves do not exceed the
height of the adjacent leves crown.

C. Results - The 50- and 100-year higher-high stages at the 24 stations used in the
analysis are shown in Table 6. In an attempt to determine the conditions that would
cause a 100-year flood stage, or any other high food stage, historical events were
examined to establish the influence of wind, flood inflow, tidal cycle and barometzic
pressure on Delta stages. It was conciuded that many combinations of these
parameters could be possible, each with a varying degres of probability, and that
predicing the factors which canse a particular high stage, or the effect of changes in
one or more parameters, would be quite difficuit.

When the stage-frequency data in this memorandum are used, it must be understood
that-

1. For any particular frequency, the stage shown on the stage-frequency curve
is valid only for that station. A stage created by any combination of high
flows, tide, extreme barometric pressure, and winds could give a 100-year
stage at one station and somethmg of greater or lesser frequency at
neighboring stations.

2. A maximum water-surface elevation plot developed for a particular
frequency by straight-line connection of elevations from a sedes of stage-
&_equency curves will give an elevation higher, at some locations along the
reach, than a historical event of corresponding frequency. This is due to the
variation in width, depth and bottom slope of Deita channels. However, the
erTor resulting from straight line elevations is less than 0.3 foot.

3. The stage data presented are for static water conditions. Wave action from
wind, boats or other sources must be added to any stage datz being analyzed.
Wind set and any other hydrologic action that increases stages are reflected in
the static stage data.

I. Sacramento River at Rio Vista - The stage recarding gage for the Sacramento

-
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Bradford Reclamation District No. 2059

R19-1.

R19-2.

R19-3.

R19-4.

R19-5.

R19-6.

R19-7.

R19-8.

Appendix H, “Levee Stability and Seepage Technical Report”, of the 2000 REIR/EIS
presents a new analysis of the potential seepage impacts of Delta Wetlands reservoir
operationsand an eval uation of the effecti veness of the proposed seepage control measures.

Many of the commentsin this letter duplicate comments received from the Central Delta
Water Agency on the 2000 REIR/EIS (Comment Letter R6) and commentsreceived from
Bradford Reclamation District No. 2059 on the 1995 DEIR/EIS (Comment Letter C7).
Where appropriate, the commenter is referred to responses to identical comments.

This comment duplicates Comment R6-5; see Master Response 8, “Levee Stability
Analysis and Worst-Case Conditions’.

See response to Comment R6-6 regarding the costs associated with operation of the
interceptor well system and response to Comment C7-6 regarding the installation of
monitoring wells on neighboring islands.

The seepage monitoring program would be used to monitor groundwater conditions and
would trigger a response from Delta Wetlands before seepage causes damage to
neighboring islands. See response to Comment E14-10 regarding the actions that
Delta Wetlands would use to control seepage before seepage reaches the diversion
suspension limits (i.e., before the seepage performance standards are exceeded).

The commenter has observed that seepage may extend through deeper agquifer formations
or may find apath of |east resistance to aneighboring island some distance from the levees
directly across from the reservoir island; this issue is discussed in response to
Comment C7-5.

The commenter requeststhat the |ead agenciesrequire acompensation method in the event
of damages. The physical environmental effects of the proposed project have been
addressed in the NEPA and CEQA analysis, and adequate mitigation has been identified
for those impacts. A requirement for compensation or a dispute resolution process does
not directly address the physical effects of the project and isnot required as mitigation for
project effects. See response to Comment C7-8 regarding a dispute resolution procedure
that has been included in the protest dismissal agreement between Delta Wetlands and
EBMUD.

This comment duplicates Comment R6-7; see response to Comment R6-7.
This comment duplicates Comment R6-8; see response to Comment R6-8.
This comment duplicates Comment R6-9; see response to Comment R6-9.

This comment duplicates Comment R6-10; see response to Comment R6-10.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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R19-9. This comment duplicates Comment R6-11; see response to Comment R6-11.
R19-10. This comment duplicates Comment R6-12; see response to Comment R6-12.
R19-11. This comment duplicates Comment R6-13; see response to Comment R6-13.
R19-12. This comment duplicates Comment R6-14; see response to Comment R6-14.
R19-13. This comment duplicates Comment R6-15; see response to Comment R6-15.
R19-14. This comment duplicates Comment R6-16; see response to Comment R6-16.
R19-15. This comment duplicates Comment R6-17; see response to Comment R6-17.

