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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT (EIR/EIS)

On June 8, 2001, the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) distributed to public agencies and the general public for review
and comment a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS) for the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP or proposed action) under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The SVWP is proposed to halt seawater intrusion into the Salinas Valley groundwater basin, and
to help hydrologically balance the basin. Seawater intrusion has resulted in the loss of use of a
large part of the groundwater in the northern Salinas Valley. The proposed action includes the
following components: 1) modification of the spillway at Nacimiento Dam; 2) reoperation of the
Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs to store a higher volume of water in the wet season and
allow greater releases of water from the Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs during the
irrigation season; 3) increased recharge of the groundwater basin through the higher irrigation
season releases of water from the Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs; 4) the construction
and use of a seasonal diversion structure to move water from the Salinas River during the
irrigation season for delivery to agricultural users through an existing pipeline system known as
the "Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project," or CSIP, system; 5) reduction in groundwater
pumping in the CSIP area; and 6) a potential expanded distribution system for diverted Salinas
River water in the future if monitoring indicates that seawater intrusion has not been halted.
In accordance with §15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines and 40 C.F.R. 1503 (NEPA), a 45+day review period was provided on the Draft EIR/EIS. During the review period, written
comments were received from 163 commenters. In addition, a public hearing was held at
MCWRA's offices in the City of Salinas on August 1, 2001, during which oral comments were
received on the Draft EIRIEIS from 11 commenters.
1.2

ORGANIZATION OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

All comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, and the responses thereto, are presented in this document.
Chapter 2 contains all the written and oral comments on the Draft EIRIEIS, and presents
responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comments. All comment letters and
comments by speakers at the public hearing are labeled to correspond with an index table (Table
2-1) in Chapter 2. Each individual comment is assigned a number followed bya dash and
another number (e.g. "1-1") that corresponds to the response following the comment. The
focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues
raised in the comments.
Section 2.2 consists of "Master Responses," which address comments raised by several
commenters. The topics addressed in Section 2.2 represent many of the key issues of concern to
the Monterey and San Luis Obispo County communities.
In some instances, responses to comments may warrant modification of the text of the Draft
EIR/EIS. In those cases, information that is to be deleted generally is shown in strikeout
Salinas Valley Water Project
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(strikeout) and additions are shown in bold (bold). Text changes resulting from comments and
their accompanying responses have been incorporated into the original Draft EIRIEIS text, as
indicated in the responses. These text changes can be found in Chapter 3.0 of the Final
EIRIEIS, "Changes to the Draft EIRIEIS."
The entire EIRIEIS for the SVWP consists of two volumes, the first of which has already been
made available for public review: 1) the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement, and 2) this document, Responses to Comments. Together, the two volumes
constitute the Final EIRIEIS.

Salinas Valley Water Project
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2.0

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT EIRIEIS

2.1

LISTOFCOMMENTERS

A total of 163 comment letters were received on the Draft ElRiEIS during the public comment
period, and a total of 11 individuals provided oral comments on the project during the August 1
public hearing. A list of commenters on the Draft ElRiEIS, along with the subject of each
comment, is found in Table 2.1-1. Each letter and comment has a number-number designation
assigned for cross-referencing pmposes. This list represents all written and oral comments
received during the comment period. The verbatim comment letters, and responses to
environmental comments raised in those letters, are presented in Section 2.2. The complete
verbatim transcript of the public hearing, and responses to environmental comments raised, are
also contained in Section 2.2.
Table 2.1-1
SALINAS VALLEYWATERPROJECf - LIST OF CoMMENTERS
LETTER/
HEARING

1

2

PAGE
NO.

2-75

2-78

CoMMENTER

DATE

CoMMENT
NUMBER

CoMMENT TOPIC(S)

8/8/01

1-1

8/17/01

1-2

7/31/01
United States Department of the
Interior, Office of Environmental Policy
and Compliance
Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional
Environmental Officer

2-1

Terrestrial Biology,
Fish Biology

2-2
2-3
2-4

Terrestrial Biology
Terrestrial Biology

2-5
2-6

Terrestrial Biology
Terrestrial Biology

2-7

Terrestrial Biology

2-8
2-9

Terrestrial Biology

2-10

Terrestrial Biology

2-11

Fish Biology

2-12

Hydrology and Flooding

2-13

Geology, Soils and
Seismicity

2-14

Geology, Soils and
Seismicity

2-15

Geology, Soils and
Seismicity

Governor's Office of Planning and
Research, State Oearinghouse

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-1

No comment / Misc.
(environmental review
process)
Misc. Qate comments)

Terrestrial Biology

Terrestrial Biology
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PAGE

No.

2-95

COMMENTER

DATE

US. Environmental Protection Agency 8/17/01
Region IX
Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, Federal Activities
Office

COMMENT
NUMBER

2-16
2-17
2-18
3-1

3-2

8/27/01

3-4
3-5
3-6
3-7
3-8
3-9
3-10
3-11
3-12
4-1

Misc. (DEIS/DEIR rating,
environmental concerns)
Project Alternatives;
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
Fish Biology
Terrestrial Biology
Fish Biology
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Recreation
Growth-Inducing impacts
Misc. (energy resources)
Misc. (project support)

9/6/013

4-2
4-3
5-1

Water Quality, Fish Biology
Fish Biology
Fish Biology

5-2

Proposed Action; Fish
Biology
Fish Biology
Fish Biology
Fish Biology
Fish Biology
Fish Biology
Fish Biology

3-3

4

2-110 US. Department of Commerce

COMMENT TOPlc(S)
Fish Biology; Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (project support)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Ocean Service
WilliamJ. Douros, Superintendent

5

2-113 US. Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine
Fisheries Service
PatrickJ. Rutten, Northern California
Supervisor, Protected Resource Division

5-3
5-4
5-5
5-6
5-7
5-8
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LETTER/
HEARING
6

PAGE

No.
COMMENTER
2-120 State of California, Department of
Health Services
Steve Setoodeh, Monterey District
Engineer, Drinking Water Field
Operations Branch

DATE
7/11/01

COMMENT
NUMBER
COMMENT TOPlc(S)
Water Quality and Public
6-1
Health

6-2
6-3
6-4
6-5
6-6
6-7

6-8
6-9
6-10
6-11
7

2-125 State of California, Department of
Conservation, Division of Land
Resource Protection
Eric Vink, Assistant Director

8/7/01

7-1

7-2
7-3
8

9

2-129 State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights
Edward C Anton, Chief

2-132 California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Central Coast Region
Robert W. Briggs, Executive Officer

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-3

Water Quality and Public
Health
Misc. (definition of urban
customers)
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health; Gunulative Impacts
Water Quality and Public
Health; Misc. (definition of
project area)
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health
Misc. (public notification)
Water Quality and Public
Health
Land Use and Planning
(agricultural resources)

Land Use and Planning
(agricultural resources)
Land Use and Planning
(agricultural resources)
Hydrology and Flooding;
Project Alternatives

8/28/01

8-1

8/30/01

8-2
8-3
8-4
9-1

Misc. (project monitoring)
Misc. (pennit requirements)
Fish Biology
Project Alternatives

9-2
9-3

Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
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PAGE

HEARING

NO.

COMMENTER

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER

9-4
9-5

2-138

San Luis Obispo O:mnty, Department of 4/5/00
12/15/98
Planning and Building

11

2-159

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District
Janet Brennan, Supervising Planner,
Planning and Air Monitoring Division

6/22/01

Proposed Action;
Hydrology and Flooding
Geology, Soils and
Seismicity

9-6
9-7

Proposed Action
Misc. (required permits)

9-8

Misc. (required permits)
Misc. (TMDLs)
Proposed Action

9-9
9-10
10

COMMENT TOPlc(S)

--

Misc. (NOP comments and
1998 EIR comments)

11-1

Air Quality

11-2
11-3
11-4
11-5
11-6
11-7

Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality

12-1

Misc. (document
distribution, review time)

12

2-163

6/28/01
Nacimiento Regional Water
Management Advisory Committee
Norman E. Flowers, Secretary/Treasurer

13

2-167

San Luis Obispo County, Board of
Supervisors

7/2/01

13-1

Misc. (request for public
hearing)

14

2-170

County of Monterey Health Department
Walter Wong, Director, Environmental
Health Division

7/8/01

14-1

Water Quality and Public
Health

15

2-173

Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments (AMBAG)
Nicolas Papadakis, Executive Director

7/12/01

15-1

No comment (forwarded
member agency comments
already considered)

16

2-176

San Luis Obispo County
Department of Public Works
Christine Ferrara, PE, Utilities Division
Manager

7/26/01

16-1

No comment

17

2-178

Monterey Regional Waste Management
District
J. David Meyers, General Manager

7/30/01

17-1

No comment

18

2-180

Monterey Peninsula Water Management
District
Emesto A Avila, General Manager

8/7/01

18-1

No comment
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PAGE

No.
CoMMENTER
DATE
2-182 San Luis Obispo County, Department of 8/7/01
Public Works
Ouistine Ferrara, PE, Uilities Division
Manager

CoMMENT
NUMBER
CoMMENT TOPIC(S)
19-1
Hydrology and Flooding

19-2
19-3
19-4
19-5
19-6
19-7
19-8
19-9
19-10
19-11
19-12
19-13
19-14
19-15
19-16
19-17
19-18
19-19
19-20
19-21
19-22
19-23
19-24
19-25
20

2-206 San Luis Obispo County, Board of
Supervisors
Khatchik H "Katcho" Achadjian,
CJJ.airperson

8/21/01

20-1

20-2
20-3
20-4
20-5
20-6
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2-5

Hydrology and Flooding;
Visual Resources
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding;
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (planning horizon
assumptions)
Hydrology and Flooding
Land Use and Planning
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (impact fonnat)
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding;
Visual Resources
Hydrology and Flooding;
Visual Resources
Misc. (encroachment pennit
requirements)

Proposed Action
Proposed Action
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
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No.

CoMMENTER

DATE

CoMMENT
NUMBER
20-7
20-8
20-9
20-10
20-11
20-12
20-13
20-14
20-15
20-16
20-17
20-18
20-19
20-20
20-21
20-22
20-23
20-24
20-25
20-26
20-27
20-28
20-29
20-30
20-31
20-32
20-33
20-34
20-35

20-36
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CoMMENT TOPlc(S)
Water Quality and Public
Health
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Recreation
Misc. (water conservation
measures)
Misc. (public notification of
traffic closures)
Traffic and Orculation
Traffic and Orculation
Traffic and Orculation
Traffic and Orculation
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Misc. (economic analyses)
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives; Misc.
(impacts to Fort Ord area)
Hydrology and Flooding;
Recreation
Water Quality and Public
Health
Land Use and Planning,
Ounulative Impacts
Misc. (appropriate CEQA
lead agencyJ
Land Use and Planning
Misc. (recirculation of
EIRIEIS)
Misc. (water recycling,
future impacts)
Misc. (urban conservation)
Land Use and Planning
Misc. (property values);
Proposed Action;
Recreation
Land Use and Planning,
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LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
No.

COMMENTER

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER
20-37
20-38
20-39
20-40

21

2-249

Monterey County Parks
John J. Pinio, Director of Parks

8/22/01

21-1
21-2
21-3
21-4
21-5

22

2-252

Heritage Ranch Community Services
District
Kit Carter, District Manager

8/24/01

22-1

22-2
22-3
23

2-254

Marina Coast Water District
8/27/01
Michael D. Armstrong, General Manager

23-1
23-2

23-3
23-4
23-5
23-6
23-7
23-8
23-9
23-10
23-11
23-12
23-13
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COMMENT TOPIc(S)
Gunulative Impacts
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (impacts to SLO
Qmnty reservoirs)
Misc. (impacts to Fort Ord
area)
No comment (suggestions
on wording of comments to
be provided by County?
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Recreation
Fish Biology
Hydrology and Flooding;
Proposed Action
Misc. (economic impacts)

Misc. (impacts to Lake
Nacimiento)
Proposed Action
Project Objectives (Ft. Ord
area)
Hydrology and Flooding;
Misc. (impacts to Ft. Ord
area)
Hydrology and Flooding
Proposed Action
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding;
Proposed Action
Project Objectives;
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Objectives;
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding;
Project Objectives
Proposed Action
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (MCWD allocation)
Project Description; Project
Objectives
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PAGE
No.
2-263

COMMENTER
Nacimiento Regional Water
Management Advisory Conunittee
VIa
WSP Environmental North America
Edward L. Quevedo, Esq.

