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STATE OF CAUFORNIA — THE AESOURCES AGENCY - GRAY DAVIS, Gavemn
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1416 NINTH STREET, P.0. BOX 942836

A -000 :
féﬁ%?a%”:?é?gicf 34236-0001 November 26,.2002

X

Ms. Celeste Cant

Executive Director . ‘
State Water Resources Control Board
Post Office Box 200 )
Sacramento, California 95812-2000

Water Quejlity Standard at Contra Costa Canal Pumping Plant No. 1,

This letter is to inform you that the maximum daily chioride objective of
250 mg/! at the Contra Costa Canal Pumping Plant No. 1 per SWRCB Decision
1641 was exceeded on October 20, 21, and 22, 2002. These three days are in
addition to the four earlier days of exceedences relayed to you by our letter of
October 18. The subsequent exceedences occurred despite continuing .
improvements to Delta water quality in and around Rock Slough.

The exceedences of October 20, 21, and 22 were respectively at the values
252, 258, 253 mg/l. Water Quality at Pumping Plant No. 1 remained poor through
most of October despite continually improving conditions in Rock Siough and more
than adequate corresponding water quality in Old River. Correlated chlorides at
the mouth of Conira Costa Canal averaged between 170 and 160 mg/l. Please
see the enclosed graphs illustrating water quality data as electrical conductivity
and correlated chlorides.

The movement of water from Old River into Rock Slough is dependent on
tides, miscellaneous agricultural diversions in Rock Slough, and the pumping rate
at Contra Costa Water District's Pumping Plant No. 1 at the end of Contra Costa
Canal. The Department of Water Resources and Bureau of Reclamation can
neither control the time needed for fresher water to displace saltier water nor the
rate of degradation that seems prevalent in the immediate region. Therefore, we
do not believe any action by the Board is necessary. The Department and
Reclamation will continue to adjust State Water Project and Central Valley Project
operations as needed to assure adequate water quality exists in Old River to meet
the 250-mg/t chioride standard at Pumping Plant No. 1.

4«% 7/ ey Gl fﬂmﬁﬁﬁ (2262

Carl Torgefsen / Date Chester Bowling _/ Date
Chief Operations Manger

SWP Operations Contro| Office Central Valley Operations Office
Department of Water. Reésources Bureau of Reclamation

Enclosures

cc: (See attached list.)
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Mr. Richard Denton
Contra Costa Water District
Post Office Box H20
Concord, California 94524 .

Nick Wilcox

- State Water Resources Control Board
Post Office Box 200 S
Sacramento, California 85812-2000
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Q State Water Resources Contror 5oard

Division of Water Rights s
1001 I Strzet, 14” Floor » Sacramento, California 95814 » (916) 3415300 o
Winston H. Hickox Mailing Address: PO, Box 2000 » Sacramento, California » 95812-2000 Gray Davig
Secretary for FAX (916) 341-5400 » Weh Site Address: hitp:/iwsww,.waterrights.ca.gov Governor
Environmental
Protection

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to toke immediate action lo reduce energy capsumplion.
For a list of simple ways you ten reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at http:/iwmvw.swreb.ca.gov.

NOV 2 7 2007

Mr. Carl A. Torgersen, Chief Mr. Chester V. Bowling, Operations Manager
SWP Operations Control Office Central Valley Operations

Department of Water Resources Bureau of Reclamation

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300 3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821 Sacramento, CA 95821

M. Richard Denton

Contra Costa Water District

Concord, CA 94524

P.0. Box H20

Dear Messrs. Torgersen, Bowling and Denton:

EXCEEDANCES OF THE WATER QUALITY OBIECT IVE FOR CHLORIDE ATEENTRA
COSTA PUMPING #1 IN OCTOBER 2002 :

This letter responds to the joint letter from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) dated October 16, 2002, notifying Celeste Cantii, Executive
Director of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) that the daily maximum chloride
objective 0f 250 mg/l at the Contra Costa Pumping Plant #1 was exceeded on October 7, 12, 13
and 14, 2002. This letter also responds to the letter from the Contra Costa Water District
(CCWD) dated November 4, 2002, regarding the exceedances of the chloride objective. CCWD
also points out that the chloride objective was exceeded on October 20, 21 and 22, 2002.

The DWR and the USBR point out that they are now less able to comply with the chloride
objective at Pumping Plant #1 than in the past. They attribute this to changes in operation by
CCWD. CCWD currently diverts most of its water from Old River for the Los Vaqueros project,
whereas in the past CCWD’s main point of diversion was from Rock Slough at Pumping Plant #1
in the Contra Costa Canal.

CCWD acknowledges that low rates of diversion at Pumping Plant #1 exacerbate the problern.
Local seepage of salty groundwater can cause elevated chloride concentrations, pa.rtxcularly
when the Pumping Plant #1 diversion rate is low. When chloride-laden water stagnates in Rock
Sloughrand in the Canal, it can take several days to pumnp out the water and replace it with
fresher water from the Delta, thus increasing the number of days the objective is exceeded.
CCWD also believes that the chloride exceedances in October may have been related to
antecedent Delta outflow conditions.
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Mr. Carl A. Torgersen, etal. 2 WOV 27 2002

The SWRCB appreciates your notification of the exceedances and understands that the
exceedances are duetoa combination of factors, only some of which are under the control of the
DWR and the USBR. In the past there has been talk of moving the compliance point away from
Pumping Plant #1. To consider moving the compliance point or implementing CCWD’s
recommendations to change the Delta outflow objective and to adjust downward the chloride
objective to achieve a higher degree of protection for drinking water supplies, the SWRCB
would have to conduct formal proceedings. Such proceedings would include reviewing the
objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan (1995 Plan) under Water Code
section 13240, preparing draft revisions to the ohjectives, and conducting a hearing on the
proposed revisions. To apply any revised objectives to the DWR and the USBR, the SWRCB
then would have to amend the water right permits of the DWR and the USBR, which could
require a water right hearing. Water Code section 13240 requires periodic reviews of water
quality control plans, and accordingly, the SWRCB may soon commence a review of the 1995
Plan. Ifit does so, you will be notified and will have an opportunity to participate in the review.

With regard to the exceedances of the chloride objective in October of this year, it appears that
CCWD is not requesting any specific action at this time, Accordingly, the SWRCB will take no
further action. :

If you have questions, please contact Nick Wilcox, Chief of the Bay-Delta Unit at
(916) 341-5424, or Barbara Leidigh, Staff Counsel IV, at (916) 341-5150.

Sincerely,
for HaryM. SchueueW
Chief Deputy Director
cc:  Mr. Curtis Creel :
SWP Operations Control Office
Department of Water Resources

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821

Mr. Paul Fujitani

Central Valley Operations

Bureau of Reclamation

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821
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\(‘ State Water Resources Control Board

Executive Office

Winston H. Hickox 1001 I Street - Sacramento, Califomin 95814 » (916) 341-5615
Secrctary for Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 « Sacramento, Cslifornia - 95812-0100
Environmenal FAX (916) 341-5400 « Web Site Address: hitpsAvww.wawrrights.cagov
Protection

The energy challenge facing California is real. En very Californion needs to 1ake immediate action 1o reduce energy consunption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and eut your energy costs, sce our Web-site at htip:fivww.swreb.ca.gov.

In Reference Refer to:N'W-
JAN - 9 2003 A005626, AD0S5630

Mr. Carl A. Torgersen, Chief
SWE Qperations Control Office
Department of Water Resources
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821

Mr. Chester V. Bowling, Operations Manager
Centra] Valley Operations

Bureau of Reclamation

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821

Dear Messrs. Torgersen and Bowling:

EXCEEDANCES OF THE WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVE AT CONTRA COSTA
PUMPING #1 FOR OCTOBER 20 THROUGH OCTOBER 22, 2002.