R19-16. Thelead agencieshave noted theinformation about Clifton Court Forebay provided by the
commenter.

DSOD would need to approve the design for all Delta Wetlands |evees used to store water
to an elevation greater than 4 feet above sea level. See response to Comment B7-6 for
more information.

R19-17. This comment duplicates Comment R6-18; see response to Comment R6-18.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments

Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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State Water Contractors

455 Capitol Mall, Suite 220 = Sacramento, CA 35814-4409

nol

. LetterR20

ol

Thomas E. Levy, President

John C. Coburmn General Manager  (916) 447-7357 « FAX 4472734 Coachella Vallay Water District
David B. Okita, Vice President
Solano County Water Agancy
Dan A. Masnads, Secrotary-Treasurer
Central Coast Water Authority
Thomas N. Clark
Kern County Water Agency
Duane L. Georgason
Metropolitan Watar District
of Southem California
Thomas R. Huributt
J llly 3 N 2000 Tulare Lake Basin Watsr Storage District
Robert C. Sagahom
Castaic Lake Water Agency
- Wallace G. Spinarski
Mr. Jim Sutton Antolope Vatiey-East Kem Watsr Agency
State Water Resources Control Board MatorL Wadlow =
. nta Clara Vallay Water Dis
Division of Water Rights
P. O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000
Mr. Mike Finan
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch

1325 J Street, 14" Floor o
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Re: 'Statg: Water _Contracfors Comments on Revised Draft EIS/EIR fo_r _the Delt_a Wetlands
i U prejeet. el

Dear Messts. Sutton and Finan: |

The State Water Contractors (“State Contractors™) have received and reviewed the Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“REIS/EIR) for the Delta
Wetlands Project (“Delta Wetlands™). This letter represents the response of the State
Contractors, affected stakeholders of Delta Wetlands, as required by the National Environmental
Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality Act.

The State Contractors organization consists of 27 public agencies that hold contracts or rights for
water delivered by the State Water Project (“SWP”).! Member agencies of the State Contractors
supply SWP water for drinking, commercial, industrial and agricultural purposes to nearly 22
million people (approximately two-thirds of California’s population) residing in Northern
California, the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central Valley, the Central Coast and Southern
California.

"The public agencies that comprise the State Contractors are 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, Paimdale 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, and Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District
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Messrs. Sutton and Finan
July 31, 2000
Page 2

The State Contractors are very interested in matters affecting conditions in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta (“Delta”). The participation of State Contractor members in the CALFED process
is an indication of this commitment. In these efforts, the State Contractors have been working
closely on several key issues with the State Departiment of Water Resources (“DWR”) and the
California Urban Water Agencies (“CUWA™). The State Contractors have discussed the

concerns about the REIS/EIR raised by both of these groups, and support the findings contained
in their comment letters.

The State Contractors are supportive of planning efforts, which are designed to meet the
increasing water needs of California in an environmentally sound manner. Delta Wetlands
clearly attempts to achieve such a balance between beneficial uses of water. After review of the
REIS/EIR, however, the State Contractors bave concerns that the proposed Delta Wetlands
Project could adversely affect the quality of the SWP supply it receives from the Delta, could
adversely affect Delta fisheries, could result in increased Delta flood risk, and could adversely
affect other Delta water users. The State Contractors concerns are summarized below:

Water Operations. Since the 1995 draft EIS/EIR, Delta Wetlands has developed Final
Operations Criteria defining how the project actually would be operated and has also developed a
stipulated agreement with the Department of Water Resources. With the analyses presented in
the REIR/EIS that are based on the Final Operation Criteria and the stipulated agreement, the
State Contractors concerns about water supply impacts on the SWP appear to: have been
addressed. Concemns remain, however, that Delta Wetlands operations may affect water level
stages in the South Delta. In addition to the direct impacts reduced stages could have on in-Delta
water users, such reduced stages could also result in indirect impacts to SWP operations.

Levee Stability. The REIS/EIR dismisses the potential for liquefaction of Delta Wetlands levees
as a result of seismic activity. This is not consistent with the Corps of Engineers 1987 study,
“Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Levees Liquefaction Potential” or DWR geological

investigations of Webb Tract and Bacon Island. The final EIS/EIR should address these and
other levee stability issues.

Fisheries. Although the REIS/EIR indicates that Delta Wetlands fish screens would comply with
fishery agency requirements, the specific elements of this compliance are not indicated in the
description. For example, the REIS/EIR does not discuss issues of predation, hydraulic control,
debris, cleaning systems or other maintenance. Additionally, the REIS/EIR does not address

related issues of algal blooms and fisheries predation from Delta Wetlands facilities such as boat
docks.

Water Quality. The REIS/EIR includes a considerable amount of additional water quality
information and analysis that has been added since the 1995 DEIS/EIR. However, although the
additional analysis does a better job of estimating potential water quality impacts, considerable
uncertainty remains about the potential impacts on Delta water quality, especially salinity and
total organic carbons. Additionally, the State Contractors remain concerned about how Delta
Wetlands has defined significance criteria for water quality parameters.
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Messrs. Sutton and Finan
July 31, 2000
Page 3

The State Contractors concerns, and those of DWR and CUWA, should be fully addressed in the
final EIR/EIS, and the impacts that have been identified need to be avoided or mitigated to a
level of insignificance. The State Contractors acknowledge the efforts of Delta Wetlands in
defining final operating conditions and developing stipulated agreements with DWR and other
agencies to avoid water supply impacts. We are hopeful that ongoing efforts to develop similar
agreements to address our water quality concerns can be successfully concluded.

In addition to the environmental issues identified above, the State Contractors continue to be
concerned that Delta Wetlands wants to dramatically change Delta conditions even though it has
not identified a single specific beneficial user of the waters it proposes to develop. The applicant
has only been able to conceptually identify beneficial uses for the water, and states that it
anticipates selling all or a portion of the project, or the water supplies developed by the project,
to DWR, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), the State Contractors, or other entities within
the SWP and CVP service areas. However, neither the DWR, nor the State Contractors, nor any

other entity to our knowledge, has yet to confirm a meaningful interest in acquiring the project or
contracting for the water.

Also, on the minds of the State Contractors is how this project might fit in with the Bay-Delta
facilities and regulatory components now being developed through the CALFED Bay-Delta
Program. In recent months, several different approaches to using Delta Wetlands for fisheries
benefits have been identified in CALFED gaming efforts in addition to more traditional water
supply purposes. However, until information about the proposed project operations to meet
specific purposes is developed, it is not possible to determine whether the proposed project can
be a feasible and beneficial element of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, or any other program
that may be implemented to resolve Bay-Delta issues, or be incompatible with such programs.

If you have any questions about our comments, please call Terry Erlewine at (916) 447-7357.

ohn C. Coburn
General Manager

C: Thomas Hannigan, Director, DWR
SWC Member Agencies
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See responses to Comment Letter R2 from DWR and Comment Letter R4 from CUWA.

Delta Wetlands Project operations would not affect stage in south Delta channels. This
issue is discussed in Appendix B1 of the 1995 DEIR/EIS. Delta Wetlands diversions
would occur during relatively high flow conditions when the effects of the siphon
diversions on tidal stages in the south Delta channels would be relatively small.
DeltaWetlandsdischargeswould increasethe stage slightly in thevicinity of thedischarge
pumps, but they are most likely to occur during the summer months when south Delta
barriers or tidal gates would be operating to control south-Delta stage problems.
Additional diversionsinto Clifton Court would be needed to allow the export of water from
Delta Wetlands discharges; these diversions into Clifton Court would occur during
relatively high tide stages (i.e., when water can flow over the Clifton Court intake weir).
These diversions would not reduce tidal stages in the south Delta channels and would be
within the normal Clifton Court operating conditions for diversion flows. Lastly,
Delta Wetlands operations would need to be coordinated with the CALFED Ops Group;
see response to Comment B6-49.