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER

8/28/01

24-1

24-2
24-3

24-4

24-5
24-6
24-7
24-8
24-9
24-10
24-11
24-12
24-13
25

2-272

Monterey Regional Water Pollution
Control Agency
Robert S. Jaques, Director of
Engineering Planning and Technology

8/28/01

25-1

25-2
25-3
25-4
25-5
25-6
25-7
25-8
25-9
25-10
25-11
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COMMENT TOPIc(S)
Misc. (environmental /
economic impacts to Lake
Nacimiento and SLO
CountyJ
Project Alternatives
Misc. Qack of mitigation
program of conservation,
metering, and pricing)
Public Services (Effects
Found Not to be
Significant)
Utilities (Effects Found Not
to be Significant)
Misc. (MCWRA historical
management)
Visual Resources
Recreation
Terrestrial / Fish Biology
Terrestrial / Fish Biology
Terrestrial / Fish Biology
Water Quality and Public
Health
Misc. (inadequacy of EIR)
Misc. (project support)

Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health
Hydrology and Flooding
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health
Hydrology and Flooding
Water Quality and Public
Health
Proposed Action
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PAGE
No.

COMMENTER

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER
25-12
25-13
25-14
25-15
25-16
25-17
25-18
25-19
25-20
25-21

25-22
25-23
25-24
26
27

28

Oty of Paso Robles
Frank R Mecham, Mayor
2-283 Oty of Soleded
Peter Sevcik, P.E., Oty Manager/Public
Works Director
2-285 Otyof Salinas
Community Development Department
Ben Berto, Senior Planner
2-281

7/31/01

26-1

7/31/01

27-1

Water Quality and Public
Health

8/7/01

28-1

Water Quality and Public
Health

28-2

Water Quality and Public
Health
Land Use and Planning
Misc. (project support)

28-3
29

2-287

Otyof Salinas
Public Works Department
John K. Fair, P.E., Public Works
Director/Oty Engineer

8/23/01

29-1

29-2
29-3
29-4

29-5
29-6
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COMMENT TOPIC(S)
Water Quality and Public
Health
Proposed Action
Hydrology and Flooding
Proposed Action
Hydrology and Flooding
Proposed Action
Proposed Action
Water Quality and Public
Health
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding;
Water Quality and Public
Health
Hydrology and Flooding
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health
No comment

Misc. (effect on city
infrastructure)
Misc. (effect on city
infrastructure)
Misc. (agriculture
commitment to limit
pumping)
Misc. (economic analyses)
Misc. (nitrate issues)
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PAGE

No.

COMMENTER

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER
29-7
29-8
29-9
29-10

29-11
29-12
29-13
29-14
29-15
29-16
29-17
29-18
29-19
29-20

29-21
30

2-297

Frank McKee

6/13/01

30-1
30-2
30-3
30-4

31

2-300

William J. Boyle
Margarethe J. Boyle

6/20/01

31-1
31-2
31-3
31-4
31-5

32

2-302

Phil Nerdrum
Sue Nerdrum

7/5/01

32-1
32-2

33

2-304

Dale Robinson

7/13/01

33-1
33-2
33-3
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COMMENT TOPIc(S)
Proposed Action
Proposed Action
Water Quality and Public
Health
Population and Housing /
Public Services (Effects
Found Not to be
Significant)
Misc. (overview)
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Proposed Action;
Hydrology and Flooding
Growth-Inducing Impacts
No comment
Misc. (project funding)
Proposed Action
Water Quality and Public
Health
Misc. (agriculture
commitment to limit
pumping)
No comment
Misc. (property values,
building options)
Traffic and Grculation
Misc. (emergency service)
Misc. (public involvement /
notification)
Misc. (public notification)
Misc. (project support)
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (SLO allocation)
Land Use and Planning
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (public hearing
location)
Terrestrial Biology
Terrestrial Biology
Air Quality
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HEARING

PAGE
No.

34

2-306

CoMMENTER

36

Dan Corea
Mary Lu Corea
2-308 Thomas Piteo
2-311 dluck Brooner

37

2-313

35

Peter Goldbrunner

DATE

CoMMENT
NUMBER
33-4

7/20/01

34-1

7/20/01

35-1

7/23/01

36-1
36-2

7/23/01

37-1
37-2

38

2-315 Jack Ward
Virginia Ward

7/23/01

38-1
38-2
38-3
38-4

39
40
41

ktonani (ktonani@prodigy.net)
2-319 Ray Green
2-321 Ann Rode
2-317

7/23/01

39-1

7/23/01

40-1

7/23/01

41-1
41-2
41-3
41-4
41-5
41-6
41-7
41-8
41-9
41-10
41-11
41-12

42

2-339 Jim Eyraud
Betty Eyraud

7/26/01

42-1
42-2
42-3
42-4

43
44

Mr. And Mrs. Rudolph Alena
2-344 Richard Maynard
Marilyn Maynard

2-341

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-11

7/16/01

43-1

7/28/01

44-1

CoMMENT TOPIC(S)
Recreation; Misc. (public
safety)
Misc. (personal property
damage)
Misc. (property values)
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Misc. (dam safety /
reliabilitJ?
Misc. (request for summary
document)
Misc. (request for project
schedule)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Fish Biology
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (economic analysis)
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (farming historJ?
Misc. (agricultural practices)
Misc. (agricultural practices)
Proposed Action
Hydrology and Flooding
Proposed Action
Misc. (case studies);
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
Project Alternatives
Project Alternatives; Misc.
(water use)
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (state license for Lake
Nacimiento)
Growth-Inducing Irnpacts
Proposed Action
Proposed Action
Misc. (slip fees, lake level)
Proposed Action
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45

PAGE
No.
2-346

COMMENTER
Roberta Lindsay

DATE
7/30/01

COMMENT
NUMBER
45-1

46

2-348

TerryW. Chavis

7/30/01

46-1

LETTER/
HEARING

46-2
46-3
46-4
47

7/30/01

2-350 James F. Shook, Jr.

47-1
47-2
47-3
47-4
47-5
47-6
47-7
47-8
47-9

48

2-354

George Marcum
Mary Marcum

7/30/01

48-1
48-2
48-3
48-4
48-5
48-6

49

2-356

Alex Seaman
Louise Seaman

7/30/01

49-1
49-2
49-3
49-4

50

2-359

Leslie McOoud

7/30/01

50-1
50-2
50-3

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-12

COMMENT TOPlc(S)
Visual Resources;
Recreation; Misc. (property
values)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives
Proposed Action
Misc. (public mistrust)
Misc. (CEQAreview
process)
Fire protection (Effects
Found not to be Significant)
Hydrology and Flooding
Proposed Action
Recreation; Misc. (new
hydrologic modeling)
Misc. (project timing /
implementation)
Misc. (property damage,
compensation)
Misc. (property values,
compensation)
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Misc. (property values)
Recreation
Fish Biology, Terrestrial
Biology
Proposed Action
Misc. (dock fees)
Misc. (public
representation)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (project alternative
feasibilit:0
Misc. (decision-making
process)
Recreation
Misc. (public notification)
Misc. (development
approvals)
Project Alternatives

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
No.

COMMENTER

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER
50-4

52

Kathy Del Rio
2-364 Kathy Del Rio

53

2-366

7/31/01

51-1

7/31/01

52-1
52-2
52-3
52-4

7/31/01

53-1

8/1/01

54-1

55

Gndy Fleenor
2-368 Mary Blake
Ronald Blake
2-370 John P. Lindley

8/1/01

55-1
55-2

56

2-374

Sherman Ellis
2-376 Troy Caviness

8/1/01

56-1

8/1/01

57-1
57-2

51

54

57

2-362

57-3
8/1/01

58-1

Dr. and Mrs. Richard H Gahm

8/1/01

59-1

Dorothy De Hart
Dale De Hart

8/1/01

60-1

58

2-378 Janice Lareme

59

2-380

60

2-382

60-2

60-3
60-4
61

2-385

William H Robb

8/1/01

61-1
61-2
61-3
61-4
61-5

62

2-388

Peter and Chris Burtness

8/3/01

62-1
62-2
62-3

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-13

COMMENT TOPIc(S)
Misc. (San Antonio Lake)
Misc. (project opposition)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Project Alternatives
Misc. (property values)
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding;
Visual Resources;
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (project opposition)
Misc. (case study: Ventura
GmntJ?
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. Oake levels);
Recreation
Misc. (property values);
Recreation
Misc. (property values)
Fire protection (Effects
Found Not to be
Significant)
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (economic impacts);
Recreation
Fish Biology; Terrestrial
Biology
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (project background)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (project opposition)
Misc. (economic impacts);
Recreation
Project Alternatives

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

63

PAGE
No.

CoMMENTER
2-390 Peter R Goldbrunner

DATE
8/5/01

CoMMENT
NUMBER
63-1
63-2
63-3

65

Richard S. Coffey
2-394 Sandra and James Rice

66

2-396

Penni Daugherty

8/9/01

66-1
66-2

67

2-398

Stacy Thacker

8/9/01

67-1
67-2

68

2-400 Judith and John Ferguson

8/9/01

68-1
68-2
68-3

69

2-402

8/10/01

69-1

70

E.J. Martin
2-404 Lori Deckert

8/11/01

70-1
70-2

71

2-406 J oanie Williams

8/13/01

71-1

64

2-392

8/8/01

64-1

8/8/01

65-1
65-2
65-3
65-4

71-2
71-3
72

2-408

Mel and Ellen Todd

8/13/01

72-1

73

2-410

Hale Noelte

8/13/01

73-1

73-2
73-3
73-4
73-5
73-6
73-7

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-14

CoMMENT TOPIc(S)
Recreation; Terrestrial
Biology
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives;
Recreation
Terrestrial Biology
Misc. (agricultural history)
Misc. (agricultural practices)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (hydroelectric uses)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives; Misc.
(mitigation)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives; Misc.
(mitigation)
Misc. (property values)
Fish Biology
Terrestrial Biology
Project Alternatives
Misc. (property values)
Recreation; Misc. property
values)
Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)
Recreation (mitigation)
Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Population and Housing
(Effects Found Not to be
Significant)
Traffic and Grculation
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
Misc. (report credibilil:)J

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

74

PAGE

Q)MMENTER

No.

2-416 John Stettler

DATE

Q)MMENT
NUMBER

8/13/01

74-1
74-2

75
76

Leila and Robert Humphrey
2-420 Melissa Kelley
2-418

8/14/01

75-1

8/15/01

76-1
76-2
76-3

77

2-424

Sondra M Tuttle

79

Phil Nerdrum
2-428 Jess and Delores Loiver

80

2-430

81

2-432

78

8/15/01

8/15/01

2-426

Roxanne Bell

82

Eric A Nordquist
2-434 Linda L. Bankard

83

2-436

84

2-439 Judith Ferguson

85

2-442

Zandra Steck

Thomas and Rose Marie Elliot

77-1
77-2
77-3
77-4
7Q1

8/15/01

79-1
79-2

8/16/01

80-1

8/16/01

81-1

8/16/01

82-1
82-2

8/17/01

83-1
83-2
83-3
83-4

8/17/01

84-1

8/18/01

85-1
85-2

86

2-444

Ellen Ladd
Ray Ladd
Sue Powers

8/18/01

86-1

86-2
86-3
86-4
87

2-446 Keith Slociuk

88

2-448

89

2-450 James C Cordle
Georgia L. Cordle

Ronald F. Young

8/18/01

87-1

8/18/01

88-1

8/18/01

89-1
89-2

90

2-452 John and Frances Krasts

Salinas Valley Water Project

8/19/01

2-15

90-1

Q)MMENT TOPlc(S)
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (agricultural practices)
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (project funding)
Hydrology and Floo~;
Growth-Inducing Impacts
1\A";~~ (,
erty values)
Misc. (property values)
I Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values);
Recreation
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (property owner
compensation)
Terrestrial Biology
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Project Alternatives
Project Alternatives

Project Alternatives
Visual Resources
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (project opposition)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (project opposition)

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
No.

91

2-454

92

CoMMENTER

DATE

8/19/01

Ed Brody

8/19/01

2-456 Ray and K yra Kliulick

93

8/19/01

2-458 Joan Y. Cross

CoMMENT
NUMBER

CoMMENT TOPlc(S)

91-1
91-2

Misc. (property values)

92-1
92-2

Misc. (project opposition)

93-1

Misc. (project opposition)

93-2

Misc. (property values,
economic impacts); Visual
Resources; Recreation

Project Alternatives
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts); Visual
Resources; Recreation

Gale S. Cross

94

i

,

2-460

8/20/01

L. Thiessen
Ernie Thiessen

94-1
94-2
94-3
94-4

95

96

97

98

99

2-462

2-464

2-467

2-469

2-471

8/20/01

Drew Lawson

Howard D. Mankins

8/20/01

8/20/01

Robert Humphrey
Leila Humphrey

8/20/01

Neal A Teplin

William and Sandra Wages

8/20/01

I Recreation

Misc. (property values)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives

95-1

Misc. (agricultural
practices); Hydrology and
Flooding

95-2

Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)

95-3

Project Alternatives

96-1
96-2
96-3
96-4

Misc. (economic impacts)
Recreation (mitigation)
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Misc.

97-1

Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)

97-2

Project Alternatives

98-1
98-2
98-3

Misc. (property values)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (public involvement)

99-1

Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)

99-2

Project Alternatives

100

2-473

Diana Williams

8/20/01

100-1

Misc. (future public
notification)

101

2-475

Gianna Autry

8/20/01

101-1
101-2

Misc. (project opposition)

101-3

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-16

Misc. (property values);
Recreation
Project Alternatives

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
NO.

102

2-477

COMMENTER

DATE

Robert and Kathy Soden

8/21/01

COMMENT
NUMBER

102-1
102-2
102-3
102-4
102-5
102-6

103

2-479

Otarles and Susan Bmwn

8/22/01

103-1
103-2
103-3
103-4
103-5
103-6
103-7
103-8
103-9
103-10
103-11

,

103-12

103-13
103-14
103-15
104

2-484 John Seislove

8/22/01

104-1
104-2
104-3

105

2-486

Kenneth A Watts
Joyce D. Watts

8/22/01

105-1
105-2
105-3

106

2-488

Bill and Pat Thomas

8/22/01

106-1
106-2

107

2-490

Gerard P. Smith

8/22/01

107-1
107-2

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-17

COMMENT TOPlc(S)

Misc. (project opposition)
Recreation
Misc. (public notification)
Misc. (property values)
Fish / Terrestrial Biology
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
(agricultural conservation)
Misc. (global warming);
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Mise. (Salinas River diking)
Hydrology and Flooding
I Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (public benefits)
Terrestrial Biology
Fish Biology
Hydrology and Flooding
Emergency Services
(Effects Found Not to be
Significant)
Recreation (mitigation)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (property values);
Recreation
Misc. (public involvement)
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding;
Recreation
Misc. (property values)
Hydrology and Flooding;
Project Objectives
Misc. (project opposition)
Misc. (property values);
Recreation
Misc. (economic impacts);
Recreation
Misc. (property values)

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
NO.

lOS

2-493

109

DATE

CoMMENT
NUMBER

S/22/01

10S-1

Misc. (property values)

10S-2

Recreation

10S-3

Hydrology and Flooding

10S-4

Project Alternatives

10S-5

Project Alternatives

109-1

Misc. (property values)

109-2

Recreation

109-3

Hydrology and Flooding

109-4

Project Alternatives

109-5

Project Alternatives

109-6

Project Alternatives

110-1

Misc.

110-2

Misc. (project support spillway)

110-3

r-HYclrology and Flooding

CoMMENTER

Hal Hunsberger

Mary Ruth Hunsberger

2-495

S/22/01

I

110

!------

2-497

S/23/01

Heritage Ranch Gtizens

I

-----

.---~.-~-~---

-~

I

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-18

I

----

CoMMENT TOPlc(S)

110-4

Visual Resources

110-5

Proposed Action

110-6

Misc. (crop selection)

110-7

Hydrology and Flooding

110-S

Misc.

110-9

Fish Biology; Recreation

110-10

Recreation

110-11

Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)

110-12

Project Alternatives

110-13

Recreation

110-14

Hydrology and Flooding

110-15

Land Use and Planning

110-16

Misc. (economic impacts)

110-17

Misc. (property values)

110-1S

Misc. (economic impacts)

110-19

Recreation

110-20

Hydrology and Flooding

110-21

Hydrology and Flooding

110-22

Recreation

110-23

Emergency Services
(Effects Found Not to be
Significant)

110-24

Hydrology and Flooding

110-25

Hydrology and Flooding

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE

NO.

COMMENTER

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER

110-26
110-27
110-28
110-29
110-30
110-31

110-32
110-33
110-34
110-35
110-36
111

2-517

Crandon MacDonald

8/23/01

111-1
111-2
111-3
111-4
111-5
111-6
111-7
111-8
111-9

112

2-520

Lloyd O'Omnell

8/23/01

112-1
112-2
112-3
112-4
112-5

113

2-524

Wayne Foster

8/23/01

113-1
113-2
113-3
113-4
113-5
113-6
113-7

114

2-526 Joel and Carol Riley

8/24/01

114-1
114-2

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-19

COMMENT TOPlc(S)

Introduction; Hydrology
and Flooding
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Terrestrial Biology
Terrestrial Biology
Fish Biology
Public Services (Effects
Found Not to be
Significant)
Fish Biology
Misc. (priority uses)
Recreation
Misc. (property values)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Water Quality and Public
Health
Recreation
Misc. (property values)
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding
Fish / Terrestrial Biology
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Recreation (mitigation)
Fish Biology
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Misc. (potential litigation)
Project Alternatives
Water Quality and Public
Health
Recreation
Misc. (property values)
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Recreation (mitigation)
Misc. (property values);
Recreation
Terrestrial Biology

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE

No.

COMMENTER

DATE

COMMENT
NUMBER
114-3
114-4
114-5

115

2-528

Don Colombus
D. L. Colombus

115-1
115-2
115-3
115-4
115-5

I

115-6

I

116

2-530

Michelle Aguis

8/24/01

116-1
116-2
116-3
116-4
116-5
116-6
116-7

117

2-532

8/24/01

Bryan L. Jenkins

117-1
117-2
117-3
117-4
117-5
117-6
117-7
117-8
117-9

118

2-535

Richard and Kimberly Olson

8/24/01

118-1
118-2
118-3
118-4
118-5
118-6
118-7
118-8
118-9

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-20

COMMENT TOPIC(S)
Terrestrial Biology
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values);
Recreation
Terrestrial Biology
Terrestrial Biology
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Misc. (economic impacts)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Terrestrial Biology
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Fish Biology
Hydrology and Flooding
Water Quality and Public
Health
Recreation
Misc. (property values)
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding
Fish / Terrestrial Biology
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Recreation (mitigation)
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
(agricultural conservation)
Misc. (problem history)
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (public benefit)
Fish Biology, Terrestrial
Biology
Hydrology and Flooding
Emergency Services
(Effects Found Not to be
Significant)

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
No.

119

CoMMENTER

DATE

2-538 JohnR Tomec

8/24/01

CoMMENT
NUMBER
118-10
118-11
118-12
119-1
119-2
119-3
119-4
119-5
119-6

120

2-544

Adrian and Marion La Fave

8/24/01

120-1
120-2
120-3

I

120-4
120-5
121

2-547 W.RReid

8/26/01

121-1
121-2

122

2-550

Mr. And Mrs. Keith Hines
2-552 Wayne E. Smock
Leona J. Smock
2-554 Orris S. Lyman

8/26/01

122-1

8/26/01

123-1

8/26/01

124-1
124-2

125

2-556 John Manion
Sue Manion

8/26/01

125-1

126

2-558

8/26/01

126-1
126-2
126-3

123
124

Bruce A Brydon

126-4
126-5
126-6
126-7
126-8

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-21

CoMMENT TOPIC(S)
Recreation (mitigation)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Visual Resources
Misc. (agricultural practices,
crop selection)
t

"-. riorityuses)
f conomic impacts)
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Misc. (property values)
Fish Biology; Terrestrial
Biology
Project Alternatives (ag.
conservation)
Misc. (property rights);
Recreation
Recreation
Gunulative Impacts
Misc. (project opposition)
Project Alternatives

I ....~

Misc. (property values)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Proposed Action
Recreation
Project Alternatives
Misc. (groundwater stud:0
Misc. Qakeside
development)
Misc. (problem histor:0
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Emergency Services
(Effects Found Not to be
Significant)

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING
127

PAGE
No.
CoMMENTER
2-562 William M. Vega
Karen L. Vega

DATE
8/27/01

CoMMENT
NUMBER
127-1
127-2

128
129

130

2-565\ Brandon T. Meidam
Cody D. Biaggini
2-567 Diane Taylor

2-570

Frank McKee

8/27/01

127-3
127-4
128-1

8/27/01

129-1

8/27/01

129-2
130-1
130-2

130-3

130-4

130-5
130-6
130-7
130-8
130-9
130-10
130-11
130-12
130-13

131

8/27/01

2-577 David B. Weyrich

130-14
131-1
131-2
131-3
131-4
131-5

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-22

CoMMENT TOPIC(S)
Project Alternatives
Misc. (impacts from future
distribution sy.;tem)
Misc. (problem history)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Project Alternatives
Introduction (full disclosure
of all alternatives)
Introduction (project
objectives); Hydrology and
Flooding
Introduction (project
timelines); Hydrology and
Flooding
Misc. (impacts/mitigation
for expanded distribution
sy.;tem)
Misc. (release monitoring /
reporting)
Proposed Action
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (mitigation)
Misc. (impacts to San Luis
Obispo Count:0
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. (property values,
economic impacts)
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Recreation; Misc.
(economic impacts)
Hydrology and Flooding;
Proposed Action
Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
No.

DATE

CoMMENTER

CoMMENT
NUMBER
131-6
131-7
131-8

132

Debra J. Mickelson

2-584

8/28/01

132-1
132-2

I

132-3
132-4
132-5
132-6
132-7
133

2-589

Linda Conlon

8/28/01

133-1
133-2
133-3
133-4
133-5
133-6
133-7

134

2-591

Dan Orloff
Nanci Orloff

8/28/01

134-1
134-2
134-3
134-4
134-5
134-6
134-7
134-8
134-9
134-10
134-11

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-23

CoMMENT TOPlc(S)
Project Alternatives
Recreation; Visual
Resources (mitigation)
Project Alternatives (ag.
conservation)
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health
Water Quality and Public
Health
Hydrology and Flooding
GroVlth-Inducing Impacts
GroVlth-Inducing Impacts
Proposed Action
(monitoring)
Terrestrial Biology
Visual Resources
Other {public Safet:0
Recreation; Misc.
(economic impacts)
Misc. (property values)
Recreation
Project Alternatives
Misc. (public notification /
involvement)
Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)
Terrestrial Biology
Project Alternatives
(recycled water)
Fish Biology; Terrestrial
Biology
GroVlth-Inducing Impacts
Land Use and Planning
Project Alternatives (ag.
conservation)
Misc. (public involvement)
Terrestrial Biology
Hydrology and Flooding

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
NO.

135

2-595

CoMMENTER

Ernie Oronoz

DATE

CoMMENT
NUMBER

8/28/01

135-1
135-2

Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)
Hydrology and Flooding
Recreation

136

2-601

David H Fretwell

8/28/01

136-1

137

2-603

Jerry and Laurie

8/28/01

137-1
137-2
137-3

138

2-605

138-1
138-2

8/28/01

Rick and Gaire Simoulis

138-3

I

140

2-607

2-609

8/28/01

Ken and Kari Davidson

8/29/01

Roger Moitoso

2-612

8/29/01

Greg Savard
Barbara Savard

Misc. (economic impacts)
Terrestrial Biology
Project Alternatives
Proposed Action;
Hydrology and Flooding
, Proposed Action;

139-1
139-2

Misc. (project opposition)

139-3

Misc. (project proponents)

140-1

Proposed Action;
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding

140-2
140-3
140-4

141

I Misc. (property values)

I Hydrology and Flooding

I

139

CoMMENT TOPIC(S)

Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)

Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives;
Hydrology and Flooding

140-5

Hydrology and Flooding

141-1

Misc. (property values)

141-2

Recreation (mitigation)

142

2-614

Mark Nielsen

8/29/01

142-1

Project Alternatives;
Hydrology and Flooding

143

2-616

Phillip Nerdrum
Carolyn Nerdrum

No date

143-1

Land Use and Planning

143-2

Misc. (economic impacts,
property values)

144-1
144-2

Misc. (property values)

~2-618
145

2-620

David and Aileen Edge

No date

William H Kelley
Marianne Kelley

Salinas Valley Water Project

No date

2-24

Project Alternatives (ag.
conservation)

145-1

Misc. (water ownership)

145-2

Misc. (property values, fiscal
impacts)

145-3
145-4
145-5

Recreation
Project Alternatives
Misc. (problem history)

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

146

PAGE
NO.

2-625

CoMMENTER

CoMMENT
NUMBER

DATE

Norman E. Flowers

145-6
145-7
145-8
145-9
145-10
146-1
146-2

8/24/01

146-3
146-4
,

,

146-5
146-6
146-7
146-8
146-9
146-10
146-11
146-12
146-13

146-14
146-15
146-16
146-17
146-18
146-19
146-20
146-21
146-22
146-23
146-24
146-25
146-26
146-27
146-28

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-25

CoMMENT TOPIC(S)

Misc. (public resources)
Misc. (public resources)
Misc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (case stud!?
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
(conservation)
Misc. (expanded delivery
system)
Misc. (impacts to Ft. Ord
area)
Misc. (priority uses of lake)
Recreation (mitigation)
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
sc. (economic impacts)
Misc. (document format)
Proposed Action
Intended Use ofEIR/S
Fire Protection (Effects
Found Not to be
Significant)
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Water
Quality, Recreation
Proposed Action
Misc. (GEl stud!?
Hydrology and Flooding
Recreation
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Project Alternatives
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Hydrology and Flooding
Misc. {public notification!
involvement)

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER/
HEARING

PAGE
NO.

147

2-630

CoMMENTER

PatrickJ. Maloney

DATE

CoMMENT
NUMBER

8/27/01

147-1

Project Alternatives

147-2

Misc. (delegation, lead
agency role)

147-3

Misc. (Supplemental EIR)

147-4
147-5

Misc. (material omissions)
Mise. (water code, water
rights)

147-6

Project Alternatives;
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MASTER RESPONSES

Qnnmenters have raised certain environmental issues multiple times. In some cases Master
Responses have been prepared to respond to these repeated comments in one location. The
approach is intended to help the reader understand the comprehensive response of the Final
EIRIEIS to the issue without having to look in several places. When an individual comment
raises an issue addressed in a Master Response, the commenter is referred to the appropriate
location in this section by response number, e.g., Master Response 1 (or MR-l)
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The Master Responses presented in this section are listed below:
Master Response 1:
Overview of Project Operations and Alternatives Analysis
Recreation - Mitigation
Master Response 2:
Master Response 3:
Growth-Inducing Impacts
Revisions to the Hydrologic Modeling Results
Master Response 4:
Master Response 5:
Incorporation of Water Conservation Measures in Project and Alternatives
Economic Impacts
Master Response 6:
Master Response 7:
Fishery Impacts from Reservoir Reoperation
Alternatives Previously Considered
Master Response 8:
Master Response 9:
Modification of Affected Riparian Habitat Acreage
Master Response 10: San Luis Obispo County Entitlement

MR-l

OvERVIEW OF PROJECT OPERATIONS AND AI..TERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Several commenters on the Draft EIRIEIS questioned basic assumptions about the need for the
SVWP, the reliability of basic assumptions about the project alternatives evaluated in the Draft
EIRIEIS and the assessment methods used to evaluate those alternatives, and the extent to
which water-use controls are being employed or can be extended to meet the project objectives.
This master response addresses those concerns by providing an overview of the rationale for the
development of the proposed action and alternatives evaluated in the EIRIEIS, the hydrologic
effects of the proposed action and alternatives as expressed in the EIRIEIS, water conservation
and demand management, and the hydrologic modeling perfonned to evaluate Alternatives A
and B for the EIRIEIS. The discussion is organized as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Project Objectives
Characterization of the Seawater Intrusion Problem
Options for Halting Seawater Intrusion
Project Alternatives
Hydrologic Effects of the Alternatives
Comparison of Alternatives

•

Summary

In addition to the infonnation included herein, this response to comments document includes
nine other master responses (for a total of ten) that address some of the issues raised most often
by commenters. The other master responses are:
• MR 2: Recreation Mitigation
• MR 3: Growth-Inducing Impacts
• MR 4: Revised Hydrologic Modeling Results
• MR 5: Incorporation of Water Conservation Measures
• MR 6: Economic and Property Value Effects
• MR 7: Fishery Impacts from Reservoir Reoperation
• MR 8: Alternatives Previously Considered
• MR 9: Modification of Affected Riparian Acreage
• MR 10: San Luis Obispo County Entitlement
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THE PROJECf OBJECfIVES

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide for the long-term management and protection
of groundwater resources in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin). The specific
objectives of the proposed action, as expressed in the EIRIEIS, are to (1) stop seawater
intrusion, (2) provide adequate water supplies to meet the current and future (2030) needs of the
Salinas Valley, and (3) improve the hydrologic balance of the Basin. Both the agricultural and
urban sectors of the Salinas Valley rely on groundwater as their primary source of water, and
meeting the project objectives is essential to the health of the greater than $2 billion-per-year
agricultural economy of the valley as well as the urban economies that are inextricably linked to
it. The basic viability of a project developed to meet these objectives depends, in part, on its
ability to do so without resulting in substantial harm to the economies it is being developed to
support.
CHARACfERIZATION OF THE SEAWATER INTRUSION PROBLEM

Seawater intrusion has been a recognized problem in the Salinas Valley for over 50 years. It is
estimated that more than 24,000 acres of land now overlie areas of the 180-foot aquifer in which
chloride concentration is 500 milligrams per liter (mg/~ or greater, and more than 10,000 acres
overlie an area of the 400-foot aquifer having a chloride concentration of 500 mg/l or greater.
In some parts of the area of highest impact- the coastal side of the north valley- well water has
become unusable for agricultural purposes and unfit for human consumption.
The Salinas Valley is effectively entirely reliant on groundwater for its potable supply and for
agricultural irrigation (as supplemented by recycled water from the Castroville Seawater
Intrusion Project [CSIP]. As the water supply is increasingly degraded by the inland advance of
the seawater intrusion front, contaminated wells must be retired and the economic health of the
immediately affected area, and the entire Salinas Valley, is threatened. The advancing seawater
intrusion front is approaching the City of Salinas, where over 60% of the population of the
valley resides.

As described in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIRIEIS, the rate and movement of seawater intrusion
vary in response to annual patterns of precipitation; the advancement rate is higher in dry years
and lower during wetter years when precipitation recharges the Basin. Similarly, more seawater
intrusion occurs when the Basin is being drawn down (typically during the irrigation season)
than when it is being recharged (more likely during the non-irrigation season).
The Salinas Valley is considered by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to be
a contiguous groundwater system, formed by the fluvial deposits of the Salinas River. Although
the valley is subdivided by DWR into smaller subareas based on depositional time frame and
hydrogeologic conditions, it is generally believed that the major source of recharge to the Basin
is the Salinas River. For this reason, the hydrologic impacts are evaluated as a valleywide effect.
Because all parts of the valley draw groundwater from the same Basin, pumping throughout the
valley has the potential to affect the advance of seawater intrusion, although pumping in the
lands that overlie the area of greatest intrusion has the most direct effect. In other words,
pumping in the coastal areas closest to the seawater intrusion front has a greater influence on
seawater intrusion than pumping in a valley area more distant from the front. Nevertheless,
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pumping in each area affects seawater intrusion because each subarea draws water from the
same Basin.
Groundwater modeling was conducted in 1993 in an attempt to determine whether seawater
intrusion could be halted if reductions were focused in the coastal areas of the Salinas Valley
closest to the seawater intrusion front. The MCWRA found that, while pumping reductions
themselves in anyone area would not halt seawater intrusion, a reduction in groundwater
pumping in the coastal areas would have a greater effect on seawater intrusion than a pumping
reduction elsewhere in the Basin. The 1993 modeling used the Salinas Valley Integrated
Groundwater and Surface Water Model (SVIGSM) (an earlier version than was used for the
modeling for the Draft EIRIEIS) and examined 14 different theoretical operational scenarios,
ranging from a 15% to 60% valleywide reduction in groundwater pumping, with combinations
of reduced pumping by specific valley area also considered. This modeling preceded the
implementation of the (SIP, and seawater intrusion averaged 15,600 acre-feet per year (AFY).
One scenario considered the 15% valleywide pumping reduction, and a companion scenario
examined a 15% reduction in only the Pressure and Eastside subareas (those areas closer to the
coast). The valleywide 15% reduction in pumping reduced seawater intrusion to 11,300 AFY.
Targeting the reduction on only the Pressure and Eastside subareas showed a reduction in
seawater intrusion to 12,000 AFY. Thus, the MCWRA determined that the most effective
approach to halting seawater intrusion would be one focusing on the areas closest to the coast.
For this reason, the MCWRA, in designing the SVWP, has focused on meeting the project
objectives by reducing groundwater use in the coastal areas. Of the total of more than 460,000
AFY of Basin-wide groundwater pumping estimated for project baseline conditions,
approximately 30,000 AFY is pumped in the coastal (SIP area. It is estimated that the proposed
project, in combination with (SIP, would reduce irrigation demand by 77% in the (SIP area.
However, the proposed project's in-lieu deliveries of SVWP surface water, and the (SIP
recycled water, allow this 77% reduction in irrigation demand to occur without commensurate
adverse effects. In addition, the SVWP approach (represented by both Alternative A and
Alternative B), by integrating reservoir reoperation, downstream surface water diversion, and the
use of delivered surface water in lieu of groundwater to meet a substantial portion of irrigation
demand, provides the additional benefit of providing increased Basin recharge through a
combination of streambed recharge and percolation of applied irrigation water. These project
features are described further below. As will be shown below, the integrated-approach SVWP
Alternatives (A and B) are designed to maximize the conservation and water supply benefits of
Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoir releases, in contrast with alternatives that focus on
demand management alone.
The average annual rate of seawater intrusion has been reduced from 15,600 AFY to
approximately 9,000 AFY since implementation of the (SIP. The SVWP is intended to build on
the gains of the (SIP and implementation of voluntary water conservation, described later in
this master response, to fully halt seawater intrusion.
OPTIONS FOR HALTING SEAWATER INTRUSION

For the advance of seawater intrusion in the Salinas Valley to be halted, the water supply needs
of the valley must be met while overpumping of the aquifer is reversed (i.e., the hydrologic
balance of the Basin is improved). Absent drastic changes in natural conditions (i.e.,
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considerably more rainfall over an extended period), this may be achieved through one or a
combination of the following basic approaches:
•
•
•

dramatically reducing demand for groundwater supply,
substituting a new water supply to be used in lieu of pumped groundwater, and
increasing the amount of fresh water entering the Basin by streambed recharge of the
aquifer and! or percolation of applied irrigation water.

Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs were constructed by the predecessor to the MCWRA.
The reservoirs were placed in operation and the Q)IP/Salinas Valley Water Recycling Projects
implemented as initial phases in the MCWRA's efforts to halt seawater intrusion while providing
flood control benefits to the valley. The proposed SVWP would build on the conservation
benefits provided by operation of the reservoirs and the Q)IP.
The following subsection describes the results of the MCWRA's evaluation of the amount of
groundwater pumping curtailment (i.e., demand management) that would be needed to halt
seawater intrusion. This is followed by a description of the basic hydrologic concepts underlying
the proposed SVWP for comparison with a demand-management-only scenario.
DEMAND MANAGEMENT

In 1993 the MCWRA, through a contract with Montgomery Watson, directed the preparation of
modeling to determine various levels of groundwater pumping reduction that could solve
seawater intrusion. This preceded the completion of the Q)IP. The results of the modeling were
presented at a meeting of the MCWRA Board of Directors (April 26, 1993). At the time the
modeling was completed, seawater intrusion into the 180-foot aquifer was estimated to average
15,600 AFY and into the 400-foot aquifer was estimated to average 6,500 AFY. Various
scenarios and combinations of pumping reduction were considered. A 15% pumping reduction
valleywide was shown to reduce seawater intrusion to 11,300 AFY in the 180-foot aquifer and to
4,400 AFY in the 400-foot aquifer. If the 15% reduction were targeted to only the Pressure and
Eastside subareas, seawater intrusion in the 180- and 400-foot aquifers would be reduced to
12,000 AFY and 4,800 AFY, respectively.
Other scenarios considered included valleywide pumping reductions of 30%, 45%, and 60%
with corresponding reductions in seawater intrusion to 5,700 AFY, 1,300 AFY, and -1,800 AFY
(i.e., seawater intrusion was halted) in the 180-foot aquifer (the 400-foot aquifer showed similar
results). Following is a combination of pumping reductions considered, with the corresponding
results to the 180-foot aquifer:
•
•
•

30% reduction in Pressure/Eastside, 15% reduction in Forebay/Upper Valley: seawater
intrusion reduced to 5,100 AFY.
45% reduction in Pressure/Eastside, 15% reduction in Forebay/Upper Valley: seawater
intrusion reduced to 2,000 AFY.
60% reduction in Pressure/Eastside, 15% reduction in Forebay/Upper Valley: seawater
intrusion halted with a positive flow of 1,000 AFY.
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Following the preparation of this analysis, additional modeling was performed for a presentation
(August 4,1993) to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 1bis modeling found
that a 50% valleywide pumping reduction was needed for seawater intrusion to be zero (no
margin of safety). The CSIP project was also modeled and was shown to reduce seawater
intrusion by approximately 5,400 AFY (from 15,600 AFY to 10,200 AFY).
The MCWRA used this data to develop the assumption that a valleywide reduction in pumping
of 30% to 50% (with the CSIP in place) represented a reasonable range for considering what
would be needed to halt seawater intrusion absent a project that would supply an alternative
source of water. Other combinations could have been assumed (such as the 60% reduction in
the Pressure/Eastside together with a 15% reduction in the Forebay/Upper ValleJ1, but were
rejected for two reasons:
1. The MCWRA looks at the Basin as one unit and this method recognized this
consideration; and
2. It would have unreasonably complicated the analysis to examine different combinations
of reduction in different areas when the only reason for considering this analysis is the
development of a "reasonable alternative" for CEQA and NEPA pmposes. Given the
large reductions in groundwater pumping that would be needed (regardless of the
combination of areas considered) and the resultant economic effects, the MCWRA has
never believed it to be reasonable to pursue massive-scale pumping reductions as the
means to halt seawater intrusion. Thus, this analysis was considered sufficient for
comparauve pmposes.
For the reasons described above, the MCWRA considered a 30-50% curtailment of groundwater
pumping throughout the Basin to represent a realistic appraisal of the degree of demand
management that would be needed, absent the provision of additional water supply and
increased aquifer recharge, to halt seawater intrusion in the Salinas Valley. For this reason, the
No Action - Total Demand Management Alternative was evaluated in the Draft ElRiEIS to
represent the most likely scenario for long-term management and protection of groundwater
resources in the Basin should the SVWP not be implemented. 1bis alternative represents a 3050% reduction in groundwater pumping, assumed to be achieved through the implementation of
pumping limits and! or other water extraction monitoring applied by the MCWRA to agricultural
and urban users throughout the Basin.
The MCWRA also recognized from this exercise that the most efficient approach to halting
seawater intrusion would be to focus on reducing groundwater pumping in the coastal areas.
1bis is the impetus for the proposed project.
Some commenters have questioned the basis for evaluating total demand management as a
valleywide reduction in groundwater pumping, and have suggested that the Draft ElRiEIS
should have instead evaluated implementation of total demand management only within the
coastal area of the valley (the 53,000+-acre Pressure Subarea of the Basin) to meet the project
objective of halting seawater intrusion. The rationale for this suggestion is that the Pressure
Subarea, on average, has a higher per-acre use of irrigation water than the other parts of the
Salinas Valley and groundwater pumping in this area has a greater direct effect on seawater
intrusion than pumping in other areas has.
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The proposed project (Alternatives A and B) in effect does, in combination with the ~IP,
replace groundwater use in the coastal area of the valley. The ~IP is already in place and
providing recycled water to the 12,000-acre ~IP area (11,000 AF was supplied in 2001). The
project would also supply this area. ~IP water is currendy supplemented by well water and
would need to continue to be supplemented by groundwater or other water supply both to meet
demands and to be blended with higher quality water.
Together, the ~IP (delivering an average of 13,300 AFY) and the project (Alternative A,
supplying an average of 9,700 AFY) would provide approximately 23,000 AFY to the ~IP area,
which is over 77% of the estimated 30,000 AFY used in the ~IP area. The project (Alternative
A) would account for 32% of the water used in the ~IP area. In addition to direcdy replacing
groundwater, application of irrigation water also helps recharge the Basin through percolation.
If the project were not to be constructed and this area were to continue to be the focus of
efforts to halt seawater intrusion, groundwater pumping would need to be severely curtailed in
the ~IP area. The reduction would need to encompass not only the 32% represented by
SVWP deliveries, but would also need to account for the loss of groundwater recharge from the
percolation associated with the application of this volume of water for irrigation. Thus, more
than a 32% reduction in groundwater pumping in the ~IP area would be needed, absent the
project, to halt seawater intrusion.

If an alternative were developed to focus on eliminating seawater intrusion by substantially
eliminating groundwater pumping in an area such as Castroville, the economic effects would be
substantial. Artichokes are the predominant crop grown in Castroville. The 2000 Monterey
County Crop Report reports that artichokes brought in approximately $8,400 per acre. Using
artichokes as a surrogate for the value of agriculture in the Castroville area, a corresponding
reduction of 32% in the amount of artichokes would result in primtry annual lost revenue on the
order of $32,256,000. This does not account for secondary effects (wages to farm labor,
processing costs and revenues, shipping, etc.).

If, instead, the MCWRA were to reduce pumping in an area such as the Pressure Subarea, over
53,000 acres would be affected. As can be inferred from the data presented above for the
12,000-acre ~IP area, large-scale reductions in groundwater pumping and the corresponding
reduction in crop revenues would result in substantial economic impacts to the region. If the
seawater intrusion problem could be resolved by reducing even only 30% of the pumping in the
Pressure Subarea (and modeling would bear out a much higher reduction based on the 1993
results described earlier), lost revenues would top $130 million.
INTEGRATED-APPROACH OPTIONS

Halting seawater intrusion through the forced reductions in groundwater use described in the
foregoing section can be expected to have drastic detrimental effects on the economic health of
the Salinas Valley in general, whether implemented valleywide or in a more focused subarea.
The MCWRA developed the integrated-management approach represented bySVWP
Alternatives A and B to meet all the project objectives without causing such harm to the valley's
economy. (And, in fact, when the cost of Alternative B was borne out, the stakeholders in the
Salinas Valley expressed grave concern over its economic viability and instead motivated the
MCWRA to explore the more cost-effective Alternative A) The integrated-management
scenarios can achieve this end because they combine groundwater demand reduction,
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substitution of water supply, and increased recharge through both streambed recharge and
percolation of applied irrigation water.
The extent of gains in water conservation that can be provided through the MCWRA's
operation of Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs is limited by two operational parameters,
the flood control rule curve and the MCWRA's target storage rule curve. These are described
below, followed by an overview of the basic concept of reservoir reoperation and other SVWP
features and how they would achieve the project objectives.

Operational Rule CUlves for Flood Control Releases and the 3:1 Release Ratio
The flood rule curve describes the operational requirements established by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERq and the California Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) to
ensure that reservoir operations are conducted to provide an appropriate level of flood
protection for areas downstream. The flood rule curve identifies the amount of empty storage
space that must be maintained in a reservoir during different months to allow for the capture of
potential storrnflows. The curve is based on the historical hydrologic records for the watershed,
which identify the amount of runoff that corresponds to storm events of different frequencies,
and on the ability of the dam spillway to pass the probable maximum flood (PMF).
Enlargement of the Nacimiento Reservoir spillway capacity is being planned to allow the dam to
pass the recently recalculated PMF. Increasing the amount of water that can be evacuated in a
given amount of time from the reservoir means that the flood rule curve for the reservoir can be
redefined. It is anticipated that a new flood rule curve will be specified that requires that less
empty storage space be retained during the wet season. This will allow for more water to be
stored in the wet months and that this increased water supply can be used toward providing
some water supply as substitution for groundwater pumping, as described below.
The target storage rule curve is the method established by the MCWRA to balance releases
between Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs in order to optimize water conservation and
flood protection benefits. Operating according to this curve ensures that the ratio of empty
storage space at Nacimiento Reservoir is maintained at approximately three times that of San
Antonio Reservoir.
Some cornmenters have questioned the rationale for the MCWRA's use of a 3:1 ratio for empty
storage space at Nacimiento Reservoir and San Antonio Reservoir. Other commenters, while
accepting the 3:1 ratio, have questioned whether the MCWRAcould delay releases from
Nacimiento Reservoir to later in the recreation season so as to reduce recreational impacts on
the lake associated with lowered water surface elevations. The target storage rule curve is in
place because, given the topography and hydrology of the region, the Nacimiento watershed
generates three times the amount of runoff generated by the San Antonio watershed. Given this
difference and based on its experience in operating the two reservoirs over a period of
approaching a half-century, the MCWRA attempts to match empty storage in Nacimiento and
San Antonio Reservoirs to the 3:1 ratio in order to achieve the flood protection levels
established by FERC and DSOD (with an adequate safety margin) and, at the same time,
maximize water conservation for release and recharge of the Basin.
Once the SVWP is operational, the MCWRA would need to consider whether to revise its
reservoir operation practices (including the maintenance of the 3:1 ratio in storage space
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between the two reservoirs) in order to reflect the larger spillways and the need for increased
releases to recharge the Basin. The MCWRA intends to consider revision of these operations
standards (including revisions that would lessen impacts on recreational impacts at Lake
Nacimiento) as it gains experience in operating the reservoirs under these new conditions.
Because any such changes will be the result of future experience gained through operating under
real-time (rather than modeled) conditions, however, it is premature and speculative at this time
for the MCWRA to commit to any specific changes. For this reason, the potential for such
changes in operations are acknowledged as desired to minimize recreation impacts, but the
MCWRA does not consider them to represent a currendy known to be feasible mitigation
measure that is currendy known to be able to feasibly address potential impacts on recreational
uses. Therefore, the MCWRA has not proposed such changes in operation (see also Master
Response MR-2 regarding mitigation for project effects on recreation).

OvelView of Proposed Project Operations
The crucial components of operation of the SVWP under either Alternative A or Alternative B
can be summarized as:
•
•
•
•
•

Increases in reservoir storage during the wet months
Associated decreases in releases during wet months for flood control purposes
. "ills")
sp
(I.e.,
Increases in releases of water for conservation purposes (i.e., stream recharge)
during the irrigation season
Capture, impoundment, and subsequent delivery of some portion of releases
downstream during the irrigation season
Continued delivery of recycled water provided for irrigation use through the CSIP

Because releases can be more deliberately timed under operations with a modified spillway (i.e.,
some volume of water currendy lost as a result of flood control spills can be used instead for
planned conservation releases), SVWP operation under Alternative A or B would have the
overall result of increasing stream recharge, decreasing Salinas River outflow to the ocean,
maintaining essentially the same level of recharge from applied irrigation water, reducing
groundwater pumping by providing some substitute water supply, and halting seawater intrusion.
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action was developed over the course of several years and has evolved from and
represents the culmination of years of planning, engineering, and public involvement. The
MCWRA considered numerous alternatives in the course of developing the proposed action.
The alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study are described in detail, along with
the reasons theywere not pursued further, in the 1998 SVWP Draft EIR; this discussion was
incorporated by reference into the Draft EIRiEIS, as indicated in Section 4.3. See Master
Response MR-8 (Alternatives Previously Considered) for a discussion of the alternatives that
were previously considered but eliminated from further consideration due to environmental,
economic, and! or technical feasibility issues.
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The MCWRA identified the range of alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft EIRiEIS (the
proposed action, or Alternative A; Alternative B; and three different no-action/variants of noaction alternatives). Consistent with the requirements described in the NEPA CEQ Regulations
and the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIRiEIS includes and evaluates a range of
reasonable alternatives, identifies and discusses alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed study, and provides information that will allow reviewers to evaluate the comparative
merits of the proposed action and alternatives.
As described above, the SVWP integrated-management approach became the MCWRA's
proposed approach to halting seawater intrusion. The benefits of alternative scenarios
representing this approach are evaluated and contrasted in the EIRiEIS analysis with scenarios
representing demand management and no action. In terms of the options for seawater intrusion
discussed in the foregoing section, the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIRiEIS can be
described as follows:
•

Alternative A (Integrated management): Integrates reoperation of Nacimiento and San
Antonio reservoirs made possible with the modification of the Nacimiento Dam
spillway; Salinas River recharge, conveyance of additional flows, and diversions;
distribution and delivery of surface water in combination with recycled water; and
delivery area pumping management.

•

Alternative B (Integrated management): Integrates reoperation of Nacimiento and San
Antonio reservoirs as under Alternative A; Salinas River recharge, conveyance of
additional flows, and subsurface diversion, storage, and delivery flows; storage and use of
recycled water; and delivery area pumping management.

•

Alternative C (No action): Represents no project and no other action or solution.

•

Alternative D (Total demand management): Primarily depends on demand management
(forced pumping reductions) stop seawater intrusion and bring the Basin into hydrologic
balance. This alternative would not provide supply to meet demand for water.

•

Alternative E (Demand management through State adjudication): Assumed to consist of
demand management imposed under judicial control, with reoperation of Nacimiento
and San Antonio reservoirs to maximize conservation releases, but without the features
of the SVWP that would enable the capture of water downstream for irrigation use in
lieu of groundwater.

HYDROLOGIC EFFECTS OF THE
MODELING OF THE

AI..TERNATIVES

SVWP

The SVIGSM was used to evaluate hydrologic effects of operations under Alternatives A and B.
The SVIGSM is a planning tool. Like all models, it cannot entirely replicate the complex
hydrologic interactions of the physical world and is not a precise determinant of the future.
However, it is the best tool available to predict how the project would operate and whether it
would halt seawater intrusion. The SVI GSM has been prepared and refined by a number of
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expert hydrologists and has undergone substantial scrutiny. It was reviewed and refined
through an open public process, including several workshops that have occurred over a decade's
time. While a number of commenters have expressed their disbelief in the results of the
modeling, none has presented substantial evidence that the model is inaccurate or its results are
wrong. No one has suggested that a better model is available to evaluate the proposed action or
that other modeling would produce substantially different results. Importantly, absent a model,
the only possible method to determine the effectiveness of the project would be to operate it
and to monitor its results (monitoring is proposed as part of the project). Thus, in the context
of NEPA and CEQA, as well as responsible planning, a model is needed to predict the effects,
and effectiveness, of a project so it can be evaluated.
Some commenters have argued that the modeling of the project is inadequate because the
assumptions used to model the two alternatives are somewhat different. As described in
Chapter 3, the modeling used for Alternatives A and B uses different assumptions regarding the
needed outflows from the Basin in order to halt seawater intrusion. The differences result from
a number of minor modifications that have been made since 1998, when Alternative B was
analyzed as the proposed action, to better to calibrate the SVI GSM. However, the modeling for
Alternative B is considered to adequately reflect both the overall ability of the alternative to halt
sweater intrusion, as well as the hydrology- related impacts of Alternative B compared with the
baseline that was modeled for Alternative B. No comments have been submitted contesting
whether the 1998 version of the SVIGSM used for Alternative B is adequate. And, as described
above, no comments have been submitted providing substantial evidence that Alternative A
modeling is inaccurate. However, because of the differences in modeling of Alternative A and
B, and as discussed in section 5.0 of the Draft EIRiEIS, it is not appropriate to compare
specific model outputs between Alternatives A and B. Instead, it is important to focus on
whether the impacts of the two alternatives are significant in relation to the corresponding
baseline conditions used in each model and whether these significance conclusions differ one
from another. This is the approach documented by the Draft EIRiEIS. It is also important to
note, nevertheless, that the modeling shows that both alternatives can halt seawater intrusion
and so provide a very significant benefit to the Salinas Valley.
After the Draft EIRiEIS was distributed for public and agency review, the MCWRA recognized
that some minor adjustments needed to be made to the SVIGSM model to ensure more accurate
correspondence between the modeling parameters and anticipated operational parameters under
project implementation. To fully disclose all information to reviewers, this information and the
corresponding modifications of model results are presented in the Final EIRiEIS, although the
modifications are minor and do not affect the conclusions of the analysis. Please see Master
Response MR.-4 for a description of the changes, and Chapter 3.0 for corresponding changes to
the model results presented in Draft EIRiEIS Section 5.3.
Because all modeling and analysis must be based on assumptions about future conditions, all
modeling involves some uncertainty. The SVWP evaluation relied, for example, on assumptions
about future population growth and water demand in the Salinas Valley, hydrology (patterns of
wet and dry years) , and regional economic trends. The assumptions used in this evaluation are
reasonable expectations of future trends based on historical records and predictive tools used by
agencies such as the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) and city and
county planning departments. Moreover, the SVWP includes monitoring and performance
standards. If monitoring of data of the seawater intrusion indicates that seawater intrusion has
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not been completely halted, an additional stage of the project (additional distribution facilities),
described generally in the Draft EIRiEIS, will be more fully developed for implementation.
•

The modeling performed to evaluate Alternatives A and B provides output showing the
interactions of a complex array of hydrologic features that, together, factor into an
overall water balance for the Salinas Valley. These are summarized for the overall valley
in the following schematic diagram (Exhibit 1).

The modification of the Nacimiento Dam spillway and the proposed reoperation of the
reservoir would provide for the additional storage of water during winter months and, therefore,
the retention of some of the water that is currently "spilled" to provide flood storage space
under the operative flood rule curve. This volume, rather than being released during wet
months when it has more limited benefit for groundwater recharge (and no benefit for
diversion), would instead be used for planned conservation releases during other months under
the SVWP. As identified on page 3-11 of the Draft EIRiEIS, it is estimated that reoperation of
the reservoirs under Alternative A would, on average, result in approximately 29,000 AFY of
additional stored water in comparison with modeled baseline conditions. Conservation releases
would be increased by 30,000 AFY.
Said another way, the total amount of water in the watershed that flows through the reservoirs
does not change substantially between baseline and project conditions. However, the timing of
releases does change, with project conditions allowing more water to be retained at the
reservoirs during the non-irrigation season (instead of being released as spills to allow for more
flood storage), with this water (plus a small amount more) being released from the reservoir
during the irrigation season when it can be used for more efficient conservation pUlposes.
Some commenters have questioned why the 30,000 AF in additional irrigation season
conservation releases does not equal the conservation benefits reported in the model results.
Attempting such correlation is not appropriate for the following reasons. The 30,000 AFY
represents only a single component of the hydrology of the system being modeled. It must be
remembered that the full results of hydrologic changes under the SVWP consist of both
conservation gains and offsets, not just the gains associated with conservation releases alone.
For instance, under current conditions, a portion of the 29,000 AFY currently spilled to make
flood storage space available does recharge the groundwater basin. But because it is spilled
during the wet season, less of this water is recharged (due to more saturated ground conditions)
than if it is available for release during the irrigation season when conditions are drier. The
majority of the results reported in the Draft EIRiEIS are average annual hydrologic changes.
These annual averages represent the total gains and offsets, of which the 30,000 AFY is one part.
In other words, it is inappropriate to attempt to identify the fate of the sum of decreased spills
and increased releases (30,000 AFY) in isolation from the other components of the whole
system as it functions throughout the entire year.
The hydrologic changes that are most important for an understanding of the project benefits are
shown in Figure 5.3-5 from Section 5.3 of the Draft EIRiEIS, which has been corrected and is
presented in OJ.apter 3.0 of this Final EIRiEIS. This figure provides a schematic representation
of the average hydrologic changes estimated to occur under Alternative A through a year,
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consisting of changes estimated for the peak irrigation season and those estimated for the nonirrigation season. Together, these changes represent the annual average changes estimated to
occur under Alternative A As can be seen in revised Figure 5.3-5, the approximately 11,000 in
additional reservoir releases and approximately 10,000 AF less lost in outflow to the ocean result
in 21,000 AFY becoming available for conservation purposes. That 21,000 AFY goes to
approximately 10,000 AF (i.e., 9,700 AFY) provided for irrigation diversions downstream and
approximately 11,000 AF in additional groundwater recharge from baseline conditions. These
numbers reflect the fact that the Salinas River and the Basin are not perfectly efficient
conveyance vehicles; for that reason it is inappropriate, for instance, to add decreased spills and
increased releases without an effort to model the impacts of those actions through SVIGSM.
They do demonstrate that the proposed action would halt seawater intrusion and so benefit the
entire Salinas Valley.
WATER CoNSERVATION PRACfICES INCORPORATED INTO THE ALTERNATIVES

Some commenters have raised concerns that the evaluation of the proposed action and
alternatives does not adequately address potential water conservation practices. In fact,
voluntary water conservation practices are a critical element of the overall SVWP, and are
incoIporated into Alternatives A, B, D, and E. The modeling for the proposed action assumes
that the Salinas Valley will continue existing conservation measures. As discussed on page 7-7 of
the Draft EIRiEIS, the Salinas Valley, and particularly the Gty of Salinas, already has a relatively
low per capita water consumption rate compared to that of other areas of the state. While future
urban water usage is expected to increase as population increases, the total projected demand of
agricultural usage is expected to decrease, resulting in an overall net decrease of 17,000 AFY in
combined total water demand by 2030, despite projected population increases. A significant
reason behind the projected decrease in total water use is improved conservation measures for
both agricultural and urban water uses. These measures, described in Master Response MR-5,
include, but are not limited to, the following:
•

MCWRA-required submission of an annual conservation plan, along with extraction
reports, by all irrigators in the Salinas Valley. The plans provide a basis for assessing and
improving agricultural irrigation practices. The reports document that a substantial
amount of fannland in the Salinas Valley has been converted to improved sprinkler
irrigation and both surface and subsurface drip irrigation.

•

Increased use by growers and landscape irrigators of data collected and compiled by the
California Irrigation Management Information System (aMIS), a series of weather
stations that monitor climatic conditions, to make decisions about optimizing crop
irrigation efficiencies.

•

Monterey (})unty water conservation ordinances that apply to both urban and
agricultural areas. The agricultural sector in the Salinas Valley has implemented "best
management practices" for the use of irrigation water in the Salinas Valley since 1991
that have improved irrigation methods based on soil type, crop type, and weather
conditions. Substantial increases in the use of drip irrigation and agricultural irrigation
with recycled water recycling are also already in place, with over 11,000 acre-feet of
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recycled water from the Monterey County Water Recycling Projects (MCWRP) used in
lieu of groundwater pumping in the (SIP area in 2000.
•

The use of the Groundwater Extraction Management System (GEMS), which uses both
Global Positioning System (GPS) and Geographic Information System (GIS)
technologies to track and manage both locational and attribute information from each of
more than 600 wells in the Salinas Valley Basin, to help manage and protect the Basin's
groundwater supplies.

•

Ongoing water conservation education for urban water users, aimed at continuing the
downward trends in per capita water consumption.

Water conservation has also been incorporated into the proposed project with the inclusion of a
delivery area pumping management component, as described on page 3-24 of the Draft
EIRiEIS. Management measures are already in place in the (SIP area as part of (SIP
implementation and MCWRA will continue to manage and limit pumping by those users who
receive direct water deliveries from the proposed project. This type of restriction would
continue to be necessary to ensure the project's effectiveness in meeting its objectives. Pumping
management within the proposed delivery area has also been included as a necessary component
of the hydrologic model evaluations. The hydrologic model also assumes that irrigation will be
more efficient in the future due to technological advances in agricultural irrigation. See Master
Response MR-5 for details on water conservation practices and the role of water conservation in
the proposed action.
CoMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

As described above, some commenters have suggested that the MCWRA should have analyzed
an alternative that focuses on demand management (i.e., reduction in pumping) in the coastal
areas rather than across the entire Valley. The comrnenters suggest that a reduction in pumping
in these areas would be sufficient to create enough hydraulic head to meet project objectives.
In order to halt seawater intrusion, the MCWRA must develop a project that results in continual
spilling of groundwater from coastal areas into the Pacific Ocean. Alternatives A and B both
halt seawater intrusion by, respectively, reducing pumping in these coastal areas by replacing
pumped groundwater with delivered river water. Alternatives D and E also halt seawater
intrusion, but would require pumping reductions of between 30% and 50% throughout the
Salinas Valley. (Please see the prior discussion under "Demand Management" for an overview
of the pumping reduction scenario.)
The differences between these sets of alternatives are based upon whether or not the alternatives
include provision for a supplemental source of water, including recharge from irrigation applied
water. Alternatives A and B, which incorporate such recharge and the (SIP project, require
significantly less reduction in pumping in coastal areas than Alternatives D and E. If
Alternatives D and E were limited to the coastal areas, they would both require significantly
greater reductions in pumping, because of the significantly smaller area of pumping. Because
alternatives similar to D or E that are limited to coastal areas would require such large reductions
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(close to total reduction in pumping), the MCWRA believes that these alternatives are infeasible
because of their substantial economic impacts.
SUMMARY

Some commenters suggest that the alternatives analysis did not adequately consider the
reduction of pumping in a focused area. Additional analysis of reduction of pumping in a
focused area, beyond that which is considered in the preferred project, is inappropriate for the
following reasons:
1.

2.

The proposed project (in conjunction with Q)IP) already reduces pumping in the
pressure area by nearly 80% with minimal economic and environmental impacts.
Consequently, the project, as proposed in the Draft ElRiEIS, incorporates the
commenters' concerns
The proposed project stops seawater intrusion by balancing (1) reduction in extractions,
including reduction in extractions in a focused area; and (2) increasing recharge via
supplemental water. Because the proposed project already incorporates the commenters'
suggested reduction of pumping in a focused area, the commenters' concerns must lie
with the increasing of recharge via supplemental water. However, the only alternative to
increasing recharge via supplemental water is reducing extractions in the Q)IP area by
more than the combined Q)IP and proposed project's 77%. A reduction of more than
77% (32% attributed to the project) would effectively cut off waterto more than 100,000
people and thousands of acre of the most productive farmland in the world. Such a
result is contrary to the policies of CEQA These policies emphasize that the state must:
ensure "that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the provision
of a decent home and suitable living environment for every Californian, shall be the
guiding criterion in public decisions" [pub. Resources Code Section 21001(dH that the
state "[c]reate and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in
productive harmony to fulfill the social and economic requirements of present and
future generations," [pub. Resources Code Section 21001(e)]; and that CEQA "not be
subverted into an instrument for the oppression and delay of social, economic, or
recreational development or advancement." 14 CCR Section 150030).

I

•

MR-2

RECREATION MITIGATION

The Draft ElRiEIS concluded that recreational impacts were significant based on the expected
number of days that reservoir levels would fall below a 730-foot threshold compared with
existing conditions. The results of an economic analysis prepared for this response to comments
document (see Master Response MR-6) reinforces the general conclusion that recreational
resources at Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio would be significantly affected by the
proposed project. Specifically, MR-6 indicates that under Alternative A conditions, recreational
use, as expressed in annual visitor days, is predicted to decline by 10.5% at Lake Nacimiento and
by 33.9% at Lake San Antonio compared to use levels under baseline (without project)
conditions. No mitigation measures related to recreational resources were presented in the
Draft ElRiEIS.
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Various commenters have questioned whether the conclusion in the Draft EIRiEIS that
indicates that recreation-related impacts at Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio are
significant and unawidable is valid. Commenters suggested consideration of various mitigation
measures that could reduce the impact. In order to address this issue, specific mitigation
measures proposed in the public comments were evaluated, and representatives of some of the
commenting groups were contacted, including the private concessionaire operating Lake
Nacimiento Resort, Heritage Ranch and Oak Shores homeowners associations, and Monterey
County Parks Department (MCPD). Each of the suggested mitigation measures was evaluated
for potential effectiveness and feasibility. They have been classified into one of several general
categories of mitigation measures described below. Below is a brief description and response to
the comments on suggested mitigation measures.
•

Proposed Mitigation Measure: Adjust proposed reoperation of the SVWP to
maintain higher lake levels. Various commenters suggested that appropriate mitigation
would be to re-operate the project in a manner that would maintain higher lake levels during
the recreation season. Specific suggestions include reducing diversion rates during below
normal and drought conditions and maintaining lake levels above normally accepted
thresholds for recreational use.
The EIR threshold of significance was based on lake levels of 730-feet at Lake Nacimiento.
This level is generally accepted by commenters, although some also recommended using
higher lake levels as thresholds based on the location of their boat ramps and docks and the
underlying lake depth at that location. The issue faced by the MCWRA in operating the
proposed project is that modeling, the only tool available to analyze project effectiveness,
shows that seawater intrusion is halted by the project, but only by a small margin. This is
based on operating the lake in a manner shown in the Draft EIRiEIS, as modified by
Master Response MR-4. If the lake were operated so that lake levels were not reduced
below 730 feet in certain hydrologic conditions, modeling shows that seawater intrusion
would not be halted and the objectives of the project would not be met. Consequently,
there is apparently little flexibility in operation of the reservoirs that would accommodate the
suggested operational restraints.
Additional comments addressed altering the release patterns from Lake Nacimiento and
Lake San Antonio to release water from San Antonio first, then Nacimiento later in the
season. MR-1 discusses the current 3:1 release ratio between Nacimiento and San Antonio
and why the ratio is important to consider. As also described in MR-1, the MCWRA will
consider adjustment to the release ratio (to keep higher levels in Nacimiento longer) once it
has experience operating the project. Because it is not known if the release schedule can be
modified (it is speculative at this time), this is not included as a mitigation measure.

•

Proposed Mitigation Measure: Extend publici private homeowner association boat
ramps and docks to a lower elevation to allow continued access to the reservoirs.
Various commenters indicated that the extension of boat launch ramps and docks, thereby
providing reservoir access during low water periods, would serve to reduce impacts to
recreational resources associated with the project. This mitigation option was evaluated
further in consultation with the private concessionaire operating Lake Nacimiento Resort,
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several private homeowner associations at Lake Nacimeinto, and with the Monterey County
Parks Department, which operates the boating facilities at Lake San Antonio.

It was found that the boat launch ramp and dock at Lake Nacimiento Resort is fully
operational to a lake level of approximately 690 feet. On average, the proposed project
would not result in lake levels of 690 feet or below. As such, the existing facilities at Lake
Nacimiento Resort would be sufficient in most conditions to provide reservoir access under
the proposed project and would not need to be extended. At this low lake elevation, the
surface area of the lake is approximately 760 acres, compared with 2,350 acres at a surface
elevation of 730 feet and 5,370 acres at full capacity. Thus, while accessible, the small
surface area of the lake makes boating less desirable, especially to water skiers. The
extension of boat launch facilities at private homeowner association facilities, namely
Heritage Ranch and Oak Shores, was found not to be feasible. This is due to the fact that
existing facilities already extend to the lake bed at the locations of the launches. During low
lake conditions, the area under the ramps, and for a large distance surrounding the ramps, is
dry due to relatively flat topography. To access the lake, private property owners would be
able to use the existing boat launch and proposed boat launch at Lake Nacimiento Resort,
which provides deeper access than at Heritage Ranch and Oak Shores.
At Lake San Antonio, boat launch facilities are operated by Monterey County Parks
Department (MaD). Public boat ramps at this reservoir extend to the approximate 660foot level. The proposed project would not substantially change the number of days that the
reservoir falls below this level. Therefore, there is no true need, nor is it practical, to extend
boat launch facilities at Lake San Antonio.

Proposed Mitigation Measure: Evaluate mitigation measures in consultation with
the Monterey County Parks Department, lake concessionaires, and landowners at
Lake Nacimiento. The development of potential mitigation measures involved
consultation with local stakeholders at the reservoirs during the development of this
response to comments document. Results of the consultation effort are included
throughout various aspects of this master response. Further consultation and coordination
among local stakeholders will occur through the MCWRA's Reservoir Operations
Committee process. The Reservoir Operations Committee meets on a monthly basis to
manage scheduled releases at Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs. Members of the
public are included on this committee. This forum provides a venue for public input into
lake level management on a year-round basis. The Reservoir Operations Committee would
still be functional during project operations, which would allow the public to express their
concerns about low lake levels during the peak recreation season. It is proposed that the
management directive for the Reservoir Operations Committee will be only to release
sufficient water to meet the objectives of the SVWP and other operational objectives taking
into consideration the needs of recreational interests to the maximum extent possible. (This
would include consideration of the 3:1 release schedule for Lake Nacimiento and Lake San
Antonio.)
•

Proposed Mitigation Measure: Implement a program of agricultural water
conservation, water metering, and appropriate water pricing in Monterey County.
Please refer to Master Response MR-S for further discussion of water conservation measures
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in practice. As described in MR-5, additional conservation is not sufficiently available to
alter the need for the project.
•

Proposed Mitigation Measure: Construct a new boat launch facility at Lake
Nacimiento Resort. A commenter inquired whether there are plans to construct a new
boat launch facility at Lake Nacimiento Resort, and if so, stated that it would not provide
benefits to private homeowners surrounding the reservoir. There are plans to construct a
new four-lane concrete boat-launching ramp, boarding floats, two new parking areas, and
restrooms at Lake Nacimiento Resort. The new launch ramp would extend at a beginning
elevation of 800 down to an elevation of about 699. The existing facilities at Lake
Nacimiento Resort are sufficient to serve boat-launching activities from 800 feet down to
about 670 feet.

•

Proposed Mitigation Measure: Establish maintenance fund for facility managers to
utilize during low lake level conditions. The MCPD expressed interest in having a fund
developed that could be utilized during low lake level conditions. The MCWRA has
reviewed the proposal and determined that funds are not available for this type of activity.
However, the MCWRA is working with the MCPD to develop a non-water related
recreational facility at Lake Nacimiento. It is envisioned that the MCPD will receive from
the MCWRA approximately 1,200 acres on which to develop this new recreational facility by
means of a 99-year lease at a cost of $1.00. This would provide a non-water related
recreation facility with substantial public benefit. See the discussion below.

These mitigation measures have all been considered for inclusion in the Final ElRiEIS. Based
on the discussion provided above on the feasibility of proposed mitigation measures, page
5.9-20 of the Draft ElRiEIS is revised as follows:
Reservoir Impacts at San Antonio and Nacimiento Reservoirs during Existing Plus
Project and Future Plus Project scenarios (Alt A-i, Alt B-1, Alt A-3, Alt B-3).
MCWRA will implement the following mitigation measures to address impacts to recreational
resources:
•

MCWRA will continue its local coordination effort on managing lake levels through the
Reservoir Operations <:::Ommittee. It is proposed that the management directive for the
Reservoir Operations <:::Ommittee will be to only release sufficient water to meet the
objectives of the SVWP and other operational objectives taking into consideration the
needs of recreational interests to the maximum extent possible. Because the success of
the project will be monitored, the delivery of water will be scaled back if the water
release levels shown in the ElRiEIS are not needed to the extent shown.

•

The MCWRA is currently working with the MCPD to develop a non-water related
recreational facility at Lake Nacimiento. This new recreational facility will house an
eight-week summer camp sponsored by <:::Oca-<:::Ola for at-risk youth in the local area who
exhibit leadership potential. Camp <:::Oca-<:::ola is a multi-year program that provides
mentoring while promoting awareness of the outdoors. The target age for this summer
camp program is middle school to high school-aged children. When Camp <:::Oca-<:::Ola is
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not in session, the MaD can use the facility specifically for non-water related
recreational activities including horseback riding, rock climbing, camping, hiking, and
eco-education. It is envisioned that the MaD will receive from the MCWRA
approximately 1,200 acres on which to develop this new recreational facility by means of
a 99-year lease at a cost of $1.00.
•

MCWRA's Reservoir Operations CDmmittee will seek to operate the project such that
the project objectives of halting seawater intrusion are met, while trying to maintain
recreational opportunities at Lake Nacimiento to the degree feasible. CDnsideration will
be given to altering the 3:1 Nacimiento:San Antonio release schedule such that water
levels are maintained in Nacimiento as long as possible during the recreation season.
Because it would be speculative to commit to any programs prior to experience with
project operations, this is not considered a project mitigation measure.

Residual Impact: Existing Plus Project conditions would result in significant impacts
to recreational resources. It is not known if releases can be reduced when they approach
the 730-foot level. Because it is unknown whether the number of days below 730 feet
can be decreased, the mitigation would not change the conclusion that recreation
impacts at the reservoirs are significant and unavoidable. However, the proposed
mitigation measure(s) would result in potentially reducing the severity of impacts
experienced by recreational users and providers. The residual impact remains significant
and unavoidable.
Please see Chapter 3.0 of this document, Changes to the Draft EIRiEIS .

•
MR-3

•
GROWfH- INDUCING IMPACfS

Various commenters requested additional information concerning the growth-inducing impacts
resulting from the proposed project, including potential indirect impacts as well as identification
of related land use controls and other regulatory measures that would help minimize future
environmental impacts from the projected growth. Chapter 7 of the Draft EIRiEIS addressed
the potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project and concluded that five
environmental issue areas, Population Growth, Land Use! Agriculture, Biological Resources,
Traffic and Circulation, and Air Quality, were the primary impacts related to growth enabled by
Alternative A or B. Other, more direct growth-inducing impacts associated with the specific
locations of facilities proposed under Alternative A or B would not be expected. In developing
the analysis in Chapter 7 of the EIRiEIS on growth, all available general plans and general plan
EIRs, as well as the Local CDastal Plan and other environmental documents addressing growth
in the affected area, were reviewed. The information in these documents ranged, but the degree
of specificity was limited. Chapter 7 reflects this information to the degree needed to convey the
overall growth inducing potential of the project. Chapter 7 also aids the reader in understanding
the growth inducing potential of the project by additionally describing what would occur if the
project did not go forward. Patterns of land use change are indicated by where growth would be
expected in the CDunty (see Table 7-1), the degree of anticipated agricultural land conversion is
calculated, biological resources at risk are described, etc. The need for additional analysis of
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growth, through environmental review on a project-by-project (or larger) basis is also described
in the chapter.
Most future projects that would potentially induce growth in the project area would be subject to
environmental review under CEQA In addition, these projects would need to conform to local
planning and zoning regulations (e.g., general plans, local costal plans, etc.).
Table 7-1 of the Draft EIRiEIS provides growth projections for communities within Monterey
County. These projections are based on forecasted population figures provided by AMBAG.
AMBAG's forecasts extend to the year 2020, and MCWRA staff extrapolated these figures to
the year 2030 to coincide with the hydrologic model for the proposed project.
In forecasting populations for these communities, AMBAG considered whether potential
resource and infrastructure constraints should be considered. The forecasts that are presented in
the Draft EIRiEIS are generally unconstrained. AMBAG decided on this course because it felt
that "(I)n most cases, potential resource or infrastructure constraints to growth can be removed
if policy makers, and in some cases voters, are willing to support and fund the infrastructure
improvements required to do so." (AMBAG 1997, page 5) Thus, AMBAG's forecast for the
subregion that currently relies on water from the Salinas River basin assumes that there will be
no constraints in the future associated with water (or other resources).

This is not to suggest that there are not acknowledged constraints associated with water use in
the Salinas Valley basin, however. To the contrary, the AMBAG forecast includes a discussion
of potential resource constraints that, if not resolved, could affect population and employment
forecasts, and this discussion plays a role in the consideration of the growth-inducing potential
of the project. The AMBAG forecast and the extrapolation by MCWRA staff represents the
best available information for population projections for communities within Monterey County.

As to regulatory controls, the general plans and the local coastal plan contain regulatory controls
that address growth related impacts. The analysis in the growth inducing impact chapter
conveys the expected impacts of growth based on implementation of the various general plans,
so effectively reflects impacts that would be expected to occur with regulatory constraints in
place. The various general plans contain numerous policies encouraging that growth occurs on
non-prime farmland, that development occur as in-fill prior to developing in outlying areas, that
traffic impacts are addressed with new development proposals, that water conservation is built in
to new development, etc.
The MCWRA does not have any land use regulatory control, so its ability to impose regulations
on new development is limited. In addition, the newly enacted SB 221 specifies that new
development has to consider if there is an available water source. However, as management of
water resources are within the purview of the Agency, and in response to this comment, the
following is added to page 7-11 of the EIRiEIS:
"The MCWRA will work with Monterey County and the cities and communities within
the County to encourage maximum use of water conservation practices in new
development, including the use of ultra low-flow water fixtures and droughttolerant/low water demanding landscaping."
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Additionally, the following text is added to page 7-11 of the ElRiEIS in response to this
comment:

"As local jurisdictions consider development proposals, they should aggressively
implement general plan policies and other zoning ordinances and programs that result in
reducing potential environmental impacts, including impacts to agriculture, water use,
traffic, air quality, and biology. While these programs are not within the purview of the
MCWRA or the USACE, they are reasonable requests that would help reduce potential
impacts from land use conversion. These programs would be the responsibility of local
agencies as part of their land use approval process."

•

•
MR-4

REVISED HYDROLOGIC MODELING RESULTS

Mer the Draft ElRiEIS was distributed for public review, the MCWRA determined that two
elements of the SVI GSM modeling of Alternative A needed to be modified to more accurately
reflect anticipated operations under the SVWP. These revisions do not alter the conclusions of
the Draft ElRiEIS and are presented here in the interest of full disclosure of the range of
anticipated potential effects of project implementation. The revisions to the model consisted of
minor corrections to the required Salinas River minimum flows (for steelhead) at the diversion
structure and the incOlporation of an updated reservoir target storage rule curve under
Alternative A

As described in Draft ElRiEIS Section 5.6, specific minimum flow requirements would apply to
the Salinas River during certain months (primarily April and MaY) when the diversion structure is
in operation, to allow for steelhead smolts and adults to migrate successfully to the Monterey
Bay. Minimum flows would be required at the diversion structure when flow is greater than 170
cubic feet per second (cfs) in the Arroyo Seco or greater than 60 cfs in the upper Salinas River
and the sand barrier to Monterey Bay is breached. When these conditions are met, a minimum
flow of 15 cfs for smolt migration and 45 cfs for adult steelhead migration would be in effect at
the diversion structure. The modeling performed for the Draft ElRiEIS evaluation used a
minimum-flow value for smolt migration of 20 cfs rather than 15 cfs. Changing this in-stream
flow parameter to the lower value of 15 cfs translates into slightly lower releases from the
reservoirs at times when the flow requirement was the determinant of release volume.
The other change to the model entailed updating the MCWRA's target storage rule curve of 3:1
for Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs. The target storage rule curve is the rule set by the
MCWRA to balance releases between the two reservoirs in order to optimize water conservation
and flood protection benefits. The rule curve is in place because, given the topography and
hydrology of the region, the Nacimiento watershed generates three times the amount of runoff
generated by the San Antonio watershed. Given this difference, the MCWRA has historically
operated the reservoirs to ensure that the amount of empty storage space in Nacimiento
Reservoir remains approximately three times that of San Antonio Reservoir. By maintaining the
3: 1 ratio, the MCWRA effectively operates the two reservoirs as a single system in a way that
maximizes the reservoirs' flood protection and water conservation benefits. This issue is also
addressed in MR-1
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Revision of the 3:1 rule curve was overlooked when the model was revised to incorporate
changes resulting from the Nacimiento Reservoir spillway modification. The jlax1 contrd rule
curve that is established by FERC and DSOD defines the maximum allowable storage levels
(and, therefore, the minimum required empty storage space) in a reservoir on a monthly basis. It
is assumed that the flood control rule curve will change with acknowledgment of the additional
flood evacuation capability provided by an enlarged spillway at Nacimiento Dam. Because this
change is expected to result in a reduction in the required empty storage space at Nacimiento
Reservoir during some months, the target storage rule curve between Nacimiento and San
Antonio would also change such that the 3:1 ratio is maintained between the two reservoirs.
The change in the target storage rule curve essentially results in less water having to be released
from Nacimiento Reservoir under Alternative A and more being released from San Antonio
Reservoir and results in less of an impact on Nacimiento Reservoir surface storage volumes and
elevations than described in the Draft ElRiEIS. The revised model results reflecting these
changes are provided in Chapter 3.0 of this Final ElRiEIS. As stated above, the modeling
changes described here do not change the significance of any impacts presented in the Draft
ElRiEIS and do not result in the identification of any new significant impacts.

•
MR-S

INCORPORATION OF WATER CoNSERVATION MEASURES

Several commenters have requested the incorporation of additional water conservation measures
into the preferred alternative, including water metering, appropriate water pricing, and
restrictions on the use of irrigated water. Although MCWRA helps manage water resources
within the Salinas Valley through its management of Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoir
releases and recharge programs, and encourages water conservation techniques, it has no
authority to impose water conservation on growers or urban areas in the Salinas Valley.
However, Section 8 of the Monterey County Water Resources Agency Act (California Water
Code Appendix, Chapter 52) does indicate that one of MCWRA's stated purposes is to
"conserve (the flood and storm waters of the agency? for beneficial and useful purposes by
spreading, storing, retaining, and causing those waters to percolate into the soil within the
agency, or to save and conserve in any manner all or any of those waters."
Nonetheless, the proposed project incorporates water conservation in numerous ways. The
modeling .for the preferred alternative assumes that the Salinas Valley will continue existing
conservatIon measures.

As discussed on page 7-7 of the Draft ElRiEIS, the Salinas Valley, and particularly the Gtyof
Salinas, has a relatively low per capita water consumption rate compared to that of other areas of
the state. The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) assumes a current per capita
consumption in the Salinas area of 153 gallons, reducing to 132 gallons through conservation by
2020. With the exception of San Francisco, which is characterized by its high population and
development density and relative lack of landscaping, DWR shows that Salina uses less water per
capita than any other area of the state, both in 1995 and projected in 2000. By contrast,
statewide averages were 224 gallons per capita per day in 1995 (46% higher than Salinas) and are
projected to be 203 gallons per capita per day in 2020 (54% higher than Salinas) (DWR Bulletin
1960-98, January 1998).

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-55

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

A significant reason behind the projected decrease in total water use is improved conservation
measures for both agricultural and urban water uses. These measures are multifold and include,
but are not limited to, the following:

(1)

The proposed project, along with CSIP presents a 77% reduction in groundwater
pumpmg.

(2)

MCWRA requires submission of an annual conservation plan, along with extraction
reports, by all irrigators in the Salinas Valley. The conservation plans are intended to
provide a basis for planning and assessing the on-farm irrigation practices and to
establish improved on-farm conservation practices. The annual reports document
upgrades in irrigation systems, reducing water losses due to runoff, spray loss, improper
percolation, and evaporation. A substantial amount of farmland in the Salinas Valley has
been converted to improved sprinkler and both surface and sub-surface drip irrigation.
The reports document a shift toward low-energy precision application (LEPA) sprinkler
technology.

(3)

Salinas Valley irrigation is also improved by increased usage of the California Irrigation
Management Information System (OMIS), which is a series of weather stations that
collect and compile climatic conditions. There are four rainfall and six
rainfalV evaporation data stations in the Salinas Valley. With use of OMIS information
on climatic conditions, growers and landscape irrigators can make decisions about when,
where, and how much to irrigate, resulting in reductions in overall irrigation water needs,
leading to increased crop irrigation efficiencies. A recent independent assessment of the
OMIS program suggests that growers using OMIS have reduced applied water use on
their lands by an average of 13%, while increasing crop yields by 8%.

(4)

Monterey County has water conservation ordinances that apply to both urban and
agricultural areas. The agricultural sector in the Salinas Valley has implemented "best
management practices" for the use of irrigation water in the Salinas Valley since 1991.
Under the "best management practices," the best type of irrigation method for the soil
type, crop type, and weather conditions is put in place to the greatest extent possible. In
1999, there were approximately 50,000 acres using drip irrigation compared to about
25,000 acres using drip irrigation in 1993. Tertiary treatment of wastewater and
agricultural irrigation water recycling are also already in place. During calendar year
2000, over 11,000 acre-feet of recycled water from the Monterey County Water
Recycling Projects (MCWRP) was used in lieu of groundwater pumping in the CSIP area.
The MCWRP is considered to have established a benchmark for the best water recycling
and reuse program in the world.

(5)

The MCWRA has also utilized Global Positioning System (GPS) and Geographic
Information System (GIS) technologies to better track and manage water resources
within Monterey County. On January 26, 1993, as part of the on-going water
conservation effort in Monterey County, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors
passed an ordinance requiring that all wells in the Salinas Valley basin with a discharge
line equal to or greater than 3 inches in diameter be registered with the MCWRA A new
application was created to assist the MCWRA in this effort, the Groundwater Extraction
Management System (GEMS), which uses both GPS and GIS technologies to capture
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both locational and attribute information from each well within the Salinas Valley Basin.
Statistics are collected from over 600 wells around the 300,000-acre area to help manage
and protect the basin's ground water supplies.
(6)

The urban water use sector has shown similar downward trends in per capita
consumption, much of which can be attributed to consumer education and various
conservation efforts taken during the last decade. Consumer education typically consists
of providing information on the many facets of water usage. For example, California
Water Service Company (Cal Water), which is the primary purveyor of urban water in
the Salinas and King Gty areas of the Salinas Valley, maintains an active water
conservation education program There is a significant amount of information being
dispensed on topics ranging from responsible and intelligent water usage to conservation
gardening. It is estimated that these conservation programs have led to a reduction of
approximately 5% in per capita usage.

(7)

Water conservation has also been incorporated into the proposed project with the
inclusion of a delivery area pