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SECTION 4

Comments Received on the Draft EIR and
Responses to Comments

4.1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR
The State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights (SWRCB), distributed
the Draft EIR on December 11, 1997, to the public and interested agencies, and provided a
45-day period for public and agency review of the document, which ended on January 30,
1998.

During that period, commentors submitted a total of 54 comment letters, containing 483
comments.

Table 4-1 provides a list of those who submitted written comments during the public and
agency review period, the organization represented by the commentor, if applicable, the
number assigned to each comment letter, and the comment numbers assigned to each
comment within each letter.

In addition, the SWRCB conducted a public hearing on the Draft EIR as part of the Phase 7
of the Bay Delta Water Rights Hearing held in 1999, in Sacramento, California. No
comments on the Draft EIR were received during the hearing.

4.2 Reproduced Comment Letters and Responses to Comments
This section presents copies of each of the comment letters received during the public and
agency review period. Specific comments within the letters have been bracketed and
numbered sequentially for easy identification. Each response is numbered to correspond to
the comment, and is presented across from the comment, where possible, so that the reader
can easily correlate the comment with its response.
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TABLE 4-1
List of Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR

Commentor

Comment
Letter

Number
Comment
Numbers Commentor

Comment
Letter

Number
Comment
Numbers

Greg Amaral
Amaral Ranch

1 1-1 through 1-3 Joseph Marsh
Myers-Marsh Ranch

29 29-1

Steven Lewis, Staff
Engineer
Arvin-Edison Water Storage
District

2 2-1 through 2-5 Leslie Marsh
Myers-Marsh Ranch

30 30-1

Steven Lewis, Staff
Engineer
Arvin-Edison Water Storage
District

3 3-1 through 3-6 Annamarie Marsh
Myers-Marsh Ranch

31 31-1

Steven Lewis, Staff
Engineer
Arvin-Edison Water Storage
District

4 4-1 through 4-7 Bernadette Marsh-Borchard
Myers-Marsh Ranch

32 32-1

J. Mark Atlas
Frost, Krup & Atlas

5 5-1 through 5-13 Vernette Marsh
Myers-Marsh Ranch

33 33-1

Melissa Whitten, City
Manager
City of Avenal

6 6-1 through 6-4 Antoinette Marsh-Lakritz
Myers-Marsh Ranch

34 34-1

Christopher Campbell
Baker, Manock & Jensen

7 7-1 through 7-39 Mark McWhinney and
Margaret McWhinney

35 35-1

Leonard Bidart, President
Bidart Bros.

8 8-1 through 8-2 R.L Schafer
Mid-Valley Water Authority

36 36-1through 36-4

Robert Nash, President
Bella Vista Water District

9 9-1 through 9-8 Hamilton Candee, Senior
Attorney
Natural Resources Defense
Council

37 37-1

Raymond Carlson
Attorney at Law

10 10-1 through 10-9 John Greiten, President and
Agnes Moser, Secretary
Proberta Water District

38 38-1

Dante John Nomellini,
Manager and Co-Counsel
Central Delta Water Agency

11 11-1 through 11-3 L.C. Turnquist, General
Manager
Redfern Ranches, Inc.

39 39-1

Renee Ramirez, Acting
Interim City Manager
City of Coalinga

12 12-1 through 12-5 John Gregg, District
Manager/Engineer
San Benito County Water
District

40 40-1 through 40-9

Richard Denton, Water
Resources Manager
Contra Costa Water District

13 13-1 through13-
13

Anthony Bennetti, General
Counsel
Santa Clara Valley Water
District

41 41-1 through 41-18

William Harrison, General
Manager
Del Puerto Water District

14 14-1 through 14-
10

Daniel Nelson, Executive
Director
San Luis & Delta-Mendota
Water Authority

42 42-1 through 42-21

Donald Burk, Environmental
Services Manager
ENPLAN

15 15-1 through 15-
114

Patricia Clarke, Chairman of
Board of Directors
Shasta County Water
Agency

43 43-1 through 43-59
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TABLE 4-1
List of Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR

Commentor

Comment
Letter

Number
Comment
Numbers Commentor

Comment
Letter

Number
Comment
Numbers

Dr. Paul Favero
Favero Ranches

16 16-1 through 16-3 Theodore Chester
Smiland & Khachigian

44 44-1 through 44-6

Michael Rex Favero 17 17-1 through 17-4 Vic LaGrande
Salt Creek Ranch

45 45-1 through 45-2

Ted Frame
Frame & Matsumoto

18 18-1 Alan Harvey, City Manager
City of Shasta Lake

46 46-1 through 46-2

Matt Ferrini
Ferrini Sheep

19 19-1 Alan Harvey, City Manager
City of Shasta Lake

47 47-1

Karna Harrigfield
Herum, Crabtree, Dyer,
Zolezzi & Terpstra, LLP

20 20-1 through 20-2 Elizabeth Katsaris
M & B Almonds

48 48-1

Ronald Vickery, President
Kanawha Water District

21 21-1 through 21-5 Jean Terkildsen
Murphy Ranch

49 49-1

Thomas Birmingham
Kronick, Moskovitz,
Tiedemann & Girard

22 22-1 through 22-
24

Rick Minter, Director,
Energy Management
Sacramento Municipal Utility
District

50 50-1

Thomas Birmingham
Kronick, Moskovitz,
Tiedemann & Girard

23 23-1 John Herrick, Attorney
South Delta Water Agency

51 51-1 through 51-3

Thomas Keene
Linneman, Burgess, Telles,
Van Atta & Vierra

24 24-1 Fred Vogel
Sunflower Ranch Co.

52 52-1 through 52-2

Thomas Keene
Linneman, Burgess, Telles,
Van Atta & Vierra

25 25-1 through 25-
20

Ralph Modine, Chairman
Trinity County Board of
Supervisors

53 53-1 through 53-3

Charles Marsh 26 26-1 James Turner, Assistant
Regional Solicitor
U.S. Department of the
Interior, Office of the
Solicitor

54 54-1 through 54-34

Stephen Marsh
Myers-Marsh Ranch

27 27-1

Matt Ferrini
Ferrini Sheep Co.

28 28-1



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER01.DOC LTR1-1

Responses to Comment Letter 1
1-1 The DEIR addresses the lands that are specified in the petition

filed by the USBR. The specified lands are located within the
service area boundaries of existing CVP water contractors where
the service areas have expanded outside the existing POU in the
water right permits.  The exclusion of the lands referenced in this
comment is beyond the scope of analysis of this DEIR.

1-2 See response to Comment 1-1.

1-3 See response to Comment 1-1.
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Map of Spring Valley
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Responses to Comment Letter 2
2-1 Lands inside and outside the existing POU were defined using

water service contract information retained by Reclamation.  All
information on record was compiled by Reclamation’s GIS system
which depicted and calculated the acreage of lands outside the
POU.

2-2 The precise location of the authorized POU boundary is subject to
questions because of the general methods originally used to place
it on maps.  Corrected GIS POU boundary maps have been
drawn according to specific rules and consistent methodology.
These revised maps are presented in Section 2 of the Final EIR.

2-3 Comment noted. The DEIR reports that 3,847 acres of Arvin-
Edison Water Storage contract service area are located outside
the POU. Based on the revised methodology to locate the POU
boundary, 3,334 acres are now reported to be located outside the
POU boundary.
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2-4 The acreages presented in the commentor’s letter differ from
those presented in the DEIR.  The acreages presented for each
water contractor throughout the DEIR were calculated by
Reclamation using a computerized GIS and were considered the
best available estimates. As noted on the response to Comment
2-3, the acreage of land located outside the POU boundary has
been reduced. Regardless of the different number of acreage, the
conclusion, as presented in the DEIR in Table 3-10, was that no
acreage in Arvin-Edison Water Storage District was adversely
affected by CVP-induced agriculture or CVP-induced M&I uses.
As shown in that table, all encroached areas within the district
were the result of non-CVP induced agriculture and M&I uses.

2-5 The fact that water was delivered within the district from several
sources, including those mentioned by the commentor, was stated
in Section 3.4.2.4 of the DEIR.
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Map of Arvin-Edison Land Use
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Responses to Comment Letter 3
3-1 The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has proposed to deliver CVP

water to lands outside the POU.  Therefore, it is appropriate to
address expansion lands as well as encroachment lands in this
environmental document.

3-2 This comment is not correct. Section 3.3.2.3 specifically states
that, “Water quality objectives for the Delta are set forth in the
Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco/Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta Estuary (SWRCB, 1995) and the Bay-Delta
Accord (SWRCB, 1994).” The section of the DEIR, referenced in
this comment (Section 3.3.3.3) addresses groundwater resources
in the San Joaquin Valley.

This comment is incorrect. While the DEIR references Moyle et
al., (1992) it also references the 1995 USFWS Biological Opinion
which identifies the reasons for Delta smelt population declines.
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3-3 Comment noted.  The original POU boundary was defined on a
broad-scale map that does not allow its precise delineation.
However, with current technologies the boundary can be defined
very accurately.  The corrected map of the original POU boundary
accurately defines the area currently within a POU.

3-4 The information requested by the commentor is included in the
DEIR in the last paragraph on page 3-36.

3-5 The information requested by the commentor is included in the
DEIR in paragraph 4 on page 3-39.

3-6 The information requested by the commentor is included in the
DEIR in paragraphs 6 and 7 on page 3-39.
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Table 2-2 Page 1 of 2
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Table 2-2 Page 2of 2
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Table 3-6
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Responses to Comment Letter 4
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4-1 Comment noted.  The original POU boundary was defined on a
broad-scale map that does not allow its precise delineation. The
precise location of the authorized POU boundary is subject to
questions because of the general methods originally used to place
it on maps.  The Board has recently ordered revised GIS POU
boundary maps be drawn according to specific rules and
consistent methodology.  These revised maps are presented in
Section 2 of the Final EIR.

4-2 See response to Comment 3-3.

4-3 The acreage presented in the commentor’s letter differ from those
presented in the DEIR.  The SWSA and GWSA acres presented
in the DEIR were provided by Arvin-Edison Water Storage District.
The other acreage presented in the DEIR were based on GIS-
calculated acreage calculated by Reclamation.  Regardless of the
different number of acres and whether irrigation of lands within the
district occurred prior to the California Environmental Quality Act,
the conclusion, as presented in the DEIR in Table 3-10 was that
no acreage in Arvin-Edison Water Storage District was adversely
affected by CVP-induced agriculture or CVP-induced M&I uses.
As shown in that table, all encroached areas within the district
were the result of non-CVP induced agriculture and M&I uses.

4-4 The DEIR acknowledges that the primary crops in the district are
oranges and grapes.  As shown in Table E-1 of the DEIR, no
change in land use is expected from implementation of the
proposed project, as compared to existing conditions.
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4-5 The No Project Alternative, as defined on page 2-1 of the DEIR,
identifies the circumstances if limits on existing water right permits
were enforced.  Denial of Changes 1, 2, and 3 would constitute
the No Project Alternative.

4-6 The petition pending before the Board requests several changes
to the existing CVP water rights permits.  Denial of all changes
constitutes the No Project Alternative.  Approval of Changes 1, 2,
and 3a is consistent with Existing Conditions.

4-7 Comment noted. The Board has concluded that the pending
petition requires an action that is subject to the provisions of
CEQA.  As such, the Board has determined that an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) is the appropriate document needed to
satisfy the requirements of CEQA.
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Responses to Comment Letter 5
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5-1 The Board has concluded that a decision approving or denying
the pending petition constitutes a discretionary action subject to
the requirements of CEQA.  As a discretionary action, the Board is
obligated to conduct an environmental review of potential impacts
associated with implementing the proposed project and
alternatives.  Where available and appropriate, existing
environmental documents were reviewed and considered during
the preparation of this DEIR.
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5-2 See response to Comment 5-1.

5-3 It is unclear how the commentor calculated the 6,439 or 1,951
acres presented in the comment.  As noted in the DEIR, the total
acreage outside the POU for Colusa County Water District,
Corning Water District, Glenn Valley Water District, Kanawha
Water District, and Orland-Artois Water District is 5,442 acres, of
which 1,496 are considered expansion lands.  Adding the acreage
from the Westside Water District achieves a total acreage of
6,439.  Regardless, the commentor’s statement that “delivery of
CVP water to those lands is insignificant” is noted.

5-4 The DEIR relies on available information.  If previously prepared
CEQA documents address site-specific impacts and mitigation
applicable to the delivery of CVP water to lands outside the POU,
they can be used to demonstrate the need to reconsider the
mitigation measures presented in this document.  Because the
mitigation measures identified in this DEIR have yet to be defined
for site-specific application and implementation, there remains
adequate opportunity to demonstrate that additional mitigation
may not be warranted for certain site-specific circumstances.

5-5 The rationale used for considering M&I development to have a
more permanent infrastructure than agricultural development was
that cities and towns supporting human populations probably
would not be abandoned if CVP water supplies were terminated.
Water would likely be secured from another source even if the
price of that water was very high.

The Board recognizes that many agricultural water users also
have a significant monetary investment in their infrastructure, and
the statements made in the DEIR were not intended to discount
those water users.  However, it was determined that, if CVP water
could not be secured for agricultural land uses, and alternative
sources had to be secured, the possibility existed that the very
high price of water from that alternative water source may result in
a change to that land use, be it a change in crop, cropping
pattern, or fallowing.
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5-6 Regardless of any contracted rights to use CVP water in the
expansion area, any development that would involve the
construction of water delivery facilities, change land uses, or
create land uses inconsistent with applicable local land
management plans would require decisions by local authorities.
Such decisions would most likely apply to a “project” as defined by
the California Environmental Quality Act.

5-7 No prejudice is portrayed in the DEIR.  The Board recognizes that
the delivery of CVP water has provided many benefits. These
benefits are undisputed.  The purpose of Section 5 of the DEIR is
to discuss mitigation that was developed for significant adverse
environmental impacts, therefore, benefits would not be
appropriately discussed there.

5-8 It is unclear how the proposed project would impose “major new
limits on the use of CVP water in the T-C service area”.  As
indicated in Table 4-2 of the DEIR, if the proposed project is
implemented, no change in the contracted CVP water able to be
delivered would occur in the districts that are the subject of the
commentor’s letter.  As shown on Table 4-1, the only district
where impacts to species has occurred was in Kanawha Water
District. Approval of the proposed project would only increase the
area within these districts where water could be delivered, in a
manner consistent with state water rights law.

5-9 The CVPIA created a program for the enhancement of
environmental resources that have been adversely affected by the
past operations of the CVP.  It does not mitigate future CVP
operations that are different from the past.  Therefore, if
expansion lands are incorporated into the CVP POU, the Board
has an obligation to assign new mitigation measures addressing
potential significant impacts of expanding the CVP POU
boundary.
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5-10 As a result of revising the POU boundary, there is now an
estimated four acres located outside the authorized POU. This
acreage is discussed in the Final EIR. These lands have been
classified as native vegetation and can be assumed to have never
been farmed or have not been farmed in the recent past.

5-11 The pending petition only requests three changes to the existing
water rights permits for the CVP.  None of these changes will alter
the allocation of CVP water among the CVP water contractors.

5-12 See response to Comment 5-11.
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5-13 Comments noted.  See response to Comments 5-1 through 5-11.
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Responses to Comment Letter 6
6-1 Comment noted. The DEIR describes the existing conditions

within the City of Avenal service area.

6-2 Comment noted.  Approval of Change 3a would limit future CVP
water delivery outside the POU to those currently receiving these
supplies.  Potential new water users located in the expansion area
would not be able to receive CVP water supplies, unless Change
3b is approved.
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6-3 The DEIR recognizes that the City of Avenal has no surplus CVP
water (page 3-45 and Table 4-3 in DEIR) and that it has an
alternative water source (Table 4-4).

6-4 As a result of revising the POU boundary, land located adjacent to
Interstate-5 are now within the authorized POU and not subject to
the pending petition nor discussion in the Final EIR.
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City of Avenal—Service Area
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Responses to Comment Letter 7
7-1 The action pending before the Board has not been addressed in

prior CEQA documents and is therefore subject to the analysis
presented in this document.  The Board has determined that the
proposed project has the potential to cause significant adverse
impacts on the environment and therefore has determined that an
EIR is the appropriate document needed to comply with the
provisions of CEQA.
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7-2 The Board has discretionary authority to approve or deny the pending
petition.  As such, compliance with CEQA is required.  The Board has
determined that an EIR is the appropriate CEQA document needed to
address the potential consequences of implementing the proposed
project.

7-3 The proposal before the Board has not been approved.  While many
impacts associated with agricultural land development took place prior to
the passage of CEQA, the Board is obligated to identify and assign
mitigation to projects at the time an action is taken to permit such
activities.  Therefore, regardless of whether lands were developed years
ago, the action before the Board today requires that appropriate
measures be implemented as part of its obligations pursuant to CEQA.

7-4 The Board has authority to approve or deny the pending petition.  As part
of this authority, the Board may impose terms and conditions to the
permit, as appropriate.

7-5 The DEIR assumed that habitat conditions would return to native
vegetation conditions provided that no other local supplies were available
to continue irrigated agricultural practices after the termination of CVP
water supplies to encroached lands.  While existing water distribution
system may prevent the total return of native vegetation to previously
irrigated lands, it is reasonable to expect that the majority of lands would
revert to conditions similar to native vegetation.  Other actions that would
convey water non-local water supplies to these lands, such as through a
water transfer, would be considered a separate project subject to
applicable approvals and agreements.  Such a project is speculative at
this time and not subject to this environmental analysis.

7-6 This comment is correct.  The proposed project would not alter the
volume of CVP  water contracted for use within the Westlands Water
District.

7-7 The DEIR has addressed the consequences of ceasing CVP water
deliveries to currently encroached lands.  While other unknown impacts
may occur, they were not identified during this analysis.

7-8 The proposed project would expand the POU in the Westlands Water
District service area to correspond with Reclamation’s contract for water
service.  However, because water delivery to currently non-irrigated lands
could occur with expansion of the POU, the DEIR has addressed the
consequences of ultimately delivering CVP water to these lands.
Expanding the POU would not induce or directly result in the delivery of
CVP water to expansion lands.
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7-9 Comment noted.  As noted on page 5-8 of the DEIR, future water
deliveries to expansions lands would require compliance with
applicable federal and state regulations relating to impacts on
endangered species.  The current action before the Board does
not relieve any party from future measures required for
environmental compliance.

7-10 Regardless of when other parties historically decided to include
the entire water district within the POU, the pending petition
before the Board requires that a formal decision be made at this
time.  As part of this decision, the Board is obligated to comply
with the requirements of CEQA.
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7-11 See response to Comment 7-10.  The pending petition before the
Board requests an action be taken at this time to expand the
POU.  Actions taken by other parties do not satisfy the Board’s
obligation to comply with CEQA as part of approving or denying
the pending petition.

7-12 The estimate of both encroachment and expansion lands within
the 26 CVP water contractors was performed by Reclamation
using GIS.  The number of CVP agricultural induced acres within
Westlands Water District presented in the DEIR is based on the
best available information, including Reclamation’s consultation
with Westlands Water District staff. As noted in this Final EIR, the
acreage of encroachment lands has been revised based on the
Board’s directive to recalculate the location of the existing POU
boundary.  The revised acreage outside the POU is addressed in
this Final EIR.

7-13 During preparation of the DEIR, Reclamation consulted with
Westlands Water District, which defined the location and extent of
encroachment lands that were developed from CVP water
supplies.  The numbers presented in the DEIR were based on the
best available data at the time of preparation.

7-14 The project pending before the Board is the action requiring
compliance with CEQA.  While lands may have undergone
changes in the past from the unauthorized delivery of CVP water
supplies, it does not eliminate  the Board’s obligation to assign
mitigation at this time to comply with CEQA.  To the degree
ascertainable, the baseline conditions used in this analysis is the
pre-CVP water delivery conditions.
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7-15 Comment noted.  The Board retains the authority to approve or
disapprove the pending petition to modify the POU.  If
disapproved, continued delivery of CVP water outside the existing
POU would be contrary to state water rights law.

7-16 The delivery of CVP water to lands outside the existing POU was
not authorized nor approved by the Board.  Therefore, this
delivery has never been approved in accordance with applicable
state law.

7-17 The DEIR takes no position regarding whether landholders have a
vested right to the delivery of CVP water.  This issue is not a
subject before the Board in association with the pending petition.

7-18 The Board has determined that environmental conditions present
prior to the delivery of CVP water supplies is the correct baseline
to be used in this analysis.

7-19 Regardless of other agencies’ determinations toward the eligibility
of lands to receive CVP water supplies, the POU does not
encompass all of those lands that Reclamation has contracted to
deliver CVP water supplies .  The Board is only now considering
modifying the POU from its original configuration.  Therefore, the
“No Project Alternative” consists of the POU as currently defined.
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7-20 The Board has the authority to approve or deny the pending
petition.  As part of making a decision regarding this petition, the
Board has the obligation to consider potential impacts to the
environment and identify and implement mitigation, as
appropriate.

The pending petition involves an action subject to the
requirements of CEQA.  Therefore, the Board must address the
proposed project and alternatives in a manner consistent with the
requirements of CEQA prior to approving or denying the petition.
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7-21 The DEIR acknowledges that Westlands Water District has
access to an unspecified amount of groundwater in Section
3.4.25.5 on page 3-151.  In addition, the DEIR acknowledges that
there are no onsite water sources on page 4-9, but indicates that
Westlands could acquire non-CVP water from purchase or
transfer from willing sellers.

7-22 Comment noted.  See response to Comment 7-21.
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7-23 Comment noted. The DEIR notes that those CVP water
contractors could still use their contracted water supplies within
the existing POU boundary if Reclamation’s petition is denied.

7-24 The DEIR evaluates the impact of implementing Alternative 1 (No
Project) when compared to existing conditions in Section 4.5.2.
Table E-1 in the DEIR shows that, with implementation of
Alternative 1, the 36,386 acres of CVP irrigated agricultural lands
would likely change to dryland agriculture. If alternative non-CVP
water supplies are delivered to these lands, it would be performed
as a separate project subject to applicable approvals and
appropriate CEQA documentation. Because the location of the
POU boundary has been revised, the acreage noted in this
response has been modified in this Final EIR to reflect the revised
location of the POU boundary.

7-25 As indicated in Section 3.4.25.5 of the DEIR, the quantity of
available groundwater is limited.  Because of this, a reliable long-
term alternative water supply was not considered to be available,
resulting in the conversion of CVP irrigated agricultural lands to
dryland agriculture in Table E-1. If alternative non-CVP water
supplies are delivered to these lands, it would be performed as a
separate project subject to applicable approvals and appropriate
CEQA documentation.
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7-26 As indicated in previous responses, because the quantity of
available water is limited and past pumping has caused overdrafts
to occur within Westlands, a reliable long-term alternative water
supply was not considered available.  This may ultimately  result
in the conversion of CVP irrigated agricultural lands to dryland
agriculture.  Therefore, the DEIR did not overlook the
consequences of implementing Alternative 1 (No Project).

7-27 The DEIR, in Section 4.3.2 on page 4-8, acknowledges that
acquiring water for M&I uses (such as the acreage within
Westlands) could occur regardless of cost.  On page 4-9, the
DEIR indicates that the acquisition of non-CVP water to support
either existing or future land uses outside the authorized POU
would be considered a separate action subject to a separate
CEQA environmental review.  Therefore, the impacts of such
separate action need not be addressed in the DEIR.  While the
economic evaluation presented in the DEIR addresses the
consequence of implementing the alternatives on farm income, it
does not address additional administrative costs that may be
required with specific sources of water.  Such an analysis would
be speculative at this time because of the various sources of
water that could be made available to these lands.

7-28 Comment noted.  This is not a comment on the DEIR.

7-29 The CVP-irrigated agricultural lands would not go out of
production, as indicated by the commentor, but would likely be
converted to dryland agriculture, as indicated in the DEIR.  This
assumption is the basis for the approximately $37 million
decrease in gross farm receipts if Alternative 1 (No Project) is
implemented, when compared to Alternative 2 (Existing
Conditions).

7-30 The DEIR on page 4-50 recognizes that more than 75 percent of
the total economic impact associated with the No Project
Alternative would be realized in Westlands Water District.
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7-31 See response to comment 7-30. The DEIR, on page 4-51, notes
that the effect on individual districts that have more than minor
revenue/earnings and local employment reductions could suffer
substantial economic impact.

7-32 Comment noted.  The Board will consider the environmental and
socioeconomic consequences associated with its decision to
expand the POU.

7-33 When compared to the original POU boundary, the proposed
project would increase the amount of lands that could receive
CVP water supplies.  This increase includes those lands that
received CVP water without Board authority in the past, as well as
those lands that could receive it in the future.  Therefore the Board
has determined that an EIR is the appropriate CEQA document
for addressing potential significant effects associated with
expanding the POU.
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7-34 An action to approve or deny the pending petition is subject to the
requirements of CEQA.  Regardless of when actual physical
changes to the environment occurred with the historical delivery of
CVP water to lands outside the POU, the petitioner is now
requesting the Board to take an action to expand the POU.
Therefore, the Board is obligated to address the consequences of
this action at this time.

7-35 Comment noted.  The last paragraph in the DEIR in Section 1.2
on page 1-3 acknowledges this point.
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7-36 Any action that may jeopardize a species that is designated in
accordance with federal or state endangered species acts is subject
to conditions that may be assigned by the respective regulatory
agency to protect those species.  Requirements under the ESA do
not eliminate the requirement that impacts of an action be
addressed in an appropriate CEQA document and discussed in
terms of the project’s potential impact on those species.

7-37 See response to Comment 7-19.  The DEIR does address the
consequences of the No Project Alternative including the potential
impact to the regional economy that would be associated with
terminating CVP water deliveries to lands outside the existing POU.

7-38 The Board recognizes work previously performed by other federal
and state agencies, however, their authority does not include
evaluating a petition to modify the POU pursuant to state water
rights law.  This responsibility is within the sole jurisdiction of the
Board.
On pages 4-44 through 4-52, the DEIR does address the economic
effects of the proposed project and alternatives on a farm-level as
well as a regional basis. The DEIR does address property values in
the form of net annual returns to irrigated farming.  Because
property values include the capitalized value of expected net
returns, to count property values in addition to the earnings values
that have been presented would double count economic changes
associated with the project alternatives.  Therefore, the “earnings”
values presented in Table 4-10, include wages, salaries, net income,
and all other sources of personal income associated with irrigated
agricultural practices in the project impact area.

The Final EIR will be modified to explicitly state that the “earnings”
values presented in Table 4-10 include all net annual returns from
irrigated farming practices. The basis for which the existing POU
boundary was established, or the process that resulted in its
establishment is not relevant to the petition pending before the
Board.  This analysis evaluates expanding the POU boundary to
encompass additional lands not included in the POU as defined in
existing water rights permits.
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7-39 The action pending before the Board does not change any
agreements or contracts between Reclamation and designated
CVP water contractors. The action only designates the authorized
lands that can receive CVP water in accordance with state water
rights law.  The DEIR addresses the economic changes that could
occur with implementation of the proposed project and
alternatives.  Issues regarding the “taking” of private property is a
legal matter beyond the scope of this environmental document.
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Responses to Comment Letter 8
8-1 Comment noted.  Lands within the San Luis Water District service

area that are outside the authorized POU would no longer receive
CVP water if either Alternative 1 or 3 is implemented.

8-2 Comment noted.  Pages 4-50 and 4-51 of the DEIR acknowledge
that San Luis Water District would sustain a substantial economic
loss if Alternative 1 (No Project) is implemented.
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Responses to Comment Letter 9
9-1 Expansion of the POU boundary constitutes a project in

accordance with CEQA.

9-2 The areas that presently do not receive CVP water have the
potential to undergo physical environmental change, depending
on the land uses that would occur and be made possible by the
availability of CVP water supplies.  Therefore, expanding the POU
is a project that has the potential to cause a physical change to
the environment and constitutes a project in accordance with
CEQA.

9-3 Comment noted.  The Board has concluded that M&I development
that occurred after 1970 have been subject to the requirements of
CEQA because of variety of actions implemented by local land
management authorities.  The Board concluded that further
evaluation of these lands in this DEIR would be redundant.
Therefore, this analysis focuses on the effects of delivering CVP
water to agricultural lands that may not have been subject to a
prior CEQA review.

The Board relied on available information to prepare this DEIR.  If
previously prepared CEQA documents address site-specific
impacts and mitigation applicable to the delivery of CVP water to
lands outside the POU, they could be used to demonstrate the
need to reconsider the mitigation measures presented in this
document.  Because the mitigation measures identified in this
DEIR have yet to be defined for site-specific application and
implementation, there remains adequate opportunity to
demonstrate that additional mitigation may not be warranted for
certain site-specific circumstances.
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9-4 As noted in this comment, properties within the expansion area
would require the construction of additional facilities.  The decision
to install such facilities is a discretionary action that would be
undertaken by the respective water supply district.  The action
would also be subject to CEQA.

9-5 The delivery of CVP water has provided many benefits. These
benefits are undisputed.  The purpose of the EIR is to address the
environmental consequences of approving or denying the pending
petition before the Board.

9-6 The petition pending before the Board only addresses the
purposes of use, consolidating the POU, and expanding the POU.
It does not change any terms or conditions of Reclamation’s
contracts with individual CVP water contractor. The mitigation
measures described in Section 5 of the DEIR are presented as
measures to compensate for impacts that occurred to lands and
habitats outside the POU.

9-7 See response to Comment 9-6.
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-8 9-8 See response to Comments 9-1, 9-2 and 9-4.  The CVPIA
provides mitigation for impact associated with past CVP
operations.  It does not address impacts of expanding the POU to
lands currently not receiving CVP water supplies.  This
environmental document not only addresses the impacts
associated with expanding the POU to lands not currently
receiving CVP water supplies but also addresses impacts that
occurred with the delivery of CVP water in a manner inconsistent
with applicable state law.
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Responses to Comment Letter 10
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10-1 The expansion of the POU, as proposed in the pending petition,
can be implemented independently from the other ongoing
programs mentioned in this comment.  The DEIR addressing the
consequences of the proposed project is not premature.

10-2 Including the lands of Arvin-Edison Water Storage District in the
DEIR is not a violation of California water law.  As noted on page
3-39 of the DEIR, AEWSD has a contract for CVP water but
receives its supplies through an exchange program.  Therefore,
because AEWSD delivers water to lands in the CVP POU, it is
addressed in this document.
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10-3 See response to Comment 10-2.
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10-4 See response to Comment 10-2.

10-5 The subject of the pending petition include the facilities composing
the CVP and the respective purposes of use and POU.  Facilities
and POU of the Friant Project are not a subject of this DEIR.

10-6 As noted on page 4-10 of the DEIR, the proposed project or
alternatives would not significantly change the volume of water
delivered in accordance with existing CVP contracts.  Therefore,
the proposed project would not alter or impede the delivery of
CVP water to existing CVP water contractors.  There is no
provision in the pending petition that would affect the use of CVP
water for beneficial purposes to others.

10-7 The pending petition only requests three changes to the existing
water rights permits for the CVP. The matter raised in this
comment is beyond the scope of the petition, and therefore, is not
discussed in the DEIR.
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10-8 See response to Comment 10-7.

10-9 See response to Comment 10-1.
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Responses to Comment Letter 11
11-1 The DEIR, throughout Section 4, addresses the impacts of

Alternative 1 (No Project) when compared to Alternative 2
(Existing Conditions).

11-2 When preparing the DEIR, the Board assumed that up to the
amount specified in the water contracts (in Table 3-1) would be
delivered to the districts. To assume an amount less than the
contracted amount would be speculative.  The pending petition
would not affect the volume of CVP water available for delivery in
accordance with Reclamation’s contracts.

11-3 Comment noted.
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Responses to Comment Letter 12
12-1 The Final EIR will be corrected to reflect that the City of Coalinga

prepared the Habitat Conservation Plan that was mentioned on
page 3-57 of the DEIR.
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12-2 The DEIR, page 3-52, recognizes that the City of Coalinga’s
contract with Reclamation was entered into in October 1968.
Impacts of implementing Alternative 1 (No Project) are discussed
in Section 4 of the DEIR, and the expected acreage changes are
presented in Table E-1 of the DEIR.

12-3 Comment noted.  The DEIR, page 3-55, acknowledges the
importance of the oil industry.  If the proposed project is
implemented, CVP water could be delivered to lands within the
authorized POU within the City of Coalinga service area in a
manner consistent with applicable state law.
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12-4 Although Figure 3-6 in the DEIR could be modified by delineating
the Harris Feed Lot, the addition of such feature to the graphic
would not change the conclusions presented in the DEIR;
therefore, no change to the Figure will be made.  In addition, the
text in the DEIR (page 3-55 in the last paragraph) recognizes that
the Harris Feed Lot received CVP water.

12-5 Comment noted.  The DEIR, Table 4-3, indicates that the City of
Coalinga currently has a surplus of CVP water.  Table 4-4
recognizes that the City has no alternative water source.  The
DEIR on page 4-49 acknowledges that certain M&I water
contractors (including the City of Coalinga) may sustain
substantial adverse economic impacts if Alternative 1 (No Project)
is implemented.
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Responses to Comment Letter 13
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13-1 The statement in Section 3.3.2.3 of the DEIR quoted by the
commentor will be removed from the Final EIR.

13-2 The acreage presented for each water contractor throughout the
DEIR were calculated by Reclamation using GIS. The Final EIR
will present revised acreage estimates in Section 2.  The acreage
of individual CVP water contractors will be based on current
information maintained by Reclamation.

13-3 See response to comment 13-2.

13-4 As a result of correcting the POU boundary shown in the EIR, only
359 acres within the Contra Costa Water District service area are
located outside the authorized POU. These lands are located
entirely within Alameda County. The Final EIR provides a
discussion of these affected lands uses.

13-5 The information provided by the commentor in this comment will
be added to Section 3.4.7.5 of the Final EIR.

13-6 The portion of the statement in Section 3.4.7.2 on page 3-62 of
the DEIR, “and is under water” will be deleted from the Final EIR.

13-7 The information provided by the commentor in this comment will
be added to Section 3.4.7.4 of the Final EIR.
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13-8 See response to Comment 13-4. The lands remaining outside the
POU are located entirely within the Kellogg Creek watershed.

13-9 The statements in Section 3.4.7.5 on page 3-62 of the DEIR
indicated by the commentor will be deleted from the Final EIR.

13-10 The acreage presented for each CVP water contractor in the
DEIR was calculated by Reclamation using GIS and are
considered the best available estimates.  If Contra Costa Water
District has more precise information regarding the extent of their
service boundary, it should be made available to Reclamation at
the earliest possible date.

13-11 The title of Table 3-19 was not meant to indicate that all species
listed in the table are found within the entire service area of
Contra Costa Water District.  It is meant to convey that habitat and
threatened and endangered species may occur somewhere within
the district, and not just on lands outside the authorized POU, as
the commentor indicates.

Table D-2 was developed using federal and state species lists.
The habitats expected to occur within the districts were
determined using various sources, including the CNDDB, field
visits, review of other environmental documents prepared for the
areas being evaluated, and firsthand knowledge of certain areas
being evaluated.

The Final EIR will be revised to reflect those species listed by
respective federal and state agencies and those species believed
to occupy lands located outside the POU.

13-12 Section 3.4.7.7 will be modified in the Final EIR to indicate that
M&I development would not be allowed within the Kellogg Creek
watershed because of existing mitigation (from the Los Vaqueros
Water Quality and Resource Management Project) that requires
that the lands remain in open space land uses.
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13-13 The acreage for Contra Costa Water District in Table B-1 in the
Final EIR will be changed to 115,220 acres, consistent with the
text of the DEIR, rather than 126,542 acres, as suggested by the
commentor. The acreage presented for each water contractor
throughout the DEIR was calculated by Reclamation using GIS.
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Responses to Comment Letter 14
14-1 The acreage presented for Del Puerto Water District in the DEIR

was calculated by Reclamation using GIS. Increases in acreage
after the change petition was last amended are not included in the
EIR.

14-2 The delivery of CVP water supplies to lands outside the POU was
not authorized by the Board.  Because the pending petition is now
requesting expanding the POU to include these lands, the Board
must comply with CEQA in its consideration of the petition.
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14-3 An EIR is the appropriate environmental document needed to
comply with the provisions of CEQA.

14-4 The areas that presently do not receive CVP water have the
potential to undergo physical environmental change, depending
on the land uses that would occur and be made possible by the
availability of CVP water supplies.  Therefore, expanding the POU
is a project that has the potential to cause a physical change to
the environment and constitutes a project in accordance with
CEQA.

14-5 The action pending before the Board is to expand the POU from
its current location.  The No Project Alternative consists of
maintaining the POU boundary at its current location.  Therefore,
the No Project Alternative is correctly identified in the DEIR.

14-6 See response to comment 14-5.  If Alternative 1 (No Project) is
implemented, then CVP water deliveries to lands outside the
authorized POU would need to cease.  Section 4.14 of the DEIR
acknowledges the economic losses that are expected if
Alternative 1 is implemented.

14-7 Delivery and use of CVP water outside the existing POU is not an
authorized use in accordance with existing state law. In order for it
to become authorized, the Board must modify the existing water
right permits.  This action requires that the Board comply with
CEQA in its consideration of allowing CVP water to be delivered
to these lands.  The No Project Alternative would not modify the
existing POU boundary and continued delivery of CVP to lands
outside the POU would be unauthorized.

14-8 As indicated in Section 1.2 of the DEIR, the document is both a
programmatic and project-specific EIR.  As such, the level of
detail provided in the DEIR is adequate and appropriate.
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14-9 Comment noted.  The purpose of the DEIR was to (1) determine
the acreage and location of encroachment lands within the CVP
water contractor boundaries to ascertain the impacts to biological
resources from the ongoing delivery of CVP water to those lands
and (2) to identify mitigation for significant adverse impacts.

As indicated in Section 1.2, last paragraph on page 1-3 of the
DEIR, site-specific CEQA compliance could not be accomplished
on expansion lands without speculating future uses of CVP water
and decisions by local land management authorities.

14-10 This environmental document is the appropriate document for
addressing petitioned changes to the purposes of use.
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Responses to Comment Letter 15
15-1 Comment noted. No response required.

15-2 Page 1-2 and 1-3 of the DEIR states that the DEIR is both
programmatic and project-specific in addressing potential impacts
to expansion lands and past impacts to encroachment lands,
respectively.

15-3 The title of the DEIR is appropriate to address the petitioned
changes to the water rights permits currently pending.
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15-4 The surveys were conducted between 1990 and 1995. Information on land uses,
water uses, and water sources was requested on the surveys. Nearly all of the CVP
water contractors responded to the surveys. The data that was provided on the
surveys was verified by a variety of methods, including: additional surveys
conducted by biologists, review of DWR land use information, review of USGS
quadrangle maps, follow-up consultation, and GIS-calculated acreage. The data
from these sources were incorporated into Section 3 of the DEIR. The data
presented for the City of Shasta Lake is the best available information, unless other
site-specific information can be provided.

15-5 Reclamation has requested that this issue be addressed separately from the other
petitioned changes. This issue is not integral to the other changes being requested
by Reclamation. Therefore, this issue will be addressed at a later time by the Board.

15-6 Comment noted. The discussion of cumulative effects will be revised in the Final
EIR to address Reclamation’s petition for a time extension to complete full beneficial
use of water.

15-7 Comment noted. Reclamation’s position is that the submittal of a petition by
Reclamation to the Board is not a major federal action that requires an
environmental review consistent with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This is not a comment on the adequacy of the
EIR under CEQA.

15-8 Comments noted. The discussions on pages 1-2, 2-1, and 2-5 of the DEIR will be
revised in the Final EIR to reflect “9” rather than “11” beneficial uses. In addition, the
page numbers cited on page 1-2 will be corrected in the Final EIR to reflect the
correct page numbers of Table 3-2.

15-9 Change 3b would expand the POU to include lands within the respective CVP water
contractor service areas that have not historically received CVP water supplies. The
CVP water contractors would normally require a separate agreement to provide
water service to individual water users.

15-10 The paragraph on page 1-3 cited by the commentor will be corrected in the Final
EIR to reflect that programmatic EIRs are prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168 and that project-specific EIRs are prepared pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15161.

15-11 Section 1.2 in the Final EIR will be clarified to indicate that Changes 1 and 2 are
addressed at the project level in this EIR.
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15-12 Comment noted. The text on page 1-3 will be modified in the Final EIR to clarify that M&I
projects that occurred after 1970 are assumed to have been reviewed through CEQA
documents. Projects completed prior to 1970 do not have such documents.

15-13 The delivery and use of CVP water to lands outside the authorized POU was not
performed in accordance with state law. The action pending before the Board, today, is to
determine if such use should be approved. Therefore, the impacts of that use outside the
existing POU must be addressed in an environmental document prepared in accordance
with CEQA.

15-14 The description of each alternative clearly explains each water right permit change being
considered by the Board. Although it references a table presented elsewhere in the
document, this does not prevent a clear understanding of the permit changes requested.

15-15 In addition to deleting navigation and flood control as specific purposes, the petition
requests that each of the permitted uses be included in each CVP water right permit to
correspond with actual CVP operations.

15-16 CVP contractors acquire CVP water from Reclamation through individual water service
contracts. Each contract specifies the purposes for which the water is delivered.

15-17 Reclamation must operate the CVP in accordance with state law, including terms and
conditions of permits it has been issued. At present, the CVP operates in a coordinated
manner that does not allow water from specific facilities be used for specific purposes as
specified in the individual permits. Therefore, Reclamation is requesting that the purposes
of use be changed to allow CVP water from each facility be used for each of the allowed
purposes.

15-18 Comment noted. Page 4-6 of the DEIR states that implementation of Change 1 would not
result in a physical change to the environment that would constitute an adverse
environmental impact. This change is included in the EIR as part of providing a full
disclosure of potential impacts associated with the petitioned changes to Reclamation’s
water rights permits.

15-19 The alternatives presented in the DEIR address a reasonable range of alternatives that
are capable of meeting the objectives of Reclamation’s proposed project. The Board
could approve any change independently from the other changes. The DEIR addresses
each change independently from one another. Therefore, adding other combinations of
changes would not contribute to the public’s greater understanding of environmental
effects associated with the decision pending before the Board.

15-20 The DEIR (pages 2-1, 2-2, and Table 2-4) will be revised in the Final EIR to reflect that,
for the No Project Alternative, Reclamation would specify to the CVP water contractors
that expansion lands could not be served CVP water.

15-21 Yes. As indicated on page 2-3 of the DEIR, the authorized POU would be increased if
Change 3a and 3b are approved.
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15-22 DEIR indicates that denying Change 2 would result in Reclamation having to reoperate the
CVP (page 2-1). The DEIR also indicates that denial of Change 2 would result in Reclamation
having to separate water sources, which is not currently possible (page 2-4). Page 2-4 also
indicates that a method to operation of CVP facilities would have to be created. Because a
method does not currently exist, it is not possible to describe how Reclamation would
reoperate the CVP. If Change 2 is denied, then Reclamation would determine what would be
needed to reoperate the CVP, including the type and number of new facilities, where they
would be located, and the type and extent of resources that could be affected, as applicable.

15-23 If Change 2 is not approved, all CVP water contractors would continue to receive CVP water;
however, the CVP would not continue to operate in a coordinated manner. Therefore, it would
have to be re-operated to provide water from a specific facility to only locations within the
authorized POU that are specified in the individual water rights permits. No economic or
physical effects are expected beyond those described in Section 4 of the DEIR.

15-24 If the Proposed Project is implemented, water would be able to be delivered anywhere within
the authorized POU from any CVP facility where hydraulically feasible.

15-25 Appendix A, Table 1 in the DEIR identifies the amount of water that can be diverted or stored
in accordance with the Trinity River permits. The Trinity River Project can now deliver water to
834,667 acres, as shown in Figure 2-1 in the DEIR. The actual amount of acreage receiving
CVP water in any given year depends on the management practices of the individual CVP
water contractors and the amount of water available for delivery. This amount varies from year
to year.

15-26 The expansion lands are considered to be a gross area in which CVP water may be delivered.
There is sufficient CVP water to serve portions of the lands within the existing POU,
encroachment area, and expansion area. It is not known if there is sufficient CVP water to
serve all lands in the expanded POU.

Individual CVP water contractors are delivered CVP water pursuant to water service contracts
with Reclamation. The petition before the Board does not affect the terms of the contracts
between the CVP water contractors and Reclamation.

Figures 2-1 to 2-5 show those lands that can receive CVP water in accordance with individual
water rights permits. Whether the expansion areas are irrigated with CVP water depends on
the management decisions of the individual CVP water contractors.

15-27 The data presented in Table 2-2 and throughout the DEIR are GIS-calculated acreage
provided by Reclamation.

15-28 It is unclear why the commentor believes that Table 3-1 is inaccurately titled. The title to Table
3-1 accurately portrays the information provided in the table, namely, the amount of water
listed for delivery in each of the CVP water contracts.

15-29 Section 3.3.1.1 of the DEIR will be revised in the Final EIR to indicate that the current method
of CVP operation is not in accordance with the existing 16 water rights permits.

15-30 Comment noted. The purpose of Table 3-2 in the DEIR was to summarize the uses and the
authorized POU, and was not intended to substitute for a depiction of where CVP water can be
used, as was presented in Figures 2-1 to 2-5.
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15-31 Paragraph 4 on page 3-16 will be corrected in the Final EIR to indicate that
steelhead trout within the Central Valley Evolutionary Significant Unit is listed as
a federally threatened species.

15-32 Comment noted. As stated elsewhere on this page, applicable land management
authorities control land uses on lands addressed in this DEIR. This includes both
county and municipal governments, as appropriate. The land use descriptions
presented in Section 3.4 of the DEIR refers to the applicable county or municipal
land use designations for each CVP water contractor.

15-33 Section 3.3.8, page 3-25 of the DEIR will be revised in the Final EIR to reflect
that Local Agency Formation Commissions also have decision-making authority
regarding the location of municipal and special-district service boundaries.

15-34 Because of the programmatic nature of the EIR, county-wide economic
characterizations were presented. Providing water contractor-specific economic
characterizations would not change the conclusions presented in Section 4.14.
The impacts discussions are presented in the DEIR in Section 4.14 for each of
the CVP water contractors.

15-35 The acreage values presented in Table 3-7 and discussed further in Section
3.4.23 of the DEIR reflect lands currently included in the CVP water contract with
the City of Shasta Lake. While the City boundaries may be larger than this area
and a request to include these additional lands in the CVP service area is being
made, such changes are not the subject of the pending petition or this DEIR.

15-36 See response to Comment 15-35.
15-37 The text on page 3-31 of the DEIR will be revised in the Final EIR to indicate that

four categories are provided in Table 3-7.
15-38 Section 3.4.1.2 on page 3-32 of the DEIR will be modified in the Final EIR to

indicate that the ACID service area is located within unincorporated lands of
Shasta and Tehama counties, and the incorporated lands of the cities of
Redding and Anderson.

15-39 The title of Table 3-9 was not meant to indicate that all species listed in the table
are found within the entire service area of Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation
District, nor was it meant to convey that the species are found only within the
encroachment lands. It is meant to convey that habitat and threatened and
endangered species may occur somewhere within the district. This circumstance
is also true for the other CVP water contractors listed in the commentor’s
statement. No changes to the table in the Final EIR are necessary.

15-40 In response to the Board’s direction, the POU boundary has been relocated to
include all of the BVWD service area. BVWD has been eliminated from further
discussion in the Final EIR.
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15-41 Class 6 lands typically consist of steep, eroded, or soils with high
salt concentrations; soils with too coarse or fine grain; shallow
soils; or have some other deficiency that cannot be corrected and
which prevents them from having a payment capacity to meet
OM&R costs. Class 6 lands also include unclassified lands when
there is a surplus of arable lands (USBR Land Classification
Instructions, 1984).

15-42 The POU boundary has been corrected and includes all of the
BVWD service area. BVWD has been eliminated from further
discussion in the Final EIR.

15-43 The scales shown on Figures 3-2 through 3-27 are in miles. The
scales have been clarified in the revised figures in the Final EIR.

15-44 The scales shown on Figures 3-2 through 3-27 are in miles.

15-45 Table D-2 lists only the special-status species that are designated
and protected pursuant to federal and state regulations; therefore,
species on the California Native Plant Society list are not included
on the list. No change to the Final EIR is necessary.

15-46 The intent of the cultural resource discussions, such as in Section
3.4.20.7, is to (1) present the actual number of sites identified on
lands outside the authorized POU, (2) determine an area’s
sensitivity to disturbance, and (3) list the probability of
encountering a site if the lands outside the authorized POU are
served with CVP water.

15-47 The POU boundary has been corrected and includes all of the
City of Shasta Lake service area. The City of Shasta Lake has
been eliminated from further discussion in the Final EIR.

15-48 See response to Comment 15-47.

15-49 See response to Comment 15-47.

15-50 See response to Comment 15-47.

15-51 See response to Comment 15-47.
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15-52 Paragraph 2 on page 3-142 of the DEIR will be corrected in the
Final EIR to reflect that it is a federal threatened species.

15-53 It is appropriate to address the consequences of modifying the
authorized POU regardless of when CVP water was actually
delivered to the individual CVP water contractors.

15-54 See response to Comment 15-47.

15-55 Because the petition for changing the POU is presently being
considered, the EIR needs to address the consequences of
expanding the POU from its existing location. Therefore, the
change to the POU is a current action, regardless of when the
unauthorized CVP water delivery took place.

15-56 See response to Comment 15-55.



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER15.DOC LTR15-8

15-57 Endangered species addressed in the DEIR are those that are
currently listed by the respective state and federal management
agencies. The DEIR identifies historic impacts that occurred with
delivery of CVP water to lands outside the POU. This discussion
is needed to fully disclose the impact of the unauthorized delivery
of CVP water.

15-58 As described on page 4-23 of the DEIR, the analysis on special-
status species considered that if habitat conditions were present
in an area, their respective species of concern were assumed to
inhabit that area. It is not feasible at this time to attempt to
reconstruct the presence or absence of these species given the
magnitude of land use/habitat changes that have taken place
since the delivery of CVP water.

15-59 Comment noted. The California linderiella has been deleted from
the Final EIR because it is not currently listed.

15-60 Both the City of Shasta Lake and Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc.
service areas are now included within the existing POU boundary
and have been eliminated from further discussion in the Final EIR.

15-61 The POU boundary shown in the DEIR has been corrected and
includes all of the Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc. service area.
The Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc. service area has been
eliminated from further discussion in the Final EIR.



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER15.DOC LTR15-9

15-61 The POU boundary shown in the DEIR has been corrected and includes all of the
Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc. service area. The Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc.
service area has been eliminated from further discussion in the Final EIR.

15-62 It would be speculative to assume that physical changes to the environment would result
from increased water supply costs. Although alternative water supplies may be expensive,
the expense would not prohibit continued M&I land uses.

15-63 The Final EIR presents a discussion of those lands and the methods used to calculate the
acreage assigned to each land use category based on the revised location of the
authorized POU boundary.

15-64 This comment is correct. The title to Table 4-1 will be revised in the Final EIR to reflect that
these species are those that are considered special-status species by federal and state
management agencies.

15-65 The number “211,678” in Section 4.2.2.1 will be revised in the Final EIR to indicate
“21,678”.

15-66 The pending petition requests that the POU boundary be expanded to encompass the area
of all of the existing CVP water contractors. This request will enable each water contractor
to deliver its contracted CVP water volume to lands in their respective boundaries up to the
amount capable with available CVP water supplies.

15-67 See response to Comment 15-66. The delivery of CVP water to lands within the respective
water contractor boundaries is a local decision conducted in a manner consistent with the
existing CVP contracts. All CVP water contractors have the ability to reallocate water
deliveries to lands within their boundaries, as long as the delivery is consistent with the
terms and provisions of their respective CVP water contract.

15-68 A new alternative, as described, would not meet the objectives of the project proponent
and therefore is not considered a reasonable alternative. The Board has the discretion to
only modify the POU boundary in areas that it deems appropriate. The DEIR addresses
the consequences of expanding the POU to all service areas, as petitioned by
Reclamation.

15-69 The reference to Table 3-4 in Section 4.3 on page 4-6 will be corrected in the Final EIR to
indicate Table 3-2.

15-70 Page 4-17 of the DEIR acknowledges that the continued delivery of CVP to encroachment
lands outside the POU would not result in a physical change to existing land uses and the
environment. Where such physical change occurred without appropriate CEQA review,
associated impacts are subject to mitigation at this time. Based on the information
available during the preparation of the DEIR, M&I encroachment lands are not subject to
further mitigation.
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15-71 The POU boundary shown in the DEIR has been corrected and includes all of the City of
Shasta Lake service area. The City of Shasta Lake has been eliminated from further
discussion in the Final EIR.

15-72 Comment noted. While the “No Project” alternative would require reoperation of CVP
facilities to meet the terms of the existing water rights permits, these facilities would also
be required to convey CVP water in accordance with existing contracts and other
obligations. The DEIR concludes that the change associated with the “No Project”
alternative would be minor on existing river and reservoir conditions.

15-73 The “No Project” alternative would not alter the volume of water to be delivered to
existing CVP contractors, except to those CVP water contractors located entirely outside
the existing POU, or other obligations of the CVP. Because a method to reoperate the
CVP in a manner consistent with existing water rights permits does not currently exist, it
is not possible to describe how Reclamation would reoperate the CVP. If Change 2 is
denied, then Reclamation would determine what would be needed to reoperate the
CVP, including the type and number of new facilities, where they would be located, and
the type and extent of resources that could be affected, as applicable.
The Final EIR will be revised to note that the “No Project” alternative may require
reoperation of the CVP facilities.

15-74 This comment is not correct. Changes 1 and 2 of the proposed petition would apply to all
CVP water contractors, not just those with lands located outside the POU.

15-75 The assumptions made on pages 4-11 and 4-12 of the DEIR to develop future land use
estimates are not arbitrary. The assumptions are reasonable for estimating future land
uses.

15-76 No conflict between page 4-1 and 4-14 in the DEIR exists regarding the effects from
implementing Alternative 1 (No Project) on land management activities and land uses
that rely on CVP water delivery. Page 4-1 indicates that, if Alternative 1 is implemented,
M&I land uses would not likely be abandoned because of the investment in
infrastructure. Page 4-14 indicates that, land uses that rely on CVP water delivery (both
agricultural and M&I) would be jeopardized if Alternative 1 is selected.

15-77 This statement is not correct. Page 4-14 of the DEIR concludes that if delivery of CVP
water supplies are terminated to lands listed in Table 4-5, these lands would revert to
dryland agriculture or commercial agricultural production would be discontinued unless
an alternative water supply is acquired. Other land uses could occur if adequate
alternative water supplies were acquired.

15-78 The 51,069 acres referenced on page 4-14 is calculated from Table E-1 by subtracting
the Dryland Agriculture column total in Alternative 2 from the Dryland Agriculture column
total in Alternative 1. It is correct that the 51,069 acres do not correspond with the total
in Table 4-5 because they are discussing two separate issues.

15-79 The POU boundary shown in the DEIR has been corrected and includes all of the
Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc. service area. The Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc.
service area has been eliminated from further discussion in the Final EIR.

15-80 The term “special-status” species will be defined in the Final EIR.
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15-81 Because it is not possible to accurately determine if species were or were not
present in an affected area prior to the delivery of CVP water, the assumptions
used in the DEIR are appropriate.

15-82 Comment noted. Although this generalization may have exceptions, as discussed
in the relationship to threatened and endangered species, land uses changes on
small, isolated tracts of land would not impact common wildlife species in a
significantly adverse manner.

15-83 Section 5.1 identifies measures suitable for mitigating impacts to encroachment
lands from implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 2. No
mitigation is required for implementation of the No Project Alternative or denying
the Changes that are being requested.

15-84 Comment noted. The discussion addressing air quality impacts from the Proposed
Project when compared to permitted and existing conditions will be revised in the
Final EIR to note that locally significant air quality effects may be generated.
Where land use changes would occur in expansion lands, it would be speculative
to assume that such impacts would be significant.

15-85 The “No Project” alternative would not alter the volume of water to be delivered to
existing CVP contractors, except to those CVP water contractors located entirely
outside the existing POU, or other obligations of the CVP. Because a method to
reoperate the CVP in a manner consistent with existing water rights permits does
not currently exist, it is not possible to describe how Reclamation would reoperate
the CVP. If Change 2 is denied, then Reclamation would determine what would
be needed to reoperate the CVP, including the type and number of new facilities,
where they would be located, and the type and extent of resources that could be
affected, as applicable.

The Final EIR will be revised to note that the “No Project” Alternative may require
reoperation of the CVP facilities.

15-86 The introduction to Section 4.9 will be revised in the Final EIR to specify that
potential impacts to San Joaquin Valley groundwater resources would only occur
with implementation of Alternatives 1 and 3 (denial of Changes 3a and 3b). No
mitigation is required for implementation of the No Project Alternative or denial of
permit changes.

15-87 Section 4.9 of the Final EIR includes an appendix (Appendix A) that presents the
calculations developed for this analysis.

15-88 See response to Comment 15-85.
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15-89 Page 4-38 of the DEIR indicates that no new impact to cultural
resources would occur with continued delivery of CVP to
agricultural lands or M&I land uses. Historic impacts to cultural
resources that may have occurred are considered irreversible.
Therefore, no mitigation is recommended as part of this DEIR.

15-90 Continued delivery of CVP water to encroachment lands would
not affect cultural resources. Only in the case of new development
to expansion lands, would cultural resource impacts be expected.

15-91 This comment is incorrect; the DEIR does not conclude that
historic impacts on cultural resources associated with the delivery
of CVP to lands outside the authorized POU are nonsignificant. It
is not possible to assign a level of significance in the case of
cultural resources. Therefore, the DEIR uses a single approach to
determining impact significance.

15-92 The text on page 4-41 and 4-43 “CVP contractors have relied to
some degree” was not intended to mean “CVP-induced”, which is
what Table 3-7 shows. Pages 4-41 and 4-43 will be modified in
the FEIR to indicate that CVP water was used to support
municipal and rural residential land uses, not necessarily the initial
development of those lands.

15-93 Comment noted. A discussion of historic impacts on recreation
and visual resources associated with CVP water delivery on
encroachment lands will be included in Section 4.13 of the Final
EIR.

15-94 The economic analysis calculates a worst-case economic effect.
In order to calculate the worst-case economic change associated
with implementing the Proposed Project and alternatives, it is
assumed that water is not a limiting factor. If water is a limiting
factor, no impact or less impact would result from implementation
of the alternatives.

15-95 Comment noted. The headings of Table 4-11 have been
transposed. The first column should be titled Proposed Project
Gross Farm Receipts and the second column should be titled
Alternative 1 Gross Farm Receipts.
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15-95a Comment noted. The referenced section (Section 15131) of the CEQA Guidelines does not
require an analysis of physical changes that may result from economic effects of a project.
The Guidelines state that an EIR may trace the chain of cause and effect of economic
changes to physical changes to the environment, emphasizing the changes to the physical
environment.
While the DEIR concludes that Alternative 1 would result in a substantial economic loss to
earnings and jobs occurring within the boundaries of several of the affected CVP water
contractors, there is no evidence to indicate that such losses would result in physical
changes to the environment beyond those changes that would directly occur with the
termination of CVP water supplies to lands outside the POU. The DEIR provides a
discussion of the physical changes to the environment that would occur with
implementation of Alternative 1.

15-96 The criteria for an acceptable mitigation program as presented in the comment reflects the
opinion of the commentor and is not based on any legal requirement or standard. Recla-
mation will be responsible for implementing mitigation upon approval by the Board. Be-
cause Reclamation has numerous environmental restoration, enhancement, and mitigation
programs ongoing to address past CVP operations, it has been determined that the mitiga-
tion required for historic POU impacts would be most effectively achieved by coordinating
with one or more of these programs. The Board will responsible for approving all mitigation
plans that are employed to address impacts of the petitioned POU changes. The Board will
determine the suitability of identified measures to offset encroachment land impacts.

15-97 The mitigation procedure would use several ongoing programs to achieve specific criteria
and target values for mitigating project impacts. As described on page 5-7 and5-8 of the
DEIR, specific mitigation prescriptions will be achieved through continued planning and
consultation with interested resource management agencies. Specific measures and
criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of future mitigation has not yet been developed.

15-98 The specific measures to be employed are not fully known at this time, however, the DEIR
does identify, on page 5-3 of the DEIR, several measures that can be employed to fully
mitigate the impacts of delivering CVP water to lands outside the POU. As noted on page
5-8, it will be the Board’s and Reclamation responsibility to assign criteria or targets for
mitigation success. The Board would then be responsible for evaluating the specific
measures in relation to the criteria.

15-99 As part of conditions to Reclamation’s water right permits, the Board will require
Reclamation to develop and follow a schedule for implementing feasible mitigation
measures. This item is discussed on page 5-8 of the DEIR. Because the impacts to
encroachment lands have already taken place, it is not possible to disallow physical
changes to the environment, as suggested in this comment.

15-100 No contradiction in Section 6.1 of the DEIR exists. It is not possible to assign responsibility
for historic impacts to any single entity or group; however, it is recognized that the CVP
has contributed to impacts in the Central Valley. While the USFWS believes that the CVP
is responsible for alteration of 2 million acres, the specific habitats, location, and species
affected have not been identified. As noted throughout this EIR, many of the lands now
receiving CVP water were originally developed using other water sources. This is true
throughout much of the CVP service area.
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15-101 The DEIR presents a list of past, present, and reasonably
anticipated future projects that could produce related or
cumulative impacts, in accordance with the requirements of
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. This discussion
specifically notes that there are a variety of private and local-
government sponsored projects that could contribute to
cumulative impacts. It would be speculative to list the type and
range of potential private and local-government sponsored
projects that could occur throughout the CVP service area which
may contribute to cumulative impacts.

15-102 The DEIR presents a list of past, present, and reasonably
anticipated future projects that could produce related or
cumulative impacts, in accordance with the requirements of
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. This discussion
specifically notes that there are a variety of private and local-
government sponsored projects that could contribute to
cumulative impacts. It would be speculative to list the type and
range of potential private and local-government sponsored
projects that could occur throughout the CVP service area which
may contribute to cumulative impacts.

15-103 The proposed project would not increase the volume of water
available for delivery to existing CVP water contractors or re-use
by others. Therefore, the concern expressed in this comment
would not be increased with approval of the pending petition.
If CVP water is applied to expansion lands and results in re-use
in locations without existing water supplies, this would be the
subject of future environmental analyses addressing site-specific
projects and associated impacts.

15-104 Expanding the POU will not contribute to increased air
emissions. Such emissions could increase as a result of future
land use management decisions by local authorities. The DEIR
correctly notes that mitigation includes project-specific measures
that would be assigned during the review of future individual
development projects.

15-105 If the No Project Alternative is selected, CVP water could only be
used within the existing authorized POU. While new lands may
be brought into production, existing agricultural lands would most
likely receive the CVP water supplies. This would depend on the
water allocation and land management decisions occurring at the
district and user level.
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15-106 The term “Program,” as referenced in Section 8 of the DEIR, will
be removed from Section 8 in the Final EIR. This document, as
described in Section 1 of the DEIR, addresses impacts on both a
project level and a programmatic level for the encroachment and
expansion actions, respectively.

15-107 An executive summary was attached to the DEIR when it was
distributed for public review.

15-108 Comment noted. The EIR will be used by the Board to assess
the consequences of approving the petitioned changes to
Reclamation’s water rights permits for the CVP. The Final EIR
will be revised to include this discussion.

15-109 Comment noted. Although the discussion on page 1-3 of the
DEIR states that this EIR focuses on encroached lands that have
been served CVP water for agricultural land uses, it does not
imply that M&I encroached lands are not addressed. The EIR
addresses impacts associated with the delivery CVP water to
both land uses.

15-110 The 60,121 acres of native vegetation currently receive CVP
water for M&I uses is correct. However, Only 2,918 acres were
developed by the availability of CVP water (CVP-induced). The
remaining acres (57,213 acres of M&I lands) were originally
developed using non-CVP water sources. Table 4-7 in the Final
EIR will be revised to include a total showing 46,684 acres of
agricultural land and 2,918 acres of M&I land.

Table 3-7 in the Final EIR will be corrected to indicate that the
total acreage for CVP-induced agriculture equals 46,684 acres,
and the non-CVP induced agriculture will be reduced to 9,859.
This is because of an error in the San Luis Water District entry,
which misplaced 9,609 acres in the non-CVP induced agriculture
column.

The Final EIR presents revised acreage estimates based on the
correction of the POU boundary shown in the DEIR.

15-111 Comment noted. The term “expected” in the Final EIR will be
revised to “may.” Tables 4-1 and 5-1 will be revised to include
only Threatened or Endangered species designated by
respective federal and state agencies.
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15-112 The purpose of this EIR is to address the pending petition before
the Board to modify the POU. Construction of CVP facilities is
not within the scope of this pending petition, and therefore, not
addressed in this EIR.

15-113 The petition pending before the Board requests a modification to
the POU to include those lands that were historically
encroached. This EIR addresses the impacts of historic water
deliveries to the encroached lands that occurred without
authorization.

15-114 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game are the
primary agencies with technical expertise and responsibility for
identifying species for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered.
Species listed by other parties have no basis for protection;
therefore, for mitigation purposes, only those species designated
by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service, and the California Department of Fish and Game are
listed in the document.
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Responses to Comment Letter 16
16-1 The DEIR addresses those lands located within the boundaries of

existing CVP water contractors where the boundaries had
expanded outside the existing POU before Reclamation filed the
change petition. The exclusion of the lands referenced in this
comment is beyond the scope of analysis of this DEIR.

16-2 See response to Comment 16-1.
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16-3 See response to Comment 16-1.
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Responses to Comment Letter 17
17-1 The DEIR addresses those lands located within the boundaries of

existing CVP water contractors where the boundaries had
expanded outside the existing POU before Reclamation filed the
change petition. The exclusion of the lands referenced in this
comment is beyond the scope of analysis of this DEIR.

17-2 See response to Comment 17-1.
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17-3 See response to Comment 17-1.

17-4 See response to Comment 17-1.
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Responses to Comment Letter 18
18-1 Comment noted. No response required.
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Responses to Comment Letter 19
19-1 The DEIR addresses those lands located within the boundaries of

existing CVP water contractors where the boundaries had
expanded outside the existing POU before Reclamation filed the
change petition. The exclusion of the lands referenced in this
comment is beyond the scope of analysis of this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 20
20-1 The DEIR analysis is sufficient in its discussion of impacts

associated with the delivery of CVP water to the expansion areas.
The commentor is correct that implementation of the proposed
project would allow the delivery of CVP water to any area within
the boundary of the CVP water contractor. To assume that this
would result in greater competition among CVP water users is
speculative. As indicated in Section 1.2 (page 1-3), prior to the
Board’s authorization for delivery of CVP water to expansion
lands, more detailed site-specific environmental analysis would be
required.
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20-2 The DEIR in Section 1.2 on page 1-3 acknowledges that, prior to
the Board’s authorization for delivery of CVP water to expansion
lands, more detailed site-specific environmental analysis would be
required. Continued CVP water delivery to encroachment lands
would not adversely affect water quality, as indicated in Section
4.8 of the DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 21
21-1 Previously prepared environmental documents that were

unavailable at the time of preparing this DEIR maybe relevant in
developing mitigation being recommended. Such documentation
may reveal that mitigation for past CVP water delivery impacts
may not be warranted to the degree currently envisioned.

The Board has discretionary authority to approve or deny the
pending petition. As such, compliance with CEQA is required. An
EIR is the appropriate CEQA document needed to address the
potential consequences of implementing the proposed project.
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21-2 The petition to expand the POU boundary constitutes a project in
accordance with CEQA.

21-3 The alternatives presented in the DEIR addresses a reasonable
range of alternatives that are capable of meeting the objectives of
Reclamation’s proposed project.
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21-4 The commentor is correct that there is no alternative source of
water for Kanawha Water District (see Table 4-4 of the DEIR).
Table E-1 of the DEIR acknowledges that 689 acres currently
irrigated by CVP water would revert to dryland agriculture if
Alternative 1 (No Project) is implemented. In addition, Section
4.14 provides an analysis of the economic loss expected in
Kanawha Water District if Alternative 1 is implemented.

21-5 See response to Comment 21-2.
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Responses to Comment Letter 22
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22-1 The discussion on page 1-2 of the DEIR will be revised in the Final EIR to
reflect “9” rather than “11” beneficial uses. No such reference could be
found on page 1-3 of the DEIR.

22-2 It is not feasible at this time to identify the specific locations and uses of
water in expansion lands to the degree that site-specific environmental
impact analysis can be performed. It is not known if water will ever be
delivered to a specific tract of land or the level of change that would occur
with future water deliveries.

22-3 The discussion on page 2-1 of the DEIR will be revised in the Final EIR to
reflect “9” rather than “11” beneficial uses.

22-4 A new alternative, as described, would not meet the objectives of the
project proponent and therefore is not considered a reasonable alternative.
The Board has the discretion approve one or more of the changes
petitioned by Reclamation and therefore could approve a project as defined
in this comment.

22-5 The discussion on page 2-3 of the DEIR will be revised in the Final EIR to
reflect “9” rather than “11” beneficial uses.

22-6 Under current operations, Reclamation commingles water from several
sources for re-diversion and delivery to locations within its service area.
Once commingled, the water from the individual sources cannot be
separated for delivery to its authorized POU. As noted on page 2-4 of the
DEIR, a method for separating the operations of the CVP facilities would
have to be created to ensure conformance with permits.

22-7 Approval of Change 1 would only modify the water rights permits to include
the 9 purposes for which CVP water could be used. It would not alter
current operations of the facilities. Approval of Change 1 does not obligate
Reclamation to allocate water to any specific purpose.

22-8 As noted on page 4-6 of the DEIR, approval of Change 1 would modify the
various purposes of use currently authorized in each of the 16 water rights
permits to conform with the 9 purposes listed in Table 3-2. With
implementation of the “No Project” alternative, the purposes of use currently
authorized in each of the 16 water rights permits would not change.
If Change 1 is denied, the CVP facilities may need to be reoperated so that
water from selected facilities could be used for the specific purposes
assigned by the respective water rights permit and continue to meet water
service contract and other obligations.
As noted on page 2-4 of the DEIR, there is no current method to operate
the CVP facilities separately, therefore, it is not known how the CVP could
be operated in a manner consistent with the assigned purposes of use and
meet existing water service obligations.
The Final EIR will be revised to acknowledge that impacts on environmental
resources associated with denial of Change 1 are not known.
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22-9 Comment noted.

22-10 The term “fallowing” has been added to Section 3.3.4.2 in the Final EIR,
along with the other farm operations that were listed in that section of
the DEIR.

22-11 This comment is incorrect; the DEIR did not state that analysis of future
land use impacts was not performed because it “is impossible to
predict.” On page 4-1, the DEIR states that, “…Because the Proposed
Project and alternative would delineate only the general area where
CVP water could be delivered and the purposes for which it may be
used, site-specific impacts resulting from future CVP water deliveries to
expansion lands cannot be estimated. … potential impacts to the lands
and environmental resources within the CVP water contractor service
areas are discussed; however, it is acknowledged that this discussion
may be speculative. Additional decisions by local land use authorities
and the individual CVP water contractors would be needed prior to the
delivery and future use of CVP water … therefore, the actual places and
purposes for which CVP water would be used is not known at this time,
except as restricted by the individual water delivery contracts …”

22-12 This comment is incorrect. As shown on Figure 3-4 in the DEIR, the City
of Avenal service area is located within both Kings and Fresno counties,
and is correctly listed in Table 3-6. Of the numerous sources referenced
in Table 3-6, only one reference is dated 1982. This source is relevant
and current in its content.

22-13 The land use values presented in Table 3-7 (page 3-31 of the DEIR)
were calculated from available land use data compiled by the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) and selected areas outside the
POU were field verified by direct observation. In addition, a survey with
each affected CVP water contractor was conducted to verify the acreage
of lands historically irrigated.

The combination of these sources yielded the land use acreage
presented in the DEIR. More recent or refined information, as presented
in this Comment, could provide a more precise estimate of land uses
outside the POU.

The Final EIR will be revised to indicate that the land use values may be
subject to revision based upon more recent or refined information that
becomes available.
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22-14 Comment noted. See response to Comment 22-13.

22-15 Comment noted. Page 3-151 in the Final EIR will be modified to
reflect this comment.

22-16 Comment noted. See response to Comment 22-13.

22-17 This comment is correct. Reclamation currently operates the CVP
in a coordinated manner to meet all the respective uses listed in
Table 3-2. If Change 1 were rejected, reoperation of the CVP may
require a substantial revision to the CVP operating procedures.
The Final EIR will contain an analysis of rejecting Change 1 and
its implications on future CVP operations.

22-18 See response to Comment 22-17.

22-19 This EIR addresses only the project as defined by Reclamation’s
petition. Any other action to deliver water outside the authorized
POU would be a separate project, and not addressed in this
environmental document.

22-20 See response to Comment 22-17.
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22-21 Although the initial stages of fallowing may result in dust
emissions, such emissions would decline over time with the re-
colonization of vegetation. Therefore, an improvement to air
quality could be expected with the removal of continuous farming
operations over the long term.

22-22 Because the petition for changing the POU is presently being
considered, the EIR needs to address the consequences of
expanding the POU from its existing location. Therefore, the
change to the POU is considered a current action, regardless of
when the unauthorized CVP water delivery took place.

22-23 Section 6.3.1.1 of the Final EIR will be modified to include a
discussion of the requirements of 3406(b) of the CVPIA.

22-24 The petition before the Board had been pending several years
prior to the adoption of the CVPIA. The purpose of this petition is
to make the operations of the CVP consistent with the water rights
permits.
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Responses to Comment Letter 23
23-1 Comment noted.
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Responses to Comment Letter 24
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24-1 Comment noted. No response required.
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Responses to Comment Letter 25
25-1 Previously prepared environmental documents that were

unavailable at the time of preparing this DEIR may be relevant in
developing mitigation being recommended. Such documentation
may reveal that mitigation for past CVP water delivery impacts
may not be warranted to the degree currently envisioned.

The Board has discretionary authority to approve or deny the
pending petition. As such, compliance with CEQA is required. An
EIR is the appropriate CEQA document needed to address the
potential consequences of implementing the proposed project.
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25-2 See response to Comment 25-1.

25-3 Because the petition for changing the POU is presently being
considered, the EIR needs to address the consequences of
expanding the POU from its existing location. Therefore, the
change to the POU is a current action, regardless of when the
unauthorized CVP water delivery took place.

25-4 See response to Comment 25-3. The pending petition addresses
expanding the POU for the entire CVP. The Board cannot
segment portions of the CVP service from the remainder to justify
qualifying the preparation of a Negative Declaration or Categorical
Exemption. Such an action would be inconsistent with CEQA.
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25-5 See response to Comment 25-3. The areas that presently do not
receive CVP water have the potential to undergo physical
environmental change, depending on the land uses that would
occur and be made possible by the availability of CVP water
supplies. Therefore, expanding the POU is a project that has the
potential to cause a physical change to the environment and
constitutes a project in accordance with CEQA.

25-6 Delivery and use of CVP water outside the existing POU is not an
authorized use in accordance with existing state law. In order for it
to become authorized, the Board must modify the existing water
rights permits. This action requires that the Board comply with
CEQA in its consideration of allowing CVP water to be delivered
to these lands. The No Project Alternative would not modify the
existing POU boundary and continued delivery of CVP to lands
outside the POU would not be authorized.
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25-7 Modifying the POU boundary to include encroachment lands is a
new action. Therefore, the “No Project” is correctly described in
the DEIR as denial of proposed Changes 1, 2, and 3.
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25-8 The comment correctly notes that the DEIR concluded that with
implementation of the No Project Alternative, gross farm receipts
would decrease by about $7,500,000 annually. On page 4-49,
however, the DEIR notes that this estimate would only be true if
water supplies to San Luis Water District was not a limiting factor
effecting irrigated agricultural production. In the future, water
supplies will likely be limited in most years. In years when water is
limited, the water no longer delivered to encroachment lands
would be made available to other lands within the existing POU.
With application of these supplies to lands within the POU, District
water sales would not be reduced and increased agricultural
production within the POU would offset production from lands
outside the POU. Since water sales would not be affected, the
District would still be able to meet payment obligations. The
comment correctly notes that the assessed value of
encroachment lands will be reduced, however, it fails to recognize
that the assessed value of land within the POU, receiving
additional water supplies, may increase.
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25-9 Comment noted. It is not the responsibility of this EIR to address
legal matters involving issues of contract law or other matters that
need to be resolved in a legal forum.

25-10 Alternatives 1 and 3 are considered reasonable because they
could be implemented with existing technology and water delivery
facilities. The fact that selection of either of these alternatives
could place an economic hardship on the San Luis District is not
an environmental issues subject to analysis in this DEIR. Such a
concern should be presented to the Board as part of its broader
obligation to address matters of public interest.
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25-11 The specific measures to be employed are not fully known at this
time, however, the DEIR does identify, on page 5-3 of the DEIR,
several measures that can be employed to fully mitigate the
impacts of delivering CVP water to lands outside the POU. As
noted on page 5-8, it will be the Board’s and Reclamation
responsibility to assign criteria or targets for mitigation success.
The Board would then be responsible for evaluating the specific
measures in relation to the criteria.

25-12 Comment noted. Table 4-10 presents an estimate of the economic
impact of the alternative, including the No Project Alternative. As
shown, the estimated economic impact to the San Luis Water
District from the No Project Alternative includes a reduction of
gross farm income on the order of $7,500,000 annually.
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25-13 As envisioned at this time, mitigation funds would be supplied by
Reclamation and the available funds collected from fees assigned
by the CVPIA and other existing programs. No new funds would
be collected from CVP water contractors to pay for mitigation
requirements.

25-14 The petition pending before the Board requests several actions be
taken to change Reclamation’s existing water rights permits.
While the analysis of each change could be addressed in
separate environmental documents, the Board has elected to
address these changes in a single document.

25-15 As stated on page 3-6 of the DEIR, CVP operations do not
necessarily correspond to the authorized uses assigned in each
water rights permit. In reality, the CVP is operated in a
coordinated manner that allows water from any single facility to be
used for each of the purposes listed in Table 3-2. Therefore, as
noted on page 4-6 of the DEIR, no physical change would occur
with approval of Change 1. The Final EIR will include a discussion
of impacts of rejecting Change 1 which would require the CVP to
be operated in a manner consistent with the existing authorized
uses.
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25-16 This comment is partly correct. While the water rights permits
would be changed to allow water from the CVP facilities to be
used for M&I purposes, as they are currently doing, the actual use
of water by CVP contractors is restricted by the terms of the
individual water service contract. The pending action before the
Board will not modify the terms of the existing water service
contracts between Reclamation and the CVP water contractors.
Therefore, no additional water would become available for M&I
purposes beyond that currently contracted with Reclamation.

25-17 Regardless of the reason why there is a discrepancy between the
existing POU and the location of the CVP water contractor service
areas, the petition requesting a change to the POU requires an
assessment in accordance with CEQA at this time.
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25-18 Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines states that economic or
social changes shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment. Therefore, even though the DEIR identified the
economic effects on San Luis Water District as a potential
substantial regional impact, there is no requirement that mitigation
be provided by CEQA to offset or compensate for this effect. The
DEIR adequately discusses economic consequences of the No
Project Alternative to the degree required by CEQA.

25-19 See response to Comment 25-14.
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25-20 Comment noted. See responses to Comments 25-1 through 25-19.
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Responses to Comment Letter 26
26-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 27
27-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 28
28-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 29
29-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 30
30-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 31
31-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 32
32-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 33
33-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 34
34-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 35
35-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas recognized by
Reclamation at the time when the petition was filed. Changes to
this CVP contract service boundary are not the subject of the
pending petition or this DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 36
36-1 Comment noted. Reclamation has petitioned the Board to expand

the POU to encompass all lands within the boundaries of existing
CVP water contractor service areas. Therefore, it cannot be
excluded from this document unless requested by Reclamation.
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36-2 Portions of the San Francisco Bay Area are currently included in
both the CVP contract service area and the authorized POU.
Whether the CVP has authority to deliver water to this area is not
a subject of this DEIR.

36-3 Comment noted. All references to Class II water supplies will be
removed from the Final EIR because the status of such supplies is
not a subject of the pending petition before the Board.
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36-4 The DEIR contains a detailed discussion of impacts that occurred
as a result of historic CVP water delivery to lands outside the POU
(encroachment lands). The comment noting page 1-3 of the DEIR
refers to a statement regarding M&I land uses activities only. It
does not refer to agricultural land uses that occurred outside the
POU with the delivery of CVP water. The DEIR consistently
addresses potential impacts in the expansion area throughout the
document on a programmatic basis. The purpose of a
programmatic EIR is to address a series of actions that can be
characterized as one large project and are related. Therefore, it is
appropriate to address expanding the POU to the expansion
areas on a programmatic basis and rely on subsequent site-
specific analyses to address individual changes to the POU
expansion areas as they arise.



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER37.DOC LTR37-1

Responses to Comment Letter 37
37-1 The petition before the Board requires an action that is

independent of other matters related to the operation of the CVP,
CALFED, and other programs which are being implemented for
the protection and enhancement of environmental resources in
California. There is no substantive reason to delay the
consideration of this action or continue the completion of this EIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 38
38-1 Comment noted. No response required.
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Responses to Comment Letter 39
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39-1 Comment noted. The DEIR concluded that with implementation of
the No Project Alternative, gross farm receipts would decrease by
about $7,500,000 annually. On page 4-49, however, the DEIR
notes that this estimate would only be true if water supplies to San
Luis Water District was not a limiting factor affecting irrigated
agricultural production. In the future, water supplies will likely be
limited in most years. In years when water is limited, the water no
longer delivered to encroachment lands would be made available
to other Districts within the existing POU. With application of these
supplies to lands within the POU, District water sales would not be
reduced and increased agricultural production within the POU
would offset production from lands outside the POU. Since water
sales would not be affected, the District would still be able to meet
payment obligations. The comment correctly notes that the
assessed value of encroachment lands will be reduced, however,
it fails to recognize that the assessed value of land within the
POU, receiving additional water supplies, may increase.
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Responses to Comment Letter 40
40-1 Comment noted. The Final EIR will be revised to reflect that San

Benito County Water District originally entered into water service
contract 8-07-20-WO130 in 1978.
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40-2 Page 3-113 states that water delivered to SBCWD is restricted to
agricultural and M&I purposes consistent with the CVP contract
terms. The word “restricted” does not imply any further limited
usage not provided in the CVP water service contract.

40-3 Comment noted. The Final EIR will be modified to reflect that
groundwater wells installed in the area are not owned or operated
by San Benito County Water District.

40-4 Comment noted. See response to Comment 40-3. Based on the
water user survey conducted in 1990, SBCWD representatives
indicated that if groundwater was of poor quality, such as
excessive boron, increased application rates would used. As a
result, no changes in land use would occur with the use of local
groundwater resources.  While there may be a reduction in
planted acreage, no substantial change to land uses would take
place. The Final EIR will be revised to state that high boron
concentrations in local groundwater supplies may pose a limit to
use.

40-5 The figure referenced in this comment is based on Reclamation’s
GIS mapping system and accurately reflects information currently
available to Reclamation. This comment does not provide any
information to correct the claimed errors. Land and water use
information was originally provided by SBCWD staff as part of the
Water User Survey, conducted in 1990. As noted in this Final EIR,
the acreage of encroachment lands has been corrected based on
recalculation of the location of the existing POU boundary. The
revised acreage outside the POU is addressed in this Final EIR.



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER40.DOC LTR40-3

40-6 Comment noted. The corrected POU boundary has substantially
reduced the acreage of lands within the San Benito County Water
District service area that are outside the POU. The lands that
remain outside the POU have been reclassified as lands that
received other water supplies prior to the delivery of CVP water.

40-7 Comment noted. Section 4.3.1 of the DEIR only concludes that
the SBCWD has not historically used its entire CVP contracted
water supply and contracted CVP water supplies are available for
future agricultural and M&I uses. The term “surplus” was not
intended to imply that SBCWD has water supplies beyond its
current or future needs.

40-8 Comment noted. The POU boundary does not necessarily
coincide with existing District boundaries. The pending petition
proposes to expand the POU boundary to encompass all lands
included in the SBCWD service area.

40-9 Based on the information provided during the water user survey,
SBCWD provided no information that a groundwater overdraft
existed in the area outside the existing POU. The Final EIR will be
modified to characterize the groundwater overdraft conditions
present in the SBCWD service area, as claimed in this comment.

40-10 Pages 4-44 through 4-52 of the DEIR address the economic
consequences of implementing the proposed project and
alternatives. This analysis specifically addresses changes in gross
farm income, annual net earnings, and employment that would
occur with implementation of each alternative. Because the
information provided by SBCWD indicated that alternative water
supplies were available to support existing land uses outside the
existing POU, the analysis indicated that no change to regional
economy would result with implementation of the No Project
Alternative. This conclusion will be revised, as appropriate, when
the modifications to the Final EIR (See response to Comment 40-
5) are made.

40-11 Comment noted. The petition pending before the Board would
enable Reclamation to delivery CVP water to lands within the
boundaries of contracted services areas in a manner consistent
with state law. The action does not alter the terms of the existing
contracts between Reclamation and individual CVP water
contractors. Denial of the petition would not allow Reclamation to
continue CVP water deliveries outside the existing POU in a
manner consistent with state law.
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Responses to Comment Letter 41
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41-1 Figures 2-1 through 2-5 depict the POU as defined by
Reclamation in drawings submitted to the Board. The original
POU boundary was defined on a broad-scale map that does not
allow its precise delineation. However, with current technologies
the boundary can be defined very accurately. Any change
constitutes a formal change in the POU and requires
consideration pursuant to CEQA.

The POU location shown in the DEIR has been redrawn to
correspond to the Board’s interpretation of the POU boundary.
The revised POU location is presented in the Final EIR.
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41-2 While the water service contract between Reclamation and the
individual CVP water contractor may not explicitly limit use of
water in the CVP water contractor service areas, Reclamation
must still comply with water rights permit terms and conditions that
may be assigned by the Board.

The Board has discretionary authority to approve or deny the
pending petition. As such, compliance with CEQA is required. An
EIR is the appropriate CEQA document needed to address the
potential consequences of implementing the proposed project.

41-3 The action pending before the Board has not been previously
addressed in prior CEQA documents and is therefore subject to
the analysis presented in this document. The proposed project
has the potential to cause significant adverse impacts on the
environment and therefore an EIR is the appropriate document
needed to comply with the provisions of CEQA.

41-4 The distinction between encroachment and expansion lands are
defined on page 2-1 of the DEIR. Several figures identify those
specific lands, inluding both encroachment and expansion lands,
outside the existing POU that are affected by the petition pending
before the Board.

41-5 Encroachment lands and expansion lands were defined through
several sources of information, including an on-site inspection of
selected water service areas. The sources of information included
compilation of data obtained from the 1990 water users survey,
available land use maps prepared by the California Department of
Water Resources, available maps of individual water district
distribution systems, and interviews with District personnel
conducted by Reclamation.
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41-6 The DEIR does not suggest that the Board will exercise land use
review authority over possible future projects. This authority is
placed at the local government level. The Board is the mandated
agency with authority to review water development projects that
are based on appropriative water rights and includes specific
jurisdiction over the approval of water diversions, use, and
storage. In this capacity, the Board has a jurisdictional interest in
future projects that require expanding the POU as assigned in
Board-issued water rights permits. As noted on page 5-8 of the
DEIR, local government agencies are lead CEQA agencies for
future land development projects that may be proposed in the
POU expansion area. The Board would be a responsible agency,
as defined by CEQA, because of its permitting authority over the
location where appropriated water may be used.

41-7 Lands inside and outside the existing POU were defined using
water service contract information retained by Reclamation. All
information on record was compiled by into Reclamation’s GIS
system which depicted and calculated the acreage of lands
outside the POU. See response to Comment 41-5 regarding how
encroachment and expansion lands were classified.

41-8 The purpose of this statement, as found on page 3-123 of the
DEIR, is to characterize the use and CVP water supplies available
to the Santa Clara valley Water District. Its presentation is not
intended to imply that unused contracted CVP water is surplus to
the needs of this water district.
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41-9 The petition pending before the Board does not affect the volume of
water contracted by the CVP water contractors with Reclamation. The
petition only requests that the POU be expanded to correspond with
the boundaries of the CVP water contractor service areas.

41-10 On page 4-1 of the DEIR, it was concluded that for M&I land uses, it
would not be reasonable to assume that existing land uses would
change if CVP water supplies were no longer available for use. As
noted, because of the presence of permanent urban infrastructure and
human populations, it is assumed that alternative water supplies could
be obtained to support that development. The DEIR does not speculate
as to other environmental impacts that may occur if alternative water
supplies need to be developed to replace CVP water that is delivered
to M&I lands outside the POU.

41-11 Comment noted. No response required.

41-12 The existing water service contract boundaries allow CVP water to be
used on expansion lands outside the place of use. In order for water to
be used in this area, in a manner consistent with state law, the POU
boundary must be expanded to correspond with the respective contract
service area. To assume that no CVP water will be delivered to the
expansion area implies that the contract service area is invalid and
should be reduced to a size reflecting the district’s ultimate delivery
area. This analysis is beyond the scope of this environmental
document. In addition, where a CVP water contractor does use multiple
water sources to meet local demand, it is impractical to assume that
the CVP water supplies would be segregated from the other sources
unless there are separate and distinct water delivery systems in place
to keep CVP water within areas of existing development.

41-13 Comment noted. The DEIR identifies those biological and cultural
resources that could be affected by development in the expansion
area. It does not conclude that any specific development proposal
would have an adverse effect on these resources. Because the type of
development, its location, and source of water supply would influence
the severity of impacts that could be generated, this DEIR avoids
speculating whether the effects would be substantial.
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41-14 It is envisioned that Board environmental review of expansion land
additions to the POU could be achieved in several ways. The first way
would be to submit the local government’s land use plan and CEQA
documentation to the Board for review. Such plans may cover all or
parts of the particular expansion area. The Board would then provide
comments regarding the adequacy of mitigation for environmental
impacts being imposed on future projects. As a second way, the local
government could consult with the Board during land use plan
development of during preparation of CEQA documents to ensure that
the Board’s comments are incorporated into the respective analyses.
To expand the POU under the CVP water rights, a water right change
petition would have to be filed with the Board and approved. It is not
the intent of the Board to displace the local government land use
decisionmaking authority. The Board would only ensure that mitigation
is provided to offset significant impacts associated with expanding the
POU.

41-15 As discussed in Section 5 of the DEIR, impacts to environmental
resources within the encroachment areas are known and can be
mitigated through several existing programs that are designed to
consider impacts from the past and current operations of the CVP.
Because future expansion of the POU and use of CVP water to
additional lands has not yet been undertaken, these measures would
not apply. Therefore, additional mitigation may be needed for the
delivery and use of CVP water to those expansion lands that currently
do not receive CVP water supplies. The type and extent of such
mitigation would be based on subsequent environmental analyses
performed for projects as they are proposed and considered in the
future.

41-16 Previously prepared environmental documents that were unavailable
at the time of preparing this DEIR may be relevant in finalizing
mitigation being recommended. Such documentation may reveal that
mitigation for past CVP water delivery impacts may not be warranted
to the degree currently envisioned.
For expansion lands, additional project-specific environmental
documents are needed to identify potential impacts of future project
that would be served CVP water supplies in the expansion areas.
Therefore, as noted in the DEIR, it would be the role of subsequent
environmental documents to address the impact of future projects,
and appropriate mitigation, that require the expansion of the POU to
currently unserved lands.
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41-17 While local government entities are responsible for land
management decisions, they do not have authority to alter terms
or conditions of water rights permits issued by the Board. As
noted in Section 1701 of the California Water Code, …” an
applicant, permittee, or licensee may change the point of
diversion, place of use, or purpose of use from that specified in
the application, permit, or license; but such change may be made
only upon permission of the board.”

Because the Board has discretionary authority to approve or deny
the pending petition, it is required to comply with the requirements
of CEQA. CEQA, in turn, requires the Board to identify potential
significant impacts of a proposed project and apply feasible
measures to mitigate impacts to non-significant levels. This
includes impacts to the environment not limited to the beneficial
uses of water.

41-18 Reclamation has submitted a petition to expand the CVP POU.
The Board has the discretion to assign terms and conditions, that
would need to be implemented by the petitioner (Reclamation), as
part of approving the proposed project. Reclamation has
discretion as to how they would provide information required by
the Board. Changes in the CVP water contracts, as described in
Section 5.3.2.1 of the DEIR, cannot be required by the Board as
part of its water rights authority. However, the information
described can be required as part of approving Reclamation’s
petition to expand the POU.
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42-1 This comment is partly correct. While the water rights permits
would be changed to allow water from the CVP facilities to be
used for M&I purposes, as they are currently doing at present, the
actual use of water by CVP contractors is restricted by the terms
of the individual water service contract. The pending action before
the Board will not modify the terms of the existing water service
contracts between Reclamation and the CVP water contractors.
Therefore, no additional water would become available for M&I
purposes beyond that currently contracted with Reclamation.

42-2 See response to Comment 42-1.
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42-3 See response to Comment 42-1.

42-4 The alternatives presented in the DEIR addresses a reasonable range of alternatives
that are capable of meeting the objectives of Reclamation’s proposed project. The
Board has the discretion to approve each change independently from the other
changes. The DEIR addresses each change independently from one another.
Therefore, adding other combinations of changes would not contribute to the public’s
greater understanding of environmental effects associated with the decision pending
before the Board.

42-5 Because the petition for changing the POU is presently being considered, the EIR
needs to address the consequences of expanding the POU from its existing location.
Therefore, the change to the POU is considered a current action, regardless of when
the unauthorized CVP water delivery took place.

42-6 See response to Comment 42-5.

42-7 Comment noted. The original POU boundary was defined on a broad-scale map that
does not allow its precise delineation. However, with current technologies the bound-
ary can be defined very accurately. Any change in the POU requires a formal change
and requires consideration pursuant to CEQA. The delivery and use of CVP water to
lands outside the POU was not authorized in accordance with state law. The action
pending before the Board, today, is to determine if such use should be approved.
Therefore, the impacts of that use outside the existing POU must be addressed in an
environmental document prepared in accordance with CEQA.

42-8 The DEIR relies on available information. If previously prepared CEQA documents
address site-specific impacts and mitigation applicable to the delivery of CVP water to
lands outside the POU, they could be used to demonstrate the need to reconsider the
mitigation measures presented in this document. Because the mitigation measure
identified in this DEIR have yet to be defined for site-specific application and
implementation, there remains adequate opportunity to demonstrate that additional
mitigation may not be warranted for certain site-specific circumstances.

42-9 See response to Comment 42-7. The original POU boundary was defined on a broad-
scale map that does not allow its precise delineation. However, with current
technologies the boundary can be defined very accurately. Any change in the POU
requires a formal change and requires consideration pursuant to CEQA. The delivery
and use of CVP water to lands outside the POU was not authorized in accordance with
state law. The action pending before the Board, today, is to determine if such use
should be approved. Therefore, the impacts of that use outside the existing POU must
be addressed in an environmental document prepared in accordance with CEQA.
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42-10 See response to Comments 42-4, 42-5, and 42-9.

42-11 The DEIR was not intended to minimize the significance of the
economic impact that would occur with implementation of the No
Project Alternative. Page 4-50 clearly states that the impact to
Westlands Water District overall earnings and jobs would be
significantly adverse. However, as noted on page 4-51, these
losses would not be significant when considered in a state-wide or
CVP-wide perspective.

42-12 This comment is partially correct. The DEIR does not present
information regarding the methods used to calculate the economic
impacts presented in the document. The gross farm income
changes were estimated using information from the Central Valley
Production Model as developed by Reclamation for CVPIA
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS). Estimates
of total employment changes and personal income changes were
obtained from IMPLAN models that were also developed for the
CVPIA PEIS. In regards to additional lands being available for
irrigation within the existing POU, the DEIR intended to state that
lands not receiving full water supplies could use water now being
delivered outside the POU. This could offset crop production
losses associated with implementation of the No Project
Alternative.

42-13 Comment noted. The increase in gross farm receipts shown on
page 4-52 associated with existing conditions is made in
comparison to permitted conditions. The Final EIR will be modified
to clarify that this would not constitute an increase from the
present.

42-14 Comment noted. The potential economic effect of Changes 1 and
2 are not included in this analysis. To estimate the economic
impact of rejecting the Changes 1 and 2 would require substantial
new analyses including a revised CVP operations model to
calculate the volume of water that could be delivered to the
various parts of the CVP service area in accordance with the
individual water rights permits.
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42-15 See response to Comment 42-5.

42-16 As envisioned at this time, mitigation funds would be supplied by
Reclamation and the available funds collected from fees assigned by
the CVPIA and other existing programs. No new funds would be
collected from CVP water contractors to pay for mitigation
requirements for encroachment area impacts.

42-17 Section 5 of the DEIR describes two mitigation programs that are
specifically designed to address 1) historic impacts to encroachment
areas and, 2) potential impacts to expansion areas.

42-18 Page 5-9 through 5-12 of the DEIR presents a Mitigation Monitoring
Plan. The specific measures to be employed are not fully known at
this time, however, the DEIR does identify, on page 5-3 of the DEIR,
several measures that can be employed to fully mitigate the impacts
of delivering CVP water to lands outside the POU. As noted on page
5-8, it will be the Board’s and Reclamation responsibility to assign
criteria or targets for mitigation success.

42-19 This comment fails to identify specific examples where land has been
misclassified. During the preparation of the DEIR, Westlands Water
District personnel were contacted on numerous occasions to compile
data and information on the condition and status of lands within the
District’s service area. These occasions included a comprehensive
water users survey conducted in 1990 and extended through recent
discussion by Reclamation in 1997. The Final EIR presents a
corrected POU boundary description and includes a revised
calculation of acreage that would be effected by the pending petition.

42-20 Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines defines mitigation as actions
to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or eliminate impacts. Section
15382 of the Guidelines further clarify that economic or social
changes shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment. Therefore, mitigation measures for the economic
impacts, as noted in this comment, are not required.  If the Board
elects to approve the proposed project or alternatives, it will be
responsible to prepare a statement of findings support the decision
that it makes. It would be premature to prepare and present such a
statement prior to the Board’s decision.

42-21 Comment noted. No response required.
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43-1 This comment is not correct. The Board has met all requirements
to inform affected parties, the public, and interested regulatory
agencies about the pending petition, the preparation of the DEIR,
and other actions being performed as part of the water rights
process. Appendix A of the DEIR presents the Notice of Petition
Change, Notice of Preparation of the Environmental Impact
Report, and Notice of Petition Change which were distributed in
accordance with applicable regulatory procedures.
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43-2 Comment noted. No response required.

43-3 The petition pending before the Board would not alter the volume
of water available to CVP water users that have been contracted
through agreements with Reclamation. The proposed changes to
Reclamation’s water rights permits would only conform the
purposes of use, consolidate the POU, and expand the POU to
correspond with the service areas of the existing CVP water
contractors.

43-4 The petition pending before the Board would not alter the volume
of contracted water available for use by CVP water contractors.
Therefore, this action would not contribute to the critical water
delivery problems noted in this comment.

43-5 Comment noted. A discussion is presented on pages 4-8 and 4-9
of the DEIR, indicating those CVP water contractors that do not
have alternative sources of water to replace CVP water deliveries
that would be terminated with adoption of the No Project
Alternative. The discussion identifies El Dorado Irrigation District,
Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Jones Valley (Shasta County
Service Area No. 6), and Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc. as CVP
water contractors whose service areas are completely outside the
POU. (Note: Based on the revised POU boundary discussed in
the Final EIR, Jones Valley and Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc.
service areas are located entirely within the existing authorized
POU and have been eliminated from further discussion, while EID
and SMUD service areas are now partly included in the POU.)
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43-6 The likely use of CVP water in the expansion areas is restricted by the
provisions of individual CVP water service contracts between Reclamation
and each CVP water contractor. Table 3-1 in the DEIR identifies the uses
allowed for each of the CVP water contractors addressed in this document.

43-7 Pages 5-8 and 5-9 of the DEIR state that local government agencies with
land management authority shall be lead agencies for future projects that
may be proposed in the expansion area. In the case of projects requiring
permits from county or city governments, these agencies would be lead
agency where their jurisdictions apply. In the case of agricultural
developments that require the expansion of existing irrigation distribution
systems, the water supply districts would normally assume lead agency
status. In either case, the Board would not be lead agency unless the local
government agency deferred its authority to implement CEQA
requirements. The Final EIR will be modified to clearly explain future CEQA
responsibilities.

43-8 The specific measures to be employed are not fully known at this time;
however, the DEIR does identify, on page 5-9 of the DEIR, several
measures that can be employed to mitigate the impacts of delivering CVP
water to expansion lands outside the POU. It is not practical to identify
project-specific mitigation for future projects on expansion lands at this
time. Specific information regarding proposed project facilities,
environmental character, and requirements of interested regulatory
agencies would be needed prior to identifying mitigation that is acceptable
to both lead and responsible CEQA agencies.

43-9 The DEIR presents a detailed analysis of impacts to the encroachment
areas that have been effected by past delivery of CVP water outside the
POU. In the case of the expansion areas, a detailed evaluation requires
substantial speculation about the type of development that could take
place. The information presented in the document is sufficient to allow the
Board to evaluate the relative impacts of each alternative being
considered.

43-10 Section 5.3 of the DEIR presents a Mitigation Monitoring Plan which
describes the roles of the respective parties who will participate in
implementing assigned mitigation. This Plan identifies specific
responsibilities of the parties to ensure that mitigation is implemented in
accordance with the requirements of the Board or other interested
regulatory authorities.
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43-11 The revised POU boundary now encompasses the service areas
of CVP water contractors located in Shasta County. Therefore, the
concern expressed in this comment is no longer relevant to these
CVP water contractors. It is not the intent of the DEIR to overstate
the possibility of future water deliveries to expansion lands. The
DEIR clearly avoids such a discussion because such deliveries
are speculative.

43-12 The pending petition requests expanding the CVP POU to
encompass the boundaries of 26 CVP water contractors (Note:
The revised POU boundary only affects 19 CVP water
contractors) whose service areas extend beyond the existing POU
boundary. Other possible changes to the CVP POU are not
included in this petition and, therefore, are not subjects of this
DEIR.

43-13 The petition pending before the Board would not alter the volume
of water currently contracted with individual CVP water
contractors, no would it alter the amount of water to be delivered
to different portions of the CVP service area.

43-14 The Revised POU boundary encompasses all CVP water
contractor service areas within Shasta County. Only the
Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District has lands located outside
the POU and these lands are located in Tehama County. The
Board has implemented consultation with interested public and
agencies in accordance with CEQA. In addition, Reclamation,
during the course of preparing the DEIR, has contacted each of
affected CVP water contractors to discuss either the proposed
project or collect relevant information needed to prepare the
document.
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43-15 Table 3-1 and the discussion presented in Section 3.4 of the DEIR
identifies the amount of CVP water contracted by each CVP water user
and the historical maximum amount that has been used by each
contractor. The DEIR does not address the amount of CVP actually
delivered to the CVP water users because this volume of water varies
annually according to hydrologic conditions and other obligations of
Reclamation. The amount of water permitted for diversion and storage to
Reclamation is presented in Appendix A of the DEIR.

43-16 The DEIR identifies the volume of water contracted to each CVP water
contractor and the amount historically used. Additional discussion of this
issue is not warranted because changes to contract amounts and usage is
not a subject of the pending petition.

43-17 Different acreage estimates were encountered during consultation with
individual CVP water contractors. The DEIR acknowledges that acreage
estimates differ between the various entities but does not discuss these
differences because Reclamation is solely responsible for maintaining
records of water delivery in accordance with its water rights permits.
Reclamation maintains records and contracts for each CVP water user that
has a contract for CVP water delivery.

43-18 This comment is partially correct. Table 3-2 of the DEIR identifies Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement and Salinity Control as authorized uses of water for
Permits 11969 and 11973 (Trinity River). Other permits for water from the
Trinity and Sacramento River(s) do not authorize water for these uses.
Because the CVP is operated in an integrated manner and provides water
from several sources to satisfy needs of multiple uses, the CVP needs to
have the authorized purposes conformed to allow the CVP to provide
water to each of these uses in a manner consistent with state law.

43-19 The DEIR is not misleading by omitting a discussion of “safe yield” or the
ability of local water contractors to use groundwater conjunctively with or
as an alternative to CVP water deliveries. Because the petition pending
before the Board does not address altering the volume of water available
to the CVP contractors discussions of yield are not relevant to the action
pending before the Board. CVP water that may be stored in underground
aquifers and subsequently used is also not relevant to the pending petition.
The petition before the Board only addresses surface water stored or
diverted by CVP facilities. New storage facilities, either surface or
subsurface storage, would require separate analysis in accordance with
CEQA.

43-20 Comment noted. The Final EIR will be revised to note the recent changes
in Shasta County economic characteristics.
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43-21 Comment noted. The discussion presented in Section 3.4 of the
DEIR provides a discussion of land uses within each of the CVP
water contractor service areas. The heading “CVP-Induced
encroachment lands” refers to those lands that were developed as
a result of available CVP water supplies. “Native Vegetation”
refers to those lands that are not either in an agricultural or M&I
land use, but still maintain undeveloped or open space
characteristics.

43-22 Based on the revised POU boundary Mountain Gate CSD, City of
Shasta Lake, Jones Valley, and Silverthorn Summer Homes, Inc.
are located entirely within the POU and have been eliminated
from further discussion in the Final EIR.

43-23 The petition before the Board requests that the POU be expanded
to correspond with the boundaries of the existing water service
contract areas. If expanded, the delivery of CVP water to the
service areas would be consistent with state water rights law.

43-24 Comment noted. The Final EIR will be revised to note that the
affected CVP water contractor services area are located beyond
the limits of the Redding Groundwater Basin and that delivering
water to these areas may require the installation of new facilities.
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43-25 The DEIR describes the land uses occurring within the boundaries
of each CVP water service contractor. In addition, it notes where
there are alternative water supplies available for use. The action
pending before the Board would not effect the availability or
presence of other services such as sewer, electricity, or other
utilities and is therefore not relevant to the pending Board action.
Exploring the income of residents located within each CVP water
contractor service area would not provide relevant information to
the Board regarding the environmental consequences of the
pending petition.

43-26 Comment noted. No response required.

43-27 Based on the corrected POU boundary shown in the DEIR, this
CVP water contractor is now located entirely within the authorized
POU. Therefore, the pending petition no longer applies to this
contractor and associated discussions have been eliminated from
the Final EIR.

43-28 See response to Comment 43-27.

43-29 See response to Comment 43-27.

43-30 See response to Comment 43-27.

43-31 See response to Comment 43-27.
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43-32 Table 3-1 in the DEIR identifies the type of use that water
delivered through each CVP water service contract can used. The
potential for increased or decreased CVP water deliveries is not a
matter relevant to the petition pending before the Board.

43-33 Table 4-2 of the DEIR identifies the amount of CVP water
currently contracted with Reclamation for each CVP water
contractor. The volume of water allowed to be stored and diverted
by Reclamation is presented in Appendix A for each water right
permit issued to CVP facilities.

43-34 See response to Comment 43-15.

43-35 See response to Comment 43-15.

43-36 The DEIR does not speculate what alternative water sources
would be developed to replace CVP water if the No Project
Alternative is selected. While impacts may occur from the
development of new storage and conveyance systems, potential
impacts may be limited to air emissions and traffic associated with
trucking alternative water supplies for use on lands outside the
POU. The Final EIR will be revised to acknowledge that the
development of alternative sources of water could potentially
result in significant environmental effects.
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43-37 As discussed in the DEIR, river flow and reservoir conditions
would not significantly vary with implementation of the proposed
project or alternatives. Because the proposed project and
alternatives would not effect the volume of water delivered in
accordance with existing CVP water service contracts, CVP
operations would occur in a normal fashion according to
hydrologic and other demand characteristics present each water
year. The CVP is currently authorized to divert and store up to its
maximum amount authorized in each water rights permit. Whether
this amount is sufficient to meet all of Reclamation’s contracted
obligations is not relevant to the petition pending before the
Board.

43-38 The DEIR does not assume that encroachment lands are “built
out” as suggested in this comment. The DEIR only indicates
where CVP water is currently delivered. The land uses discussed
in the DEIR reflect those designations shown in the respective
General Plans for the local community. Approval of the proposed
project would not result in additional water deliveries to the CVP
water contractors beyond the amount currently contracted with
Reclamation.

43-39 The delivery of CVP water to lands outside the POU is not
conducted in accordance with state law. The proposed project
would enable Reclamation to deliver CVP water in accord with
state law.

43-40 The existing delivery of CVP water to lands outside the POU is not
in accordance with state law. Therefore, the Board has the
discretion to forbid continued water delivery to these lands and
enforce its decision on Reclamation’s water rights permits. Legal
action may taken by parties to continue the unauthorized delivery
of CVP water, however, it is not a subject relevant to this
environmental impact review process.
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43-41 Identifying alternative sources of water is not the responsibility of
this analysis. The DEIR states that alternative water supplies
could be provided to support existing land uses; however, the cost
to acquire and deliver such alternative supplies is not known.

43-42 This comment is incorrect. Page 4-15 addresses land use
changes associated with implementing Alternative 2 (Existing
Conditions). It notes that about 82 percent of the lands outside the
POU remain in an undeveloped condition. Alternative 2 would not
authorize these currently undeveloped lands (expansion lands) to
receive CVP, therefore they would not be able to receive CVP
water supplies in accordance with state law. The DEIR presents a
detailed discussion of impacts that occurred with delivery of CVP
water to the encroachment lands. Therefore, Alternative 2 is
adequately discussed in the DEIR.

43-43 See response to Comment 43-41.

43-44 The statement on page 4-33 concludes that the Proposed Project
would provide CVP water to land uses that would otherwise
require groundwater as an alternative water source. Therefore,
when compared to Permitted Conditions, it would increase the
groundwater volume by about .005%. This small volume is
relatively insignificant and subject to wide variation depending on
the numerous factors mentioned in this comment. The Final EIR
will reflect that groundwater variations, at the level of detail
discussed, are estimates only and may be immeasurable.

43-45 Alternative 2 would authorize expanding the POU to those lands
currently receiving CVP water. Therefore, no change to existing
conditions would occur. If groundwater levels are changing, they
would not change as a result of implementing Alternative 2.
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43-46 Implementation of Alternative 3 would have similar effects on
groundwater as the Proposed Project. Expanding the authorized
POU would not increase reliance on local groundwater supplies,
therefore would not result in significant impacts to the basin’s
groundwater system.

43-47 Comment noted. Trucking of replacement water is an expensive
alternative water supply available to land outside the POU.

43-48 Based on the revised POU boundary, Jones Valley is located
entirely within the POU and eliminated from further discussion in
the Final EIR.

43-49 The USFS Jones Valley Campground is not one of the 26 CVP
water contractors (currently 19 CVP water contractors) that would
be affected by the pending petition. The continued availability of
CVP water supplies to this federal facility is not known.
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43-50 Table 4-10 describes the expected economic changes to gross
farm income, net annual earnings, and employment that would
occur with implementation of each alternative. It provides a
complete analysis for the variables selected.

43-51 See response to Comment 43-37.

43-52 Comment noted. Table 4-10 will be revised in the Final EIR to
show no estimate was made for M&I water users, rather than
“None” as currently shown.

43-53 Comment noted. It is not known that replacement of CVP water
supplies to users in Shasta County would result in substantial
economic cost.

43-54 Comment noted. Based on the POU boundary as corrected in the
Final EIR, these three CVP water contractors are located entirely
within the POU and have been eliminated from further discussion
in the Final EIR.

43-55 The DEIR did not address the ability to pay for replacement water
supplies if CVP water delivery is terminated to lands outside the
POU. Such an impact is not considered an environmental impact
as defined by the CEQA Guidelines. While economic hardship
may occur, such an analysis is not required as part this
environmental document.

43-56 Section 5 of the DEIR identifies several methods to mitigate
impacts to biological resources that have been adversely affected
by delivery of CVP water to the encroachment areas. The
discussion also explains several existing programs which are
available to implement these methods. As discussed in this
section, a process will be developed by the Board and
Reclamation to assess the suitability of these methods for
offsetting impacts associated with delivering water outside the
POU. The mitigation of these impacts have not been deferred to
later project-specific times.
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43-57 In this particular case, even though the local land agency may not
take an action that invokes CEQA, the installation of a water
delivery system by the CVP water contractor may require a CEQA
analysis. The CVP water contractor may become the lead CEQA
agency if new CVP water distribution systems are constructed.
The delivery of CVP water to new users must also comply with
provisions of the CVP water service contract. These contracts
also assign obligations on the water contractor for delivering CVP
water supplies, which result in land use changes.

43-58 It is not the intent for Reclamation or the Board to review and
approve providing CVP water to each and every vacant residential
parcel on lands in the expansion area. It is envisioned that Board
environmental review of expansion land additions to the POU
could be achieved in several ways. The first way would be to
submit the local government’s land use plan and CEQA
documentation to the Board for review. Such plans may cover all
or parts of the particular expansion area. The Board would then
provide comments regarding the adequacy of mitigation for
environmental impacts being imposed on future projects. As a
second way, the local government could consult with the Board
during land use plan development of during preparation of CEQA
documents to ensure that the Board’s comments are incorporated
into the respective analyses. Neither of these approaches would
place an undue administrative burden on the Board, local
government or individual landowners. Any change in the POU
would require approval of a water right change petition.

43-59 Comment noted. Section 5 of the DEIR presents a Mitigation
Monitoring Plan to ensure that impacts are adequately mitigated.
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Responses to Comment Letter 44
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44-1 The text cited in this comment (page 1-3 of the DEIR) is a general
introduction to the document and is not intended to provide a
detailed description of the proposed project and alternatives being
addressed in the document. Section 2, found on pages 2-1
through 2-6 of the DEIR, presents a detailed description of the
proposed project and alternatives.
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44-2 This comment is not correct. The petition pending before the
Board was submitted in 1986 (See Appendix A of the DEIR),
many years prior to the passage of the CVPIA. There are no
components to the petition that reallocates water among the
various CVP water contractors or uses that rely on CVP water
supplies.

44-3 This comment only provides general and vague criticisms of the
DEIR and provides no substantive examples of deficiencies in the
document. As noted in the response to Comment 44-2, the
pending petition before the Board does not reallocate CVP water
supplies.

44-4 The DEIR addresses potential impacts of expanding the POU
from its existing location. It does not address future decisions by
individual CVP water contractors to redistribute waters within the
districts’ boundaries. Such distribution and management of water
within the water districts would be speculative at this time. The
individual CVP water contractors acquire the use of the CVP
water through contracts with Reclamation. Any contract disputes
are beyond the scope of this EIR.



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER44.DOC LTR44-6

44-5 The mitigation discussed in the DEIR does not rely on water
transfers as a means for mitigation.
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44-6 The DEIR address the consequences of implementing the
pending petition and alternatives. The petition requests three
specific changes be made to the existing water rights permits
addressing the operation of the CVP. The petition does not
request any reallocation of water among CVP water users.
Therefore, the request made in this comment is beyond the scope
of the DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 45
45-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas currently
recognized by Reclamation. Changes to this CVP contract service
boundary are not the subject of the pending petition or this DEIR.

45-2 See response to Comment 45-1.
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Responses to Comment Letter 46
46-1 Comment noted. Based on the corrected POU boundary, the City

of Shasta Lake is located entirely within the POU. The City of
Shasta Lake has been eliminated from further discussion in the
Final EIR.

46-2 Based on the corrected POU boundary, the City of Shasta Lake is
located entirely within the POU. The City of Shasta Lake has been
eliminated from further discussion in the Final EIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 47
47-1 Comment noted.  Based on the corrected POU boundary, the City

of Shasta Lake is located entirely within the POU. The City of
Shasta Lake has been eliminated from further discussion in the
Final EIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 48
48-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas currently
recognized by Reclamation.  Changes to this CVP contract
service boundary are not the subject of the pending petition or this
DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 49
49-1 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to

correspond to the CVP contract service areas currently
recognized by Reclamation.  Changes to this CVP contract
service boundary are not the subject of the pending petition or this
DEIR.
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Responses to Comment Letter 50
50-1 Comment noted.  No response required.
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Responses to Comment Letter 51
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51-1 The petition pending before the Board does not affect the volume
of CVP water delivered in accordance with water service contracts
with Reclamation. The use of non-CVP water sources on lands
outside the POU is not a subject of this petition or alternatives.

51-2 The petition pending before the Board would not impact non-CVP
water users. A watershed analysis of available water is not
needed to adequately discuss the impacts of the proposed project
and alternatives.

51-3 The petition pending before the Board will not alter the amount of
CVP water contract to individual water contractors. The petition
only requests that the POU be expanded to correspond to the
boundaries of the individual CVP water contractors that have or
could deliver CVP water to lands outside the POU.
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Responses to Comment Letter 52
52-1 Comment noted.  As noted in Table 3-21 of the DEIR, those lands

outside the Del Puerto Water District  that receive CVP water
supplies were originally supplied by other water sources.  CVP
water delivery to encroachment lands did not induce
environmental changes to this area.

52-2 This DEIR addresses the consequences of expanding the POU to
correspond to the CVP contract service areas currently
recognized by Reclamation.  Changes to this CVP contract
service boundary are not the subject of the pending petition or this
DEIR.



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER53.DOC LTR53-1

Responses to Comment Letter 53
53-1 This DEIR is not intended to address the impacts of past CVP

operations on areas in California, except those lands outside the
POU that have received or could receive CVP water.

53-2 Comment noted. The petition pending before the Board has no
relation to a decision to restore instream flows to the Trinity River.

53-3 No changes to the POU surrounding Trinity Lake are proposed as
part of the pending petition.  The petition only proposes to expand
the POU in locations where 26 water contractor service areas
extend beyond the existing POU boundary. (Note: Based on the
revised POU boundary, the pending petition only affects 19 CVP
water contractors with lands located outside the POU.)
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Responses to Comment Letter 54
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54-1 Further expansion of the POU to lands that do not currently
receive CVP water requires additional CEQA compliance at the
time specific projects are proposed to be developed on the
expansion lands. Therefore, the Board cannot take a final action
to approve expanding the POU until CEQA requirements for the
delivery has been completed.

54-2 Table 4-1 only addresses encroachment lands that have
historically received CVP water supplies. It does not address
expansion lands as noted in this comment.
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54-3 Habitats and land uses found in CVP water contractor service
areas outside the authorized POU were identified from several
sources including:  California Department of Water Resources
land use maps, discussions with water contractor representatives,
and on-site field observations of selected areas.

The precise location of the authorized POU boundary is subject to
questions because of the general methods originally used to place
it on maps.  Corrected GIS POU boundary maps have been
drawn according to specific rules and consistent methodology.
These revised maps are presented in the Final EIR.

Mitigation for encroachment land impacts will be achieved through
ongoing programs being undertaken by Reclamation and other
agencies.  With the participation of SWRCB staff in these
programs, Reclamation’s activities can be focused to specifically
address those environmental/habitat values affected by the
delivery of CVP to encroachment lands.

As noted in Section 5.2 of the DEIR, prior to the delivery of CVP
water to expansion lands, additional CEQA review will need to be
performed to assess potential site-specific impacts of water
delivery.  At that time, additional site-specific habitat and species
data can be developed or updated if needed to accurately
characterize environmental conditions.

54-4 The Board does not object to the USFWS participating with
Reclamation in the joint development of criteria for evaluating the
effectiveness of future restoration/mitigation needed to mitigate
encroachment land impacts, however as lead CEQA agency, it is
the Board’s responsibility to make the final determination
regarding the adequacy of measures to mitigate significant
impacts on the environment.

54-5 The type and extent of identified habitats on specific
encroachment lands; the estimated ability of these land to support
historic species populations; the proximity of specific lands to
other associated habitats; the ability of these lands to support
single or multiple target species; and, the uniqueness of specific
habitats in relation to other lands remaining in the Central Valley
are possible examples of methods for calculating habitat values.
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54-6 Comment noted.  With SWRCB staff participation in the
implementation of ongoing programs to mitigate and restore
habitats affected by the CVP, such mitigation can be directed to
focus on habitats historically located in encroachment lands.

54-7 As noted on page 3-148 of the DEIR, soils containing selenium
concentrations above the US-national median are found in the
west side of the San Joaquin Valley. The requirement to prepare
project-specific CEQA analyses addressing the delivery of CVP
water to expansion lands would provide for further opportunity to
address the consequences of delivering CVP water to lands of
concern within the Westlands Water.
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54-8 Impact of delivering CVP water to expansion lands will require
site-specific environmental impact analysis prior to approval by
the Board.  At such time, additional CEQA analysis evaluating
potential impacts of selenium transportation would be performed if
appropriate.

54-9 Comment noted.  Previous studies and plans, in addition to others
that may be completed in the future, can contribute to restoring
habitats to achieve desired goals and values.
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54-10 A list of some or all of other CEQA documents that have been
prepared by other local land management authorities will not
contribute to a better understanding of impacts associated with the
pending petition.  Therefore, preparing such a list is not  warranted.

54-11 A corrected POU map showing the changes associated with
approving the Agua Caliente petition will be presented in the Final
EIR.

54-12 Reference to frost protection and heat control as permitted uses is
noted as a footnote in Table 3-2.  No additional modification to this
table is needed.

54-13 Comment noted.  The DEIR addresses each of these habitats as
discrete habitat types in the discussion presented on page 3-18
through 3-20.  However, the tables addressing each CVP water
contractor combined associated habitats or those that could not be
precisely defined using the level of analysis employed for this
document.  These tables, however, do provide a reasonable estimate
of the habitats that are expected to have been present in the
encroachment areas as well as those found in the expansion lands.

54-14 Comment noted.  Section 5.1.2 of the DEIR states that SWRCB and
Reclamation staff will jointly develop criteria for estimating habitat
values that need to be restored or mitigated.  The process for
establishing this criteria, including assigning habitat value, will be
developed as part of this effort.

54-15 Comment noted.  The purpose of Table 3-7 is to summarize existing
land uses in each affected CVP water contractor service area.  As
shown in the case of the Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District, the
230 acres outside the POU are expansion lands.  In other words, they
currently do not receive CVP water supplies.  However, as shown,
they are in an agricultural land use.  Therefore, they must receive
water from sources other than the CVP.
On the other hand, as noted on page 3-35,Table 3-8 shows the
habitats that are currently or were historically found in the Anderson-
Cottonwood Irrigation District service area.  Because the 230 acres
have already been converted to an agricultural land use, with non-
CVP water sources, these habitat were historically found in this area.

54-16 The Final EIR will present a revised Colusa County Water District
map that illustrates the land uses.



SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SAC/137239/LETTER54.DOC LTR54-8

54-17 The EID service area associated with the CVP water service contract
that allows water to be delivered from Folsom Lake equals 23,578
acres.  The EID boundary encompasses a much larger area of which
a portion can be served from Folsom Lake and another portion from
Sly Park.  The Sly Park service area is addressed in another water
service contract that is not part of the pending petition.
The Final EIR will clarify that the EID water service contract
addressed in the pending petition only serves 23, 578 acres of the
larger EID boundary.

54-18 Comment noted.  The Final EIR will show the correct value of 18,495
acres on page 3-81.

54-19 Comment noted.  The Final EIR will correct the word “Approximately.”
54-20 Comment noted.  The Final EIR will designate Alternative 1 on this

page.
54-21 See response to Comment 55-13.
54-22 Comment noted.  The Final EIR will show the correct value of 21,678

acres on page 4-5.
54-23 The pending petition would not change the use of CVP water

delivered to each water contractor from that allowed under their
respective water service contract.  In addition, it would be speculative
to estimate the volume of water that could be applied to agricultural
uses and M&I uses in the expansion area because no specific
projects are currently proposed.
When CVP water delivery to the expansion areas are proposed,
additional site-specific CEQA assessment would need to address
potential changes to water deliveries that may alter river flows or CVP
reservoirs.

54-24 Comment noted.  The Final EIR will include the term “(expansion
lands)” on page 4-12.

54-25 Comment noted.  The Final EIR will change the term “agriculture” on
page 4-14.

54-26 Comment noted.  The statement on page 4-21 refers to specific
riparian habitat found in the Kanawha Water District, San Luis Water
District and Westlands Water District.  Because riparian habitat is
considered a special management habitat (i.e., wetlands), impacts to
this habitat type were specifically identified as significant regardless of
size.
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54-27 Because the expansion lands affected by the proposed project are
relatively small in extent, isolated from one another, and there is only
enough CVP water supplies to serve an estimated 21,678 acres of
expansion lands, the delivery of CVP water to these lands would not
jeopardize the long-term existence of regional populations or communities
of common wildlife species that may be found in those areas. Because of
the abundance and wide distribution of these common species, the limited
impact of expanding the POU would not result in alterations of habitat to
the extent that associated common species would be significantly affected.
This conclusion, however, does not apply to uncommon species including
those designated as threatened or endangered.

When future water delivery projects are proposed that would deliver CVP
water to expansion lands, additional CEQA review would be needed. If
determined that the future project could potentially impact endangered or
threatened species, as listed in Table D-2, the USFWS and/or the
California Department of Fish and Game would need to determine if the
future project would jeopardize such species.

54-28 See response to Comment 5-13.
54-29 Comment noted.  No response required.
54-30 Comment noted.  The Final EIR will remove the unneeded text from page

4-19.
54-31 Comment noted.  The proposed project would not change the volume of

wastewater generated from either point or non-point sources.  Future land
development that could potentially occur in the expansion areas would
need to be analyzed in accordance with CEQA prior to implementation.  At
that time, appropriate measures could be identified to mitigate future
increases in wastewater generation, if found to be needed.

54-32 Comment noted.  See response to Comment 55-2.
54-33 This section of the DEIR addresses cumulative effects associated with

implementing the proposed project and other past, current, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects.  In this regards, the statement referenced in
this comment refers to other past projects that have contributed, in a
cumulative manner, to impacts on the environment.

54-34 The term “Includes Lands Outside the Valley Floor” referenced on Figure
6-1, notes that the statistics used reflect county-wide total acreage.  In
several cases, the specific county boundaries include lands that extend to
higher elevations above the valley floor.  For instance, Fresno County
includes farms located in the Sierra Nevada Foothills that are included in
this total.
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54-34
(Cont.)

The purpose of this figure was not to compare the totals of CVP
irrigated land with lands receiving other water supplies.  The purpose
of this figure was to illustrate trend in irrigated acreage served by CVP
facilities and the trend of agricultural development served by other
sources.

While a comparison of converting agricultural lands to M&I land uses
would be interesting, such a conversion is not proposed as part of the
pending petition.  Therefore, such an analysis would not contribute to
understanding impacts associated with the pending petition.
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