See response to Comment R2-25 regarding liquefaction potential and the levee stability
analysis.

See response to Comment B7-64 for a discussion of the potential for predation at
DeltaWetlandsfacilities. Seeresponseto Comment B6-60 regarding details of fish screen
design that were developed through consultation with DFG, NMFS, and USFWS. See
response to B7-50 regarding mitigation for algal blooms.

See Master Response 6, “Significance Criteria Used for the Water Quality Impact
Analysis’, for adiscussion of the significance criteriaused in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and the
2000 REIR/EIS. See Master Response 7, “Analysis of Effects of the Delta Wetlands
Project on Disinfection Byproducts’, and response to Comment R2-3 regarding project
effects on DOC and THMs, mitigation, and the Delta Wetlands Project WQMP. See
responsesto Comments C9-17 and C9-22 regarding proj ect effects on salinity, mitigation,
and the WQMP.

The 1995 DEIR/EIS states that the identity of the end user of the Delta Wetlands water
remains specul ative because of the diverseinterests and competing demands for water for
municipal, agricultural, and environmental needs. Thisissue wasidentified as an area of
known controversy in the 1995 DEIR/EIS and the 2000 REIR/EIS. See
Master Response 3, “Areas of End Use and Potential Growth-Inducement Effects of
Delta Wetlands Water Deliveries’, for more information about beneficial use of
Delta Wetlands water.

See Master Response 2, “ Integration of the Delta Wetlands Project with Federal and State
Water Project Operations, including the CALFED Bay-Delta Program”.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Attn: Jim Sutton

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

U.S. Army Coxps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Branch

Attn: Mike Finan

1325 T Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Re: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental
Impact Statement for the Delta Wetlands Project

Dear Mr. Sutton and Mr. Finan:

This firm represents the City of Stockton. The City has the following
comment/ question regarding the RDEIR/EI3 for the Delta Wetlands Project.

The hearing notice for the resumption of public hearing for the Delta
Wetlands Project includes in the first hearing issue the question of how
much unappropriated water is available to the Delta Wetlands Project in light
of various constraints, including the settlement agreements between
Applicant and some of the protestants. The RDEIR/EIS, at page 3-16 states
that Agreements with the City of Stockton and Amador County include
narrative requirements that prevent Delta Wetlands operations from directly
or indirectly depriving inhabitants of those jurisdictions of any water
reasonably required for beneficial uses. (The actual Agreement between Delta
Wetlands Properties and the City of Stockton is Delta Wetlands Exhibit 32 and
Stockton Exhibit 11 in the SWRCB hearings. It provides that the Delta
Wetlands permit or license "shall be junior in priority to any application filed
by the City of Stockton to obtain the water reasonably required to adequately
supply the beneficial needs of the Stockton Urban Area or any of the

YUBA CITY OFFICE
422 CENTURY PARK DRIVE, SUITE A
P.O. BOX 776 }
YUBA CITY, CALIFORNIA 9B992-0776
TELEPHONE: {330) 6742764
FACSIMILE: (330} 871-0990

BAY AREA OFFICE
1999 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1320
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 24812
TELEPHONE: (B10) 273-8780
FACSIMILE: {BI0) 839-5104
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City of Stockton Comment Letter
Delta Wetlands RDEIR/EIS

July 31, 2000

Page 2

inhabitants or property owners therein.") Later on page 3-16, the RDEIR/EIS
states that Delta SOS simulates the various agreements reached by Delta
Wetlands "by allowing maximum possible CVP and SWP export pumping
and fully satisfying in-Delta diversions by agricultural and senior
appropriative water right users." (Emphasis added.)

Did the Delta SOS simulation or the RDEIR/EIS take into account
future appropriations by the City of Stockton which, by the settlement term,
would be senior to the Delta Wetlands permit or license? For example,
Stockton has filed Water Rights Application 30531 for diversions from the
Delta. Did the Delta SOS simulation take this application into account? If
not, the model simulation may provide misleading results with respect to the
amount of water available to Delta Wetlands in future years, given the senior
priority of Stockton's application.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RDEIR/EIS.

Very truly yours,

Virginia 2 Cah111

VAC:dg

cc Morris Allen, City of Stockton
Delta Wetlands Service List
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City of Stockton (M cDonough, Holland & Allen)

R21-1. Delta Wetlands has signed an agreement with the City of Stockton to allow Stockton’s
water rights, including those filed under application 30531, to be considered senior to the
Delta Wetlands water rights. The DeltaSOS modeling considered the City of Stockton
future diversion to be part of the Delta diversions that are aways fully satisfied in the
modeling before any surplus water is allowed to be diverted onto the Delta Wetlands

islands.
Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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August 17, 2000

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
600 Harrison Street, Suite 515
San Francdisco, California 94107-1376

Lieutenant Colonel Michae!l J. Walsh
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Sacramento District -
1325 I Stireet

L m mmm smm e ~
Sacramentio, CA

A 95314

Attn: Mike Finan, Regulatory Branch

California State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Attn: Jim Sutton

Dear Lieutenant Col. Waish and Mr. Sutton:

The Department of the

Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Delta Wetlands Project, Contra Costa and

Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report and

San Joaquin Counties, CA, and has no comments to offer.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

: /,(_/%/C/d/é’&/

)
7

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

cc’

Director, OEPC, w/original incoming
Regional Director, FWS, Portland
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U.S. Department of the Interior

R22-1. Thelead agencies acknowledge this |etter.

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments

Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Atin: Mr. Mike Finan

1325 T Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Dear Mr Finan:

The Environmental Protectxon Agency (EPA) has reviewed the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement
(RDEIR/S) for the Delta Wetlands Project, Contra Costa and San Joaquin Counties, CA.

- Our review is pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on.
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act (CAA). The CEQ number assigned to this document is 000186.

Delta Wetlands proposes a water storage and habitat enhancement project on four islands
in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta). Water would be diverted and stored on
Bacon Island and the Webb Tract for later discharge for export (e.g., to southern CA
municipalities) or to meet outflow or environmental requirements. Water would also be diverted
seasonally to create and enhance wetlands and to manage wildlife habitat on Bouldin Istand and
most of the Holland Tract. In addition, the project includes recreational facilities for boating and
hunting along the perimeter levees on all four islands. Levees on all four islands would be
strengthened and additional siphons and water pumps would be installed on the perimeters of the
reservoir islands.

Four alternatives were analyzed in the 1995 Draft EIR/EIS. These were a No-Project
alternative consisting of intensified agricultural use of the four islands; alternatives 1 and 2,
consisting of water storage on two islands and implementation of an habitat management plan on
the other two, and a higher level of discharge pumping with Alternative 2; and, alternative 3
consisting of water storage on all four islands with limited wetland habltat provided on Bouldin
Island. Generally, the RDEIR/S evaluates the proposed project as represented by alternative 2.

Our comments are focused on the additional information covered in the RDEIR/S and, as
such, have not considered the full range of issues associated with this proposed project. We
recognize that the current proposal is analyzed from the perspective of use of Delta Wetlands
appropriative water rights to meet export water supply demands. On the other hand, as the
RDEIR/S recognizes, in the future the project might be adapted to other purposes, such as
incorporation into CALFED plans for water management and habitat restoration. If in the future,
there are proposed changes in management and operation of the project— for example, changes R23-1
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associated with CALFED acquisition— we would expect a thorough and comprehensive
reexamination of project impacts and benefits.

Based on our review and the environmental commitments outlined in the RDEIR/S, we
have assigned a rating of EC-2 (Environmental Concerns-Insufficient Information). See the
enclosed "Summary of EPA Rating System" for a more detailed definition of the ratings. Our
concerns are based on the following: 1) the project, as proposed, may cause substantial
degradation of Delta water with respect to its beneficial use as a source for drinking water.
Among other effects, this degradation could limit the ability of drinking water providers to
produce safe drinking water with respect to trihalomethanes, haloacetic acids and microbial
pathogens; 2) the project, as proposed, may yield water with total organic carbon levels generally
in excess of that specified as the target (3.0 mg/L) for CALFED as denoted in the Final EIS/R;
and, 3) the RDEIR/S does not address the likely substantial impacts of recreational activities on
microbial pathogen loadings, which will be key parameters for drinking water safety and
compliance with upcoming drinking water standards.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this RDEIR/S. Please send two copies of the
final EIS (FEIS) to the address above. If you have any questions, please contact Bruce Macler at
(415) 744-1884 or Carolyn Yale at (415) 744-2016.

Sincerely,

==

David J. Farrel, Chief
Federal Activities QOffice

Enclosure
cc: Carolyn Yale WTR-3
' Bruce Macler WTR-6

001001  c\myfolletter'deis\delta supp.dei.wpd
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Detailed Comments

Dissolved Organic Carbon Impact Significance Criteria

The RDEIR/S cites impact significance criteria of 90% of numerical water quality criteria
and 20% above mean values for variables without numerical limits. Dissolved organic carbon
(DOC) is not considered in this document to have a numerical water quality criterion. . The
RDEIR/S proposes a 20% significance criteria using the average or mean value of 4 mg/L,
allowing a 20% increase before a significant impact occurs. This is an inappropriate criterion.
Use of this criterion would allow an average increase in the delta export values of 0.8 mg/L of
DQOC. The RDEIR/S notes that total Delta lowlands (including Bacon and Webb) contribute 40%
of export carbon at the southern export facilities. Using the 4 mg/L average, Delta lowlands
contribute 1.6 mg/l of the 4 mg/L average concentration. Therefore, Delta Wetlands are -
suggesting that their increased contributions can equal an increase of 50% of all In-Delta drainage
contributions at the pumps before the impact is significant. EPA believes this to be unacceptable.
Because of this unacceptable contribution using this criterion, we beheve that a more stringent
criterion in approprlate

The CALFED water quality program has set a target of 3 mg/L for total organic carbon
(TOC).. Given the project’s proposed purpose of providing export water for southern California,
analysis of Municipal Water Quality Investigations (MWQI) data at Banks shows the current
probability of exceeding this standard for DOC is 68% (Bruce Agee May 2000- MWQI Delta
Workshop). An additional 0.8 mg/L will further reduce the ability to meet this goal. A superior
criterion exists that should be considered for this role, which would significantly alter the
- calculations and projected impacts. TOC, which is approximately the sum of DOC and insoluble
organic carbon, will almost always quantitatively exceed DOC. We believe that the final EIS
(FEIS) should use the 3.0 mg/L criterion.

Alternatively, the Interim Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule, promulgated by -
USEPA in 1998, includes an action level of 2.0 mg/L. TOC that would trigger treatment
requirements for enhanced coagulation. While use of this level would be desirable from a public
health standpoint, it is substantially below average Delta TOC levels.

Drinking Wa_ter Quality

Negative Impacts of Ecosystem Restoration Projects

The data and calculations presented’in the RDEIR/S indicate substantial degradation of
water quality with respect to DOC levels, even using the Delta Wetlands DOC criterion. Use of
the CALFED 3.0 mg/L TOC target as the criterion makes for an even greater dlscrepancy
between pl‘O_]eCt impacts and plausible water quality goals.

Negative Impacts from Recreational Activities

The RDEIR/S does not address the likely adverse impacts on water quality from
anticipated recreational uses resulting from this project. These are of two types, both resulting
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from fecal contamination.

First and foremost is the increased direct health risk to the recreators themselves from
exposure to human microbial pathogens during body-contact recreation. Substantial data exist on
the behaviors that lead to this contamination and on the resultant risks. The descriptions of
recreational activities and the large number of recreational sites involved in this project indicate
the potential for significant contamination to occur. This needs to be evaluated and addressed.
Second, the increased microbial contamination expected from these activities pose health risks for
those ultimately drinking this water. We would like to see a detailed analysis of the possible
levels and loads of pathogen contamination resulting from recreational activities and an analysis of
resulting health risks to the recreators and those drinking this water.

Cumulative Adverse Impacts of Other Projects

No discussion is presented in the RDEIR/S of cumulative impacts from all sources,
including other restoration projects, the Sacramento Regional Treatment Plant 2020 Master Plan,
the Tracy Hills Wastewater Project, and the City of Tracy Wastewater Expansion Plans. These
should be included in the cumulative impact assessment for the RDEIR/S under NEPA and
CEQA. All of these projects have the potential to incrementally increase organic carbon at the
export facility, along with the Delta Wetlands project. Since the State Water Resources Control
Board can review and examine a broader range of issues when issuing water rights permits,
cumulative impacts should be considered in the FEIS.

We are concerned that Delta Wetlands might provide a maximum of 3 to 4% of the total
water exported through pumps from the Delta, yet the RDEIR/S states that the project can
provide up to 20% of the carbon loading without this being a significant impact. We believe that
this should be considered a significant impact in the FEIS.
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categoties for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

WMH_EAM

“LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantxvc changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

. “EC* (Environmental Concerns) ' ‘

"The EPA review has 1dcnt1.ﬁed envuonmcntal impacts that shoiild be avoided in order to fuIly protect the .
eavironmeant. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation .
measures that can reduce the env:mnmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

. "EO" (Envu‘onmental Objectwns)
Thc EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in ordet to pmvxde
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration-of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work witl the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU' (Environmentally Unsaasfactoq’)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magmmdc that thcy are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality, EPA intends to work
‘with the lead agency to reduce these 1mpacts If the potentially unsatisfactory unpacts are not corrected at the - '
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adequate}

. 'EPA believes the draft EIS adequatcly sets forth the environmental imipact(s) of the p:eferred altemauve and those

_ of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data coliection is necessary,
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clanfymg language or information. : -

Categocy 2% (Insufficient Infomuztwn) '
: "I'hc draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacc; that should
“be avoided in order to fully protect the environmient, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available .-
alternatives that are within the spectrum of altematives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action..- 'Ihe 1deuttﬁed additional information, datay analyses, or d:scussmn-should
be included in the final EiS. _

“Caitegory 3" (Inadequate} g ' ‘

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the

action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum

of altematives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant

eavironmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are

of such a magnitude that they should have full public review st a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft -

EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA. and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and

- made available for public comment in 2 supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potenual sxgmﬁcant
_ u:npacts involved, this proposal oou[d be a candidate for refereal to the CEQ

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Prooodum for the Review of Federal Actlons Impacting the Envxronment.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region | X (Federal Activities Office)

R23-1.

R23-2.

R23-3.

R23-4.

For purposes of the NEPA and CEQA analysis, the Delta Wetlands Project is analyzed as
astand-alone water storagefacility, operated independently of the SWP and the CVP, and
without regard to potential integration with the CALFED Bay-Delta Program. See
Master Response 2, “Integration of the Delta Wetlands Project with Federal and State
Water Project Operations, including the CALFED Bay-Delta Program”.

The SWRCB and USACE acknowledge the commenter’s evauation of the 2000
REIR/EIS. See responses to Comments R23-3 through R23-6 for responses to specific
concerns expressed in this letter.

See response to Comment R2-3 regarding the significance criteriafor DOC and estimates
of DOC loading from Delta lowlands. See response to Comment R2-4 regarding the
CALFED long-term targetsfor TOC. See Master Response 7, “ Analysis of Effects of the
Delta Wetlands Project on Disinfection Byproducts’, regarding potential future drinking
water quality standards.

The commenter is concerned that the health risk resulting from direct exposure to fecal
coliform (microbia) contamination would increase as aresult of the private recreational
uses of the Delta Wetlands islands, described in Appendix 2 of the 1995 DEIR/EIS and
Chapter 3J of FEISVolume 1. Although DeltaWetlands has removed construction of the
recreation facilities from its CWA permit application, Delta Wetlands may subsequently
apply for permitsfor al or some of thefacilities. Health risksassociated with recreational
use on the project islands are discussed below.

The level of fecal contamination in water varies considerably depending on water
circulation patterns, tide, wind, and rainfal (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1983).
Although fecal contamination isan issue in the Delta, the majority of outbreaksrelated to
body-contact recreation have occurred in closed, warm bodies of water with very low
circulation (California Department of Health Services 1997).

Recreation activities can increase pathogen loading to a water body. Although coliform
bacteria are not known to directly cause illnesses, they are used as a predictor of other
disease-causing agents because monitoring for indicator bacteria is less expensive and
easier than monitoring for pathogenic bacteria (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1998, U. S. Geological Survey 2000). Studies havefound high levels of coliform bacteria
in areaswith heavy concentrations of recreational boats; these studiesalsoindicateadirect
relationship between the number of boatsin a sampled area and increased coliform levels
in both the water column and shellfish (San Francisco Estuary Project 1995).

Recreation activities can a so increase the exposure of peopleto contaminants. Studies of
swimmers, scubadivers, and windsurfershave shown measurabl e heal th effects associated
with exposure to waters polluted by sewage (San Francisco Estuary Project 1995). Inthe

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Final Environmental |mpact Statement on the 2000 REIR/EIS
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Delta, swimmers, waterskiers and others who swallow or comein contact with water that
has been contaminated by human wastes can becomeill.

The Delta Wetlands Project has the potential to affect water quality through recreational
activities. The Delta Protection Commission reports that a lack of adequate restroom
facilities is a continuing frustration for recreationists in the Delta (Delta Protection
Commission1997). TheDeltaWetlandsrecreation facilitieswould each be equipped with
restrooms for use by individuals using those facilities. Sewage disposal at the recreation
facilities would comply with the requirements of the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) and local jurisdictions (see response to Comment
A3-3). Boat pumpout facilities (for sewage transfer) are not included in the proposed
design of the boat docks; however, the projected demand for these facilities as aresult of
implementing the project islow, and pumpout facilities are available in the vicinity of the
project islands and at other locations throughout the Delta (see response to
Comment B5-9).

The 1995 DEIR/EIS noted that the potential increase in pollutant loading from the project
facilities and boating activities, in combination with other boating facilitiesin the Delta,
could result in periodic pollution problemsin Deltawaters. Potential increased loading of
pollutants in Delta channels therefore was identified as a significant cumulative impact.
Themitigation recommended inthe 1995 DEIR/EIS (Mitigation Measure C-9) requiresthe
following:

# Delta Wetlands shall post notices at all recreation facilities describing proper
methods of disposing of waste.

# Wastedischarge requirements shall be posted and enforced in accordance with local
and state laws and ordinances.

# Delta Wetlands shall provide waste collection receptacles on and around the boat
docks.

# DeltaWetlandsshall provide educational material sto recreationiststhat describethe
deleterious effects of illegal waste discharges and identify the location of waste
disposal facilities throughout the Delta. For example, educationa materials
distributed by Delta Wetlands could include boater education materials, pumpout
maps, and pollution prevention guides developed by the San Francisco Estuary
Project and the San Francisco RWQCB.

In response to concerns regarding the potential environmental effects of the proposed
recreation facilities, the following mitigation measure also has been recommended:

Delta Wetlands Project Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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Mitigation Measure: Reduce the Number of Outward Boat Slips
Located at the Proposed Recreation Facilities. Delta Wetlands shall
reducethetotal number of outward (channel-side) boat slips proposed on the
Delta Wetlands islands by 50%.

Thismitigation is described in Master Response 5, “Mitigation of Environmental Effects
Related to Use of Recreation Facilities’. Implementation of thismitigation measurewould
reduce the amount of recreational activities supported by the project, thereby reducing the
potential for recreation-related water quality impacts. Becausethe DeltaWetlands Project
would still increase privaterecreation opportunities, it could increase the number of people
susceptible to pathogens during body-contact recreation in the Delta. However, as
described above, the Delta Wetlands Project would not substantially increase pathogen
loading in the Delta; therefore, the health risk to individual Deltarecreationists under the
proposed project would not be different from the current risk to recreationists. In
conclusion, additional risk to the public created by theaddition of theserecreationfacilities
is considered unlikely and further analysisis not warranted for the purpose of complying
with CEQA and NEPA.

R23-5. Seeresponse to Comment R2-6.
R23-6. Seeresponse to Comment R2-7.
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