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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Impacts on environmental resources at Lake 
Perris and Castaic Lake: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Analysis of historical 
operations data from 1996-
2004 

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

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

Analysis of historical 
operations data from 1996-
2004 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Terry L. Erlewine 
General Manager 

 
Attachments 
 
cc: SWC Member Agencies 
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FIGURE 2

CONCEPTUAL DEPICTION OF SWP DELIVERIES
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