This letter responds to the joint letter from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) dated November 26, 2002, notifying me that the daily maximum
chloride objective of 250 mg/l at the Contra Costa Pumping Plant #1 was exceeded on

October 20, 21 and 22, 2002.

You point out that the DWR and the USBR can neither control the time needed for fresher water
to displace saltier water in Rock Slough nor the rate of degradation that appears to be related to
local seepage in the immediate region. You also_point out that joint State Water Project and
Central Valley Project operations are adjusted to assure that adequate water quality exists in Old
River at the entrance to Rock Slough and that the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB}) should take no specific action at this time regarding the exceedances,

The SWRCB reached a similar conclusion in our November 27, 2002 ‘response to your
notification regarding the chloride exceedances that occurred throu ghout the month of October.
Relocation of the compliance point for the Contra Costa chloride objective away from Pumping
Plant #1 is an issue appropriate for triennial review of the 1995 Bay-Delta Water Quality Control
Plan. Water Code Section 13240 requires periodic reviews of water quality control plans and the
SWRCB may soon commence such a review.
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Mr. Car] A. Torgersen
Mr. Chester V. Bowling

B JAN - 9 2003

If you have questions, please contact Nick Wilcox, Chief of the Bay-Delta Unit at
(916) 341-5424, or Barbara Leidigh, Staff Counsel 1V, at (916) 341-5190.

Sincerely,

cleste Canti
Executive Director

[VoN

MTr. Richard Denton

Contra Costa Water District
P.0. Box H20

Concord, CA 94524

Mr. Curtis Creel

SWP Operations Control Office
Department of Water Resources
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821

Mr. Paul Fujitani

Central Valley Operations

Bureau of Reclamation

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95821
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SWRCB Workshop on Amendmg the 1995 WQCP
Comments on Topic 4
By
Department of Water Resources and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
January 10, 2005

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has requested
comments on issues described in the September 30, 2004 Staff Report “Periodic
Review of the 1895 Water Quality Conirol Plan for the San Francisco
Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary” to consider amending the 1995
Plan. The Department of Water Resources (DWR) and U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation submit these joint comments regarding Workshop Topic 4 on three
issues: chloride objectives, compliance location at Pumping Plant #1, and
potential new objectives. Our comments follow the specific issues as described
by the SWRCB in its Revised Notice of Public Workshop (Sept. 17, 2004).

A. 150 mg/l Chloride Objective

Should the SWRCB amend the value or description of the 150 mg/l Chloride
Objective in the Water Quality Objectives for Municipal and Industrial
Beneficial Uses (Table 1 of the 1995 Plan)? How shouid the value or
description be modified and what are the scientific and legal arguments in
support of and against such modifications?

Reclamation and DWR recommend that the SWRCB not change the 150
mg/l Chioride (150 Cl) objective for Municipal and Industrial (M&I) beneficial uses
found on Table 1 of the 1995 Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP), except with
respect to the compliance location under specified conditions as discussed below
in Section B. The objective requares that the maximum mean daily chloride level
be no more than 150 mg/| for a minimum number of days each calendar year,
varying between 155 to 240 days depending on the water year type. The
objective is measured at either Antioch Water Works or Contra Costa Canal
Pumping Plant #1 (PP#1). In Section B below, Reclamation and DWR
recommend adding an additional compliance station for the 150 Cl and 250 Cl
objectives to be located in Old River, at Holland Tract.

Reclamation and DWR agree with the SWRCB staff that the 150 Cl
objective provides ancillary protection for other M&l beneficial uses in the
absence of more specific objectives. The SWRCB may at some later time
determine that some other objective should be adopted in which case the 150 Cl
may not be appropriate. In addition, we do not recommend changing the time
period of measurement for achieving the objective from a calendar year to a
water year. This change was suggested with the expectation that it might reduce

! For purposes of this Workshop on Topic 4, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation is
representing the Department of Interior.
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SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

the water supply impact of complying with the objective. DWR and Reclamation
staff have reviewed historical data and determined that this change would not
result in any significant difference in availability of water for other beneficial uses
and therefore is unnecessary.

Discussion

~ In 1978 the SWRCB adopted the 150 mg/l Cl objective in its Bay-Deita
WQCP to protect industrial uses in the vicinity of Antioch. At that time
manufacturers producing salt sensitive paper diverted water directly offshore of
Antioch. .However, all the principal water users in the vicinity of Antioch have
alternate sources of water from the Contra Costa Canal and the SWRCB:
included both areas to measure the 150 mg/l Cl objective. CCWD supplied
higher quality water from the Conira Costa Canal to the paper manufacturers
when the industrial process required improved water quality: In the 1990's DWR
entered into settlement agreements with these users to compensate them for
increased costs of diverting water from the Canal.

.+ ‘Many changes have occurred in the Delta since the 1978 adoption of the.
150.Cl objective, including the closure of the paper production industries,
increases in required.Delta outflow, the commencement of Los Vaqueros
Reservoir operations, and commencement of the CALFED Bay Delta Program
projects and actions. Thus, the purpcse of continuing the 150 Cl objective is rips
for review. :

_: Inthe 1995 WQCP the SWRCB maintained the 150 C| objective to provide
“ancillary protection® for M&! uses related to drinking water needs. In 1991, the
SWRCB reviewed potential objectives to protect source water used:in drinking

water treatment operations from high levels of source water constituents, such as

‘bromides and organic carbons. Some of these constituents are considered

precursors fo frihalomethanes and other byproducts of water treatment
disinfection processes, and are considered to be carcinogenic. As discussed
below.in the Section C, the CALFED Bay-Delta Water Quality Program is
preparing a proposal regarding how to best implement water quality protection for

municipal:diversions from the Delta. The California Bay Delta Authority (CBDA)

ugimiﬁni's___t_e',rvs,f_kt»he CALFED program and after it has prepared a proposal, it could
present the information to the: SWRCB for consideration in a future review of the
Ba -Delta WQCP, if appropriate. Therefore, DWR and Reclamation believe it is

. reas -to maintain the 150 C objective for protection of these ancillary. -

I the CBDAdevelops a proposal for consideration by the SWRCB.

i -As tothe issue of changing the period for measuring the number:of days
of 150 Cl objective to.the water:year, October through September, DWR and
amation staff reviewed the historical seasonal GVP-SWP compliance with.
50.Cl.objective. Based on.this review, we found that water used to achieve

uired days of the objective was not significantly different during a water

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

year compared 1o a calendar year. In other words, we did not find any benefit to
changing the WQCP time period for this objective.

Therefore, DWR and Reclamation recommend that the SWRCB continue
to include the 150 mg/l Cl objective on Table 1 and continue to apply the time
period based on a calendar year. However, as discussed below in Section B, we
recommend that an additional compliance location for this objective be
established

B. Chlonde Ob:ecttve Compliance Location

»l;Shoul the SWRCB amend compliance location C-5 (CHCCCO06) in the
‘Water uahty Objectives for Municipal and industrial Beneficial' Uses
(Table 1.of the 1995 Plan)? This location is at the entrance to the Contra
_Costa: Canal at Pumping Plant #1. How should the location be medified and
}what are the. scientific and legal arguments in support of and agamst such

as Wi I as at four other municipal intakes in the Deita The 250 €I ob; :

“applies all. year and measured chloride is not to exceed the maximum meari daily

value of 25 ) mg/l. This objective is consistent with the Environmental Protection

's secondary maximum contaminant level for chloride and protects the -

dnnkmg water as 1o heaith and taste considerations. The 150 mgll Cl '
descnbed above in Section A

‘ DWR and Reclamation met with CCWD to discuss developmg an
'altematwe to. achxevmg the existing objectives of 250 and 150 Cl at PP#1 The
;agencxes have reached agreement on the basis of an alternative, i.e. using a
second comp iance location under specified conditions when chlorides measured
at PP#1 are not a reliable indicator of CVP/SWP. management of watér. quality in
Oid Rwerr;;near Rock Slough However, some details are not yet resolved such
as specifi c values to use at the new measurement location, Subject to.

. d;scu_ssno "‘s;mat take place during the SWRCB Workshop, DWRand .

Reclan aht:}:l r;:ay request the SWRCB allow the agencies to return io thas toplc in

orkshop

' other locations in the. Delta with the 250 mg/l Chloride objective are:
t the mouth of Clifton Court Forebay' Delta-Mendota Canal-at Tracy
t;. Barker Slough at North Bay Aqueduct Intake; and Cache. Slough
allejo Intake.

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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: SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Commentis

Slough area would include a water quality objective at a second compliance paint
when the 250 mg/l Cl and 150 mg/! Cl objectives at PP#1 are exceeded during
specified pumping rates at PP#1. The existing objectives would continue to
apply,: but if measurements of 250 and 150 Cl at PP#1 are exceeded, then the
second compliance location would be used to determine if the basis of the
exceedence was local water quality problems and not related to water quality
available in Old River. Ancillary to the recommendation to add a second station
as part of the objective, Table 4 of the WQCP that describes the Water Quality
Compliance and Baseline Monitoring stations would need revision to. include the

- -station. - Reclamation and DWR have been collecting data from a station in Old’

River at Holland Tract that could be considered by the SWRCB as appropriate for
this objective, depending on the outcome of these Workshops. o :

.. DWR'and Reclamation believe change to the WQCF is necessary
because water quality objectives are to provide reasonable protection.of - -
beneficial uses. DWR and Reclamation, when required to implement the -

‘ ghts, cannot reasonably achieve this objective

ctioris can and should be taken to meet that objective. To she
ions, the agencies recommend the SWRCB update the waQe

rﬁ -of-implementation with respect to CBDA agricultural drainage projécts

-in'the Rock:Slough and Gontra Costal Canal area that will be implemented in the

near future and will improve local water quality conditions in the area.
Discussion . -

. ind 998 the Executive Director of the SWRCB sent a letter to DWR and
USER noting the concern of DWR and USBR regarding degradation of water

quality in Rock Slough and:their suggestion to move the compliance location of -

the-250.Cl and 150 Cl objective from PP#1 to Old.River, an area more

‘inform

controllable by the State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley Project (CVP)

+{Attachment 1, Letter from Walt Petit to Larry Gage and Lowell Ploss, January
-27,1998)

The Executive Director indicated that this issue could be raised at the
view.of the Bay-Delta water quality objectives or as an issue during the -
ta-water rights hearing. DWR anid Reclamation have for manyyears -
ned the SWRCB of their concem with the chloride objectives measured at
PP#1 because of their responsibility for meeting the objectives as a-dondition of

“their water rights.

:As noted in the 1998 letter, DWR and Reclamation have found that:SWP

operations cannot reasonably control salinity and/or chlorides.in' Rock .
rdingly, they.have had significant difficulty at times in ac ieving the
ve.at PP #1. Part of the difficulty occurs because of the:physSical.: .

4
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SWRCB Warkshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

structure of Rock Slough, which is essentially a dead-end slough with poor
circulation. Although a-tide gate is located in approximately the middle of Rock
Slough, at Sand Mound Slough, unless PP#1 is operated by CCWD at a rate

- sufficient to pull water through the slough, tidal circulation is not effective in
significantly moving water to clear accumulated poor water quality,

“The existing water quality monitoring site for the 260 and 150 chioride
objectives is located within the Contra Costa Canal Just downstream of PP#1and
about 4 miles from the canal intake at one end of Rock Slough (See ™ . Lo

:Attachments 2'and 3, Maps showing Delta and Rock Slough). Rock Slough is

_-about 3 miles long and connects at its other end to Old River. Consequently,
‘between the chloride monitoring station at PP#1 and Old River there are about
seven miles of canal and slough that are subject to seepage and local drainage
that:degrade water quality and are out of the control of the Projects.. Old Riverin
the vicinity of Holland Tract is a location where the Projects can reasonably -
eon ater quality. ' s

o VF and SWP operations® cannot control salinity within Rock Slough
. un ain conditions related to diversion rates at PP#1. Factors affecting
Rock Slough and the relationship; of salinity in Rock Slough; ‘Old.
hanges in pumping rate at PP#1 arediscussed below, - -

: Reclamatlo 1:and DWR have prepared graphs of data that support the conclusion
that the operations at PP#1 since Los Vaqueros became operational have.
-exacerbated DVWR and Reclamation’s inability to control water quality in-Rock

Slough and at PP#1.
e.1997, CCWD began diverting water from its then new Lios - -
eros Reservoir Intake Facility on Old River. Since then GG\ has -
significantly changed its diversion practices and seasonal operation at

1. With the addition of CCWD's Old River diversion facility;significant
Pi#1.diversion rates occur only seasonally and under specific conditions.
- (DWR and Reclamations consider a significant diversion rate as gréater
.than 70 cfs.) PP.#1 is generally used to meet CCWD diversion needs
‘when good water qualityin the interior. Delta:can be put into Los Vaqueros -
storage.. When water quality in the Delta has seasonally degraded,
.COWD's operations generally favor the better quality water atthe Old
diversion facility. Thus, the CCWD operations used to attairi Los
eros water quality goals since 1998 result in PP #1 diversion rates
re much lower.than occurred before the Los Vaqueros Project. This
nge in.operationsgreatly affects water circulation pattems in'the Roeck

‘Slough-vicinity. -

1 SWP operations that are used to control Delta water quality.
clude reservoir storage releases, changes in Delta pumping;and
e Delta Cross Channel gates. . ST

5
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,compliance location in Table 1 of the WQCP to protect M&! uses in the viin
Rock:Slough as this would result in an objective that could more reaso bly
Jprot .

SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

Attachment 4, is a graph showing EC at Old River (Bacon island)
compared to EC at PP#1 before and after Los Vagqueros began operating
and the change in pumping rate at PP#1. After November 19897, when
PP#1 pumping rate is significantly reduced, the EC measurements
.between Oid River and PP#1 diverge. Attachment 5 shows a graph
depicting changes in PP#1 during the period October 1997 through April
1998 when Los Vaqueros intake diverts water and PP#1 diversions are

E - significantly reduced, and chioride levels measured at PP# 1 rise,

ocal drainage facilities and land practices can introduce land based salts,
ther than ocean based salts, into Rock Slough and channels draining
to.-Rock Slough. CCWD, through the California Bay Delta Authority
*.(CBDA) CALFED Program, is actively addressing local drainage problems
- to reduce effects in Rock siough. CBDA is funding the project, which is
being implemented in 2005 and will redirect local agricultural drainage
~=away from Rock Slough. Attachment 6 demonstrates the apparent effect
:...of precipitation on EG values measured at 4 locations in the Rock Slough
. vicinity; with increased EC measured near the Veal Tract drain during

' Decermiber 2002.

. ;Luéé[lénd based salts seep into the unlined Contra

Costa Ca_i:'l_at;upv_str,e';am

of the' PP#1 compliance location affecting Chioride measurements at’
.PP#1. CCWD, through CBDA, has proposed a project to reduce seepage
. .into the Canal. o

i :.-::gspﬁjg'ié"nﬂy high to pull water through the Siough

- Attachment 7 graphs the difference in Electrical Conductivity (EC)
.+ -between Old River and PP#1 (the vertical axis) as a function of the
© . :pumping rate at PP#1 (the horizontal axis). The graph demonstrates that
. «when the pumping rate at PP#1 is significantly reduced, the “difference”
stween EC in Old River and P#1 increases, In other words; when PP#1
ions are significantly low, water quality in Old River does not:
nce water quality at the PP#1 compliance location,

‘Reclamation and DWR propose that the SWRCB adopt a secondary
nity. of

hese beneficial uses. Also, recognizing that local issues affect'water

6
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SWRCB Waorkshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

quality. in.Rock Slough DWR and Reclamation.recommend that the SWRCB
affirm support, in the WQCP Program of Implementation, of the continuing efforts
by CBDA to remedy the Introduction of land based salts in Rock S(ough drainage
channe!s by improving facilities or relocating drainage facilities.

, DWR -and Reclamation have discussed with CCWD a second way to
achxeve the 250 and 150 chloride objectives at PP#1. Although some details
remam'to be resolved, the following proposed amendment to the WQCP ‘would
ic disagreement regarding thie uncontroliable factors that can cause

ives to increase as measured at PP #1. The proposed
_ amendment could be inserted as a footnote to the 250 and 150 Cl objectives in
"~Table 1."The objectives-at PP#1 would continue to be effective but the 'second
‘way o achieve compliance when 250 Ci or 150 Cl were exceeded would be to.
.measure comnpliance at a'new compliance location in Old River, near Rock
 Slough’and Holland Tract.* The new location would only be used when the
pumping ra .at PP#1 is less than a 3-day average of 70 cfs.

proposed amendment could read as follows:

‘Foofnote 4.  If measurement at PP#1 | is.greater than 250 mg/| Chloride -
when:the pumping rate at PP #1 is less than a 3-day average of 70; cfs;
then the 3-day running average electrical conductivity as measured in Old
Rivef, near RockSlough-and Holland Tract, on a daily basis- ‘must be -
equal fo or iess than 1.00 mSicm, and these conditions must exist on the
a ‘prior to the exceedence of 250 mg/| Chioride at PP#1. The .
rement in Old River is only used when the pumping rate at PP#1is
an-a 3-day average. of 70 cfs,

:[n the abo eiclrcumstance even with a low pumping rate at PP#1, tfthe""aiue of

=4, / 'Old River is exceeded, it is likely that ocean salt contribu o.the

L iex ce: :within Rock Slough. However, if pumping at PP#1 is less than 70"
cfsa e measurement at Holland Tract is less than 1.00 mS/cm, a

ment of greater than 250 Cl at PP#1 indicates a local problem most:

by lack-of circulation in Rock Slough and local drainage. Achzevmg
the o e at PP#1 under the second circumstance is beyond the reasonabie

nirol of- o;ect operations by DWR and Reclamatlon :

n t0 the second way to achieve the 250 C| objective, DWR: and
on ropose a-second way to achieve the 150 Cl objecnve usmg the

Reclamataon currently operate: a monitoring station near. thus
torically Reclamation and DWR use monitoring at Holland:Tract in
‘point of operational control to achieve the chloride -obje
uch of the salinity data used to develop the graphs al
ents were.collected at this station. -

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

same method of altemate compliance location in Old River measur_e& at 'Hqﬁand-

Tract. "The proposed amendment would read:

*Footnote 5. if measurement at PP#1 is greater than 150 mg/l Chioride
-when the pumping rate at PP #1 is less than a 3-day average of 70 cfs,
sthen the 3-day running average electrical. conductivity as measured.in Oid
‘-River, near Rock Slough and Holland Tract, on a daily basis: mustbe - -
-‘equal to or less than 0.7 mS/cm, and these.conditions must exist-on the 3

- days prior to the-exceedence of 150 mg/l Chioride at PP#1.” The::
! g‘as‘:urement in Old River is only used when the pumping rate at PP#1.is
s than a 3-day average of 70 cfs.

As explained above, exceedence of 150 mg/l Chloride at PP#1 when ‘
pumping is less than 70 ¢fs and OId River at Holland Tract measures less than
- 0:7:mS/cm, then an increase of chiorides,at PP#1s a local problem most fikely
sed by lack of circulation in-Rock Slough and local drainage. R

ion of the second location to.measure the chioride objfe{_" iy

! ctives. at
ovide an‘equivalent protection’of'M&I beneficial uses in-thi area

1, comipared to EC at.Holland Tract in Old River. This: line"
that avajue,p_f 1.0 mS/em in Old Riveris about the same a:

L 8 shows a.regression line through data points of measured :

inage in Rock Slough. Some of the data points are above the '
ine because it is a line representing averages of the data'to establish

ng line." If local drainage effects are reduced, the data probably would
the line. In addition, operators of the CVP and SWP we tually
‘EC in the Old River. at lower levels:than required as: §

the objectives; i.e. resuiting in an-EC value closertoan..:’
el of about 230 Clinstead of 250'Cl. Attachment 9 shows data
measured Values after Los Vaqueros operations began.” The graph

ristrates . how the‘reduced pumping rates at PP#1 changes the regression -
line slope;

;affecting the relationship of EC and Cl. - '
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SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

Tha addmon of a second compliance location for the PP#1 objective would
enable: DWR and Reclamation to more directly manage the CVP and SWP to
achieve the objectives through reservoir release and export management ..
changes. This would eliminate the need of CCWD or Reclamation and DWR to
‘send letters to the SWRCB when local conditions degrade water quality and
resultin increased chlorides, as has been occurring fairly regularly since CCWD
began.operating the Los Vaqueros Reservoir. The effect of a second Jocation
should not result in changes in Delta water quality conditions but would better
water quality objective that provides reasonable protection of the
eneficial uses. From an operational perspective, revising the, objective
_ a second location will enable the SWP, CVP and Los Vaqueros
Reservo F‘ro;ects to be- opera’ted more effectively.

Hawever,vas mentioned previously, CCWD and DWR and Reclamation have
-not. yet reached agreement on the specific values that would apply at the new
‘ compl!ance logation in Oid-River. Although DWR and Reclamation believe:their
upports their values proposed above, the agencies are willing to -
sussing the issue with CCWD during the next few weeks: to come to
e-agencies might then be able to propose a mutuaily agreeable
e SWRCB, _

.Should the;SWRCB adopt new water quality. objectives for the. Municipal
.and.’ dustrial Beneficial Uses (Table 1 of the 1985 Plan) for constituents
s bromides and total-organic carbons or other precursors of .

ctio g-products? What are the scientific and legal arguments in
( against the adoption of such ob;echves"

L e CALFED ROD Water Quality Program adopts a general, target of
‘conti ly nmprovmg Delta water quality for ail: es by developing.

' ving either bromidé and-total organi carbon (TOC) values
of public health. protection (ELPH)'using a combination
(CALFED ROD p. 65). The. CALFED ROD identifi
for bromide:and total organic carbon. with the understa

ly be. achseved without substantial changes.
ce facdmes and operations. The California Bay-Del
oinmittee (BDPAC) Dnnkmg Water Subcommittee and oth'

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
Reclamation and DWR Joint Comments

stakeholders determined that due to the complex geographical distribution of
utilities receiving Delta water, one set of standards would not provide equitable
protection for all. Therefore, CBDA developed the following approach:;

- “The CALFED Program Is committed to achieving continuous . .
“improvement in the quality of the waters of the Bay-Delta system with the
. goal-of minimizing ecological, drinking water and other water quality.
- - problems. CALFED Agencies' target for providing safe, reliable,and -
‘affordable drinking water in a cost-effective way, is to achieve either: (a) -
.average concentrations-at Clifton Court Forebay and other southern and
ntral Delta drinking water intakes of 50 ug/L bromide and 3.0 mg/L total
anic carbon, or (b) an equivalent leve! of public health protection using
st-effective combination of alternative source waters, sourge control*
4nd freatment technologles. Work Is progressing on all of the. Record.of .
~Decision commitments with.emphasis on sourcs water improvement and
© ‘treatment technologies,” - Lo

5’.(.From: the-Drinking Water Quality Program, Multi-Year Program

Plan (Years:5 - 8) (July 2004) (Implementing Agencies: State.
Water Resources Control Board, Regional Water Quality Control
Boards, Department of Health Services, United States '

Environmental Protection Agency)).

-Because itis infeasible to use outflow-in the Delta to achieve the. ROD
and: TOC targets, a reasonable focus to achieve the CALFED goal'to
water quality is through development of the ELPH alternative. -
ing Water'and Conveyance Programs are evaluating the feasibility
jects to reduce bromide and carbon concentrations in water.
the central and south Delta as part of the ELPH, ‘

nd Reclamation support the CBDA approach that is investigating
eve the ELPH through projects or facilities as well as advances in
lant technology. DWR and Reclamation believe it is appropriate to
formation to the SWRCB on the work being done to develop;the ELPH
it is premature for the SWRCB to take.any action regardin his .
BDA Drinking Water-Program is-in‘the process of defining the
/-and until this culminates as a final proposal, the pratection of
ses in the area could continue. through application of the 150 mg/l
objective. As discussed above in Section A, Reclamation and DWR
 SWRCB staff that the 150 mg/l Cl objective at the Co
rovides ancillary protection of municipal beneficial us
ained.” Therefore, the SWRCB need not address this is

urposes of adopting new water quality objectives for M&I iises at this

10
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Cal/EPA

Stats Water
Resources :
;. Control Board

_ Division of
Water Rights

: \.ia’ling Address:
PO chZOGO
ESmmrnmm CA
95812:2000

901 P Street
Sacramento, CA
98318

15186) 657-0446

[ FAX (916) 6571485 | (C

Attachment 1 5D,
,.%

S L»a 3

Pete \Vilscm
Governor

JAN 27 1998

- Dej mment of Water Resources

Chief, SWP Operations Control Office
3100 El Camino Ave., Suite 300
Sacrmento CA 93821

M. Lowel 1 F.Ploss

U S Bureau of Reclamation

tions Mana.qcr

Valley Pro;ect Operm:xons

%MUNICIPAL AND WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVE FOR CONTRA COSTA CANAL

'PUMPING PLANT #1

‘ op tions thexr new Old Rwer mtake You express concemn that: CC\\‘D has not

ded momtonng data from Pumpmg Plant #1i ina nmelv manner smce fmid-

} pmr work about 100 feet upstream of CCC Pumpmo PlantL_
thehigh values 10 be an anomaly related to the repairs, and not.an ndlcauon of
ipliance with the objecnve '

ission u 10 preserve and enhance the yueiny af Culjorn:
ensure their proper allocgrion and efficient us:, o the deszhi ul ooy
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pe -
'J[‘ k27 1533

3
1)

Messrs. Gage and Ploss -

In;your memo, you also raise a general concemn regarding the chloride objective at CCC
Pimping Plant #1. You point out that Rock Slough is a dead end slough susceptible to
degradation from local sources. In the past, when CCWD used the Rock Slough intake as
heisole point of diversion, the effects of additional sources of chlorides along the slough
were minimized. With CCWD wemporarily moving their diversion point to Old River, as
allowed under their Los Vaqueros water rights, stegnant conditions in Rock Slou0h could
develop »whlch might result ina vwlatmn of the standard. You suggest that movm.. g the

5 'i_YOL‘l have raised this issue before the SWRCB in past Bay/Delta heanngs This
ould be razscd in coxmecnon with the SWRCB's next triennial rewew of Bay/Delta

cc . Mr Gfeg Gartrell

Robert G. Potter
epartment of Warter Resources
16 Sth Swreet
ramento, CA 9__58 14

RN
e QJ Recyeled Paper. Cur mission 15 to preserve and enhance the queiirv of Californic’s warer reswiz
o ensure their.proper allocation and efficient use for the benetit of oresent ond i

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
3-106 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement


sacramento
Rectangle

sacramento
Rectangle

sacramento
Rectangle

sacramento
Rectangle

sacramento
Rectangle

sacramento
Rectangle

Sacramento
Text Box
                                                                            Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
3-106                                           Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement



Attachment 2
DWR/Reclamation Comment
SWRCB Workshop Top:c 4

Map of. Deita and Location of Old River, Rock Slough, Contra Costa Canal, and
Momtonng Complxance Location at Station Number C5 at PP#1.
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.Attachment 3
DWR/Reclamation Comment
) SWRCB Workshop Topic 4
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- Attachment 4
DWR/Reclamation. Comment
SWRCB Workshop Topit 4

Companson of EC in Old River and at PP#1 before and after Los Vaqueros Reservonr
Project began operations and change in pumping rate at PP#1.

L Historic Information -
Lo Elecﬁcal Conductivity al Oid Rlver'Bam Island and CCWD' PP No. 1 VS. Pumping a1 PP No, 1
1390 - 2004

v, | e Los Vaqueres Operation ~-f?ugmmopm
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Attachment 5
DWR/Reclamation Comment
SWRCB Workshop Topic 4

Compgri_:s'bq'iof changes when Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project cperations;begén with
PP#1 pumping rates and Chloride measurements at PP#1. o

CC Pumping (cfs}

: O Los Vaquaros Pumping {cfs) .~
PP#1Chioride (mgh) . PIRER) -
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Attachment 6

DWR/Reclamation Comment
SWRCB Wo_,rls_shop TQplC 4

Dxfference in EC between Old River and PP#1 compared to the pumping rate at PP#1

from Juni 1978 toJune 2002.

Pump sxta fcta] 0t Pumping Flan 01

Flgurs 1.7 .
DIFFERENCE IN ELECTRICAL CONDUCTIVITY .
BETWEEN OLD RIVER AND PP o
AS A FUNCTION OF THE PUMP RATE AT PP1 (5

CALFED ROCK SLOUGH CRAINAGE HANAG.MENT PBDJECT

R SN
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AttaChment 7
DWR/RecIamat:on Comment
SWRCB WorkshOp Topic 4

Monltonng results of measuring EC in Rock Slough area showing increase m EC near
the Vea Tract Drain after increased precipitation in December 2002. ce

. Comparison of Daily-Averaged (15-Minute) Specific
.Conductance Data for Four Sites within Rock Siough Area
(12/1/02 - 12/31/02) .

©. —#=RY (pleny)

: - wB=Veals Droln (uSlem) i
~B-DAB (uS/im) i
—¥- 13 {(pSkem)

Prec!pltatioﬁ (in)

i

12/16/02 |

- Date

Momtonng Stanon Locanons

toring site in Rock Slough near connection to Old River.

= momtonng site in Rock Slougb near Veale drain,

nitoring site’ in Rock Slough near Delta Road Bridge.
bnng site i, Indxan Slough near Rock Slough
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, . ‘Attachment 8
DWR/Reclamation.Comment
SWRCB Workshop Topic 4

Statistical analysis showing relationship of Oid River.at Holland Tract EG.and PP#1

Chloride values obtained during 1983 to 1997, prior to Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project

operations. -

Pre Los Vaqueros Project
Genersl Water Quality Relationships

2 ¥

) Rocksuuphcmondu(m‘gn) -

M 40 S0 B0 T B0 w0 0. 00 1200
Haland Tract EC {m3cm) - ) :

. [$ 1993w 1897 == Lineer 1653 1 1657)
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3-114

Statxstlcal ana ySIS showing relationship of Old River.at Holland Tract EC'a
Chlonde values obtained during: 1998 to 2003 after Los Vaqueros Pro;ect egan

Aﬁachment 9
DWR/Reclamatlon Comment

ct began operations.

Pre and PostLos Vaqueraes Project
General Water Quality Relationships

. _' gO
1 ,_:R’;U.BEM

00

S

30 0. S &0 70 a0 w0 o
Holland Tract EC (mSlem)

= 1998107003 o 1993101807 —Linesr (193510 2003) mmmLiveer (190313 1057], ",
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3 Comments and Individual Responses

Diepenbrock Harrison

A Professional Corporation

Jon D. Rubin, Attorney for the San Luis Delta-Mendota Authority
and Westlands Water District

August 22, 2006

The Draft EIR/EIS provides sufficient information to allow the
public to adequately comment and allow CCWD and Reclamation
to make an informed decision on the project. Furthermore, the
analyses show that the project would not have significant adverse
impacts to water resources, including water quality, water supply,
and water levels. Additional information related to specific
comments from SLDMA and WWD is provided in the following
responses as well.

The Draft EIR/EIS discloses all impacts appropriately and meets
requisite CEQA and NEPA requirements. Additional information
related to specific comments from SLDMA and WWD is provided
in the following responses as well.

The Draft EIR/EIS provides necessary and adequate analysis of all
required impact areas under CEQA and NEPA. All impacts are
disclosed as required and based on substantial evidence. Additional
information addressing the commenters’ concerns about water
quality and water supply issues is provided in responses to
Comments SLDMA&WWD-4 through -6, -8, and -9, as well as in
Master Responses 3, “Rock Slough Water Quality Standards and
Compliance,” and 5, “Cumulative Analysis.”

Information on Rock Slough water quality is provided in Master
Response 3, “Rock Slough Water Quality Standards and
Compliance.” Additionally, this comment suggested that
statements in the Draft EIR/EIS regarding reduced use of the Rock
Slough Intake are inconsistent with statements made by CCWD to
SWRCB during the periodic review of the 1995 Bay-Delta Water
Quality Control Plan, in which CCWD staff explained that
diversions from Rock Slough are anticipated to increase in the
future due to increases in CCWD water demand. CCWD’s
statements and the Draft EIR/EIS are both accurate and consistent.
Rock Slough diversions are projected to increase in the future from
present levels in response to increasing CCWD demand, but
operation of the Alternative Intake Project would reduce this
increase. This can be seen in Table 3-2, which provides the
anticipated average diversion amounts under each circumstance.

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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Table 3-2
Annual Average CCWD Rock Slough Diversions With and Without
Proposed Action Under Existing and Future Conditions

Base Case Proposed Action
[TAF] [TAF]
Existing Conditions 23.3 16.6
Future Conditions 37.8 23.9
Change in use of Rock Slough
from existing to future +14.5 +7.3
conditions

Source: Operations Modeling for Alternative Intake Project Draft EIR/EIS

As shown in Table 3-2, the Alternative Intake Project would keep
Rock Slough use in the future about the same level as it is
currently.

These results are consistent with previous statements made by
CCWD and Reclamation as part of the periodic review of the 1995
Water Quality Control Plan. CCWD has not stated that reduced
pumping at the Rock Slough Intake “likely results in exceedances”
of water quality objectives.

The CCWD statement quoted in this comment is truncated in a
manner that eliminates relevant information pertaining to the
history of exceedances in the past and ignores the fact that CVP
and SWP reoperation has not been required due to reduced CCWD
diversions at Rock Slough. The entire paragraph of the statement
as submitted to SWRCB by CCWD is as follows:

During periods of low diversions at Pumping Plant #1, local
seepage and drainage into Rock Slough and the Contra Costa
Canal intake channel can sometimes degrade water quality
between Old River and CCWD Pumping Plant #1. Under such
conditions, the ability of the State Water Project (SWP) and
Central Valley Project (CVP) to fully control water quality at
Pumping Plant #1 is limited. When exceedances of the M&I
objective at this location have occurred in the past, CCWD,
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) have each reported
to the Water Board that exceedances of the 250 mg/L M&lI
objective are not attributable to the actions of the SWP and
CVP because water quality in Old River was otherwise
sufficient to meet the objective. Without exception, the Water
Board has concurred, and has not levied fines or other
enforcement actions in response to the M&I exceedances
linked to low diversions at Pumping Plant #1. Examples of this

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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SLDMA&WWD-5

SLDMA&WWD-6
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correspondence are included as Attachment B. (CCWD letter
to SWRCB dated February 14, 2005)

This issue regarding the effects of reduced pumping in Rock
Slough is discussed in more detail below and in Master Response
3, “Rock Slough Water Quality Standards and Compliance,” where
it is shown that the Alternative Intake Project would not affect the
ability of the CVP and SWP to meet water quality standards.

The comment does not necessarily raise an environmental issue,
but a response is provided. CCWD’s position has been and remains
that Delta projects need to go forward in a balanced way that
provides for continuous improvement in Delta drinking water
quality. That is, projects that improve water supply or provide
ecosystem benefits should go forward, but they must be balanced
by and support projects that improve water quality, consistent with
the CALFED ROD. This is evidenced by CCWD’s support for the
Delta Improvements Package (including projects that may degrade
water quality but that are balanced by projects that would improve
water quality, such as the Alternative Intake Project) and it is
consistent with comments CCWD has made on other Delta
projects. The criteria used in the Alternative Intake Project Draft
EIR/EIS to assess water quality effects are consistent with the
criteria CCWD has applied to other projects it has reviewed. The
Alternative Intake Project would not have any significant water
quality impacts on other Delta users and it would provide
significant drinking water quality benefits to CCWD customers.

See also Master Response 5, “Cumulative Analysis.”

See Master Response 3, “Rock Slough Water Quality Standards
and Compliance.”

See response to SLDMA&WWD-4 and Master Response 3, “Rock
Slough Water Quality Standards and Compliance,” where detailed
information is provided on water quality and the ability of the CVP
and SWP to meet water quality objectives. The comment states
that the Draft EIR/EIS analysis shows that the Alternative Intake
Project “will likely result in exceedances of water quality
objectives.” This is mistaken; the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS
shows that the Alternative Intake Project would not affect the
ability of the CVP and SWP to meet water quality objectives and
that no changes will be required of the SWP and CVP in order to
meet these objectives. There are no significant impacts in this
regard, and no mitigation is required.

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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As explained in the other responses, there would be no impact to
the CVP or its contractors from the Alternative Intake Project that
would require mitigation. CCWD and Reclamation would like to
clarify and/or correct some of the information provided in the
comment. CCWD, Reclamation, and DWR began discussions
about revising the Rock Slough water quality compliance location
during the periodic review of the 1995 Water Quality Control Plan
in fall 2004. Discussions continued over the course of several
months, but no agreement was reached on the technical aspects of
the proposal. Discussions between CCWD, Reclamation, and
DWR may resume as part of the periodic review process; however,
it appears that such an agreement will not be necessary in light of
the water quality improvement projects being implemented by
CCWD in Rock Slough. These projects are effectively removing
the sources of degradation that are at issue and are addressing the
problem directly and in a way that benefits all parties (CCWD,
Reclamation, DWR, and the water project contractors).

See also Master Response 3, “Rock Slough Water Quality
Standards and Compliance,” for a complete discussion of the
effects of reduced pumping in Rock Slough on water quality,
including the steps that CCWD has taken to eliminate the sources
of water quality degradation and this issue.

CCWD and Reclamation carefully evaluated the potential for
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to water supplies of other
CVP users as a result of Alternative Intake Project operations and
concluded that the Alternative Intake Project would not
significantly affect the water supplies of CVVP water users, or any
other Delta water users. In all but one of the eight critically dry
periods, CVP storage actually increased, indicating that the
Alternative Intake Project would provide a potential benefit. The
analysis shows that the project would not adversely affect water
supplies or operations of the CVP and its contractors.

Further, CCWD’s practical experience with operating the Los
Vaqueros Project has indicated that operational modeling tends to
underestimate the storage benefits created during actual operations.
This adds further support to the conclusions of the Alternative
Intake Project Draft EIR/EIS analysis.

In asserting that the Alternative Intake Project would negatively
affect the CVP, the commenters have also failed to establish a link
between the modeled changes in storage at Shasta Reservoir and an
environmental effect. Fluctuations in storage at Shasta Reservoir or
other CVP reservoirs do not translate directly to reduced deliveries

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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to water users. For example, data highlighted by the commenters
show end of September storage; it is unlikely that these small
levels would translate into changed water allocations that are made
the following spring after winter rain and snowfall are included.

The Alternative Intake Project would use CCWD’s existing water
supplies, including supply from its CVP contract and supplies
under the Los Vaqueros Reservoir and Mallard Slough water
rights. The Alternative Intake Project would not substantially
change CCWD’s average annual Delta diversions, but would
slightly shift the timing of some diversions because of differences
in Los Vaqueros Reservoir operations.

CCWD and Reclamation used a conservative analysis to determine
whether or not these shifts in timing of diversions could result in
significant negative impacts on CVP deliveries. The analysis was
conservative in several respects, including the assumption that any
increased CCWD diversions during balanced conditions were
provided exclusively from Shasta Reservoir; in reality, any actual
storage changes would likely be spread over several reservoirs
(Shasta, Oroville, and San Luis Reservoirs with the portion
differing each year depending on operational decisions). Because
the changes in reservoir storage associated with the Alternative
Intake Project would in reality be spread over several reservoirs,
they are less likely to result in CVP operational changes than if all
the changes occurred at Shasta Reservoir. By aggregating them
into one reservoir, this assumption provided an easy way to discern
any potential impacts.

To analyze the shifts in CCWD operations caused by the
Alternative Intake Project, CCWD and Reclamation utilized
computer simulations combined with Reclamation’s experience in
operating the CVP and CCWD’s experience in operating its
facilities. Computer simulation is an important tool in evaluating
the potential effects of changes in operations within the overall
Delta system. It is not a perfect tool, however, and cannot perfectly
represent real world conditions and real world operations. As such,
some analysis and interpretation is required to understand how
modeled changes translate to actual physical impacts.

The comments correctly note that in the existing case modeling
runs for the Proposed Action, there are 41 out of 73 years that
show reductions in Shasta Reservoir storage. There are 19 years in
which there is no change in storage and 13 years in which there is
an increase in Shasta Reservoir storage. However, changes in
storage at Shasta Reservoir or other CVP reservoirs do not

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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translate directly to reduced deliveries to CVVP water users. For
example, in many of the 73 years, flood control releases are made
from Shasta Reservoir in winter to meet maximum storage
limitations and minor changes in storage during the preceding
summer and fall have no effect on the following year’s CVP
deliveries. As such, when evaluating the modeling results for the
Alternative Intake Project, CCWD and Reclamation focused their
evaluation not solely on modeled changes in Shasta Reservoir
storage, but on whether those changes would likely affect
deliveries to water users.

Effects on the CVP could be most significant over the course of
several consecutive dry or critical years. Of the four major dry
periods in the modeling simulation, existing conditions simulation
results show a decrease in accumulated Shasta Reservoir storage at
the end of one of the periods (1924-1926), an increase at the end of
one period (1987-1992), and two dry periods where the
accumulated end-of-period storage was essentially unchanged.
Under future conditions, the Proposed Action shows an increase in
accumulated storage at the end-of-each period by an average of 14
TAF. This is not unexpected, because while the Alternative Intake
Project would allow CCWD to shift some of its pumping to the fall
by providing access to better water quality at its intakes, it would
also enable CCWD to maintain more storage in Los VVaqueros
Reservoir that it can draw upon during prolonged dry periods,
taking less CVP water from the Delta.

After thorough analysis, CCWD and Reclamation determined the
modeled changes in Shasta Reservoir storage (both increases and
decreases) are of a magnitude that is too small to affect deliveries
to other water users.

In citing the amount of evaporation that occurs from Shasta
Reservoir each year, CCWD and Reclamation were not attempting
to discount the effects of evaporation or of the Alternative Intake
Project. Rather, the quantities of evaporation give a sense of the
scale of fluctuations in the CVP system — be they in storage,
outflow, or contractor demands — with which CVP operators
routinely contend.

Summary

The modeling results suggest that the Alternative Intake Project
could result in both decreases and increases in Shasta Reservoir
storage. However, these changes are very small relative to the total
size of the reservoir (10-40 TAF compared to 4,552 TAF), overall
CVP deliveries, and model precision. Changes of this magnitude

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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are not large enough to change CVP operations or contractor
allocations and deliveries. This is especially true given the fact
that, as explained earlier, these very minor changes would likely be
spread to multiple reservoirs and would be undetectable. These
changes are well within the operational buffer of flows and storage
in which the CVP is operated and are unlikely to translate into any
physical impacts on existing or future contract deliveries. Given
the modeling results and CCWD’s and Reclamation’s analysis of
operational considerations, the impacts of the Alternative Intake
Project on CVP contractors would be less than significant.

Additional Analysis

In the analysis for the Draft EIR/EIS, annual changes in Shasta
Reservoir storage were summed cumulatively for each year during
periods when Shasta Reservoir was below flood control release
levels, based on the assumption that small storage changes could
accumulate and carry over from year to year until the reservoir is
spilled for flood control. The cumulative changes were then
examined in the years when Shasta Reservoir storage was at or
below 1.9 MAF at the end of September in the base case. CCWD
and Reclamation identified the 1.9 MAF storage level at the end of
September as an important indicator level for reservoir storage.
This is because storage at this time of year is related to the CVP’s
ability to maintain Sacramento River water temperature for winter-
run Chinook salmon, as specified by one of the biological opinions
that affects CVP operations. Evaluating changes in storage at these
storage levels assessed how project alternatives could affect water
supply during periods when Shasta Reservoir and CVP supplies
are most vulnerable to changes in the system.

The comments question the use of 1.9 MAF in the project analysis.
CCWD and Reclamation used the 1.9 MAF as an indicator of
when changes on the order of magnitude of those caused by the
Alternative Intake Project would be most likely to affect project
deliveries. If the analysis is repeated looking at any changes to
storage in Shasta Reservoir, the conclusions would be the same.
CCWD and Reclamation believe these changes are too small to
affect CVVP operations or deliveries. This analysis is summarized in
Table 3-3.

Contra Costa Water District Alternative Intake Project
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Table 3-3
Comparison of Simulated Changes in Shasta Reservoir
End-of-Year Storages*
Existing Existing .
Storage Change, Condtons - Conaitons ST TS
g g Alternatives 1 & 2 Alternative 3 o
No change 19 (0 TAF) 18 (0 TAF) 18 (0 TAF)
Reduction 41 (-13 TAF) 40 (-13 TAF) 41 (-12 TAF)
Increase 13 (+12 TAF) 15 (+11 TAF) 14 (+11 TAF)
Overall 73(-5 TAF) 73(-5 TAF) 73(-5 TAF)
* Number of years out of 73 simulation years and average magnitude of change

SLDMA&WWD-10 Reclamation and CCWD have provided adequate analysis of the
commenter’s concerns in the Draft EIR/EIS, as well as providing
the additional information in response to SLDMA&WWD-1

through -10, above.
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MWD
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
Executive Office

June 26, 2006

Ms. Erika Kegel

Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-730
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Ms. Kegel:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report for the Alternative Intake Project (SCH #2005012101)

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has received a copy of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Altemative
Intake Project (AIP). The AIP proposes construction and operation of a new drinking water intake for
Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) in the central Delta and several alternatives. The basic project
purpose is to protect and improve the quality of water delivered to CCWD’s untreated- and treated-
water customers. Key objectives of the AIP purpose are as follows: 1) Improve delivered water
quality, especially during drought periods; 2) Protect and improve health and/or aesthetic benefits to
consumers; 3) Improve operational flexibility; and 4) Protect delivered water quality during
emergencies. The proposed project includes a new, 250 cubic foot per second (cfs) screened water
intake and pump station located along the lower third of Victoria Canal on Victoria Island in the
central Delta where water quality is typically better than at CCWD’s existing intakes. A buried
pipeline would extend 12,000-14,000 feet from the new intake across Victoria Island and beneath Old
River and tie into CCWD’s existing Old River conveyance system on Byron Tract. The proposed
project would involve adding a new point of diversion to certain existing water rights held by CCWD
and by Reclamation. '

Metropolitan is a cooperative of 26 cities and water agencies charged with providing a reliable supply
of high quality drinking water to 18 million people in six counties. Metropolitan imports water from
the Colorado River and Northern California to supplement local supplies, and helps its members to
develop increased water conservation, recycling, storage and other water-management programs.
Metropolitan depends on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta for its water supply via the State Water
Project (SWP), and it is directly and substantially affected by source water. »

Metropolitan is providing comment on this Draft EIS/EIR as a potentially affected public agency.
Comments are organized under five headings.

AIP Would Transfer Salt to Downstream Users
The AIP would enable CCWD to select between alternative water sources and leave the saltier water MWD-1
for downstream users. However, the SWP (including Metropolitan) and the Central Valley Project

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 - Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 80054-0153 + Telephone (213) 217-6000
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Ms. Erika Kegel
Page 2
June 26, 2006

(CVP) are downstream much of the time. When CCWD withdraws superior quality water upstream, it
results in significant water quality impacts to downstream users. ,

In Impact 4.2-c, CCWD asserts, “Modeling results show that water quality changes caused by the
Proposed Action would be too small to adversely affect Delta diversions or other beneficial uses.
Therefore, this indirect impact would be less than significant.” Metropohtan disagrees with CCWD’s
less than significant determination based on Metropolitan’s analysis, using a 71-year-long Fisher Delta
Model, which shows that as currently proposed, the AIP would remove salt from CCWD's water
supply but would add 7,500 tons of salt per year to Metropolitan's water supply. ‘Greater amounts of
salt in the water interfere with water recycling, groundwater recharge, and the ablhty to comply with
wastewater discharge permits; cause industrial users to incur extra treatment costs for cooling towers,
boilers, and manufacturing processes; cause laundry detergents to work less effectively; cause
plumbing fixtures and home appliances to wear out faster; and cause drinking water to have an
undesirable taste, resulting in increased buying of bottled water or home treatment devices. In
addition, this added salt costs Metropolitan ratepayers $3.3 million per year. (Reference: Metropolitan
and US Bureau of Reclamation, Salinity Management Study, June 1999.) The EIS/EIR must evaluate
the full environmental impacts of transferring salt from one user to another and propose appropriate
miti gatlon to minimize those impacts. As an example, CCWD could schedule AIP operationsto -
minimize impacts to Metropolitan. ,

AIP Operations Would Negatively Impact SWP & CVP Project Operations
In Impact 4.2-b, CCWD asserts, “The modeling analysis shows that there would be no significant

changes in water quality at Jersey Point, Rock Slough, and other key Delta stations that would result in
the violation of water quality standards or require significant changes to the CVP/SWP operations to
avoid water quality violations at those stations. Therefore, this direct impact would be less than
significant.” With the AIP, CCWD proposes less pumping from its Rock Slough intake. Less
pumping would reduce water circulation in Rock Slough, and result in more stagnation and poorer -
water quality at this water quality compliance station, making it more difficult for the SWP and CVP to
meet water quality objectives including D-1641. CCWD must address impacts on the SWP and CVP
operatxons in the AIP EIS/EIR and provide appropriate mitigation, such as lending its support to
removing or moving the compliance station from Rock Slough. :

AIP Analysis is Segmented ,
The Draft EIS/EIR improperly segments, or “piecemeals” the environmental analysis. The rule against

segmentation is designed to ensure that an agency thoroughly considers the environmental impacts of
the entire project before granting its approval, so that environmental considerations are not submerged
by segmenting a large project into smaller incremental projects, with fewer negative impacts.

The Draft EIS/EIR violates the rule against segmentation by limiting the environmental analysis to AIP

export pumping of 320 cfs, and by failing to evaluate further reasonably foreseeable increases up to
1,750 cfs, which is the pumping capacity identified in Los Vaqueros Expansion Investigation (Table
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Ms. Erika Kegel
Page 3
June 26, 2006

ES-2). The Draft EIS/EIR segments the AIP into pieces, by analyzing only the 320:cfs diversion, and
by not evaluating the impacts of the ultimate increase to 1,750 cfs.- Because the Draft EIS/EIR '
analyzes only the first phase of increased pumping at the AIP, and not the whole of the action, it‘does
not fully analyze the environmental impacts of the entire project.

Cumulative Impacts Are Not Adequately Addressed :
The AIP EIR/EIS asserts on page 4.2-52 the followmg "Based upon the available mformatmn inthe.
Planning Report and studies completed to date, it does not appear that the Los Vaqueros Reservoir
Expansion Project and the Proposed Action would result in significant cumulative effects on Delta:
water supplies, quality, or levels." Metropolitan disagrees with this statement. Only after CCWD
defines the combined operation of the AIP and Los Vaqueros Expansion Project will it be possible to
technically determine their impact on the SWP and CVP operations. - The AIP EIS/EIR needs to
adequately address this issue in the impacts analysis. '

Mitigation Measures Are Available To Reduce Downstream Impacts
The AIP should only proceed as part of a balanced Delta Improvements Package (DIP) thatalso

improves drinking water quality. Balanced implementation of water supply, water quality, ecosystem,
and levee improvements is the cornerstone of the CALFED effort. The AIP will improve water quality
for CCWD at the expense of water quality for others, including Metropolitan. The DIP providesa
mechanism to ensure that the AIP goes forward as part of a package that provides necessary water =
quality improvements. Since CCWD participates in CALFED and supports the DIP and the concepts
behind it, CCWD should propose the AIP only as a part of the complete DIP.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
receiving the Final EIS/EIR on this project. If we can be of further assistance; please contact:me at

(213) 217-6242.
Very truly yours,

"
fo/Laura J. Simonek
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

LIM/lim
(Public Folders/EPU/Letters/19-JUN-06A.doc —Erika Kegel)
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3 Comments and Individual Responses

Letter Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
MWD Laura J. Simonek, Manager
Response June 26, 2006

MWD-1 See Master Response 1, “Delta Water Quality Analysis.”
MWD-2 See Master Response 1, “Delta Water Quality Analysis.”

MWD-3 See Master Response 3, “Rock Slough Water Quality Standards and

Compliance.”

MWD-4 See Master Response 4, “Los Vaqueros Reservoir Expansion Project
Analysis.”

MWD-5 See Master Response 4, “Los Vaqueros Reservoir Expansion Project
Analysis.”

MWD-6 See Master Response 6, “Project Relationship to CALFED Goals, Delta
Improvements Package, and Future Delta Water Quality.”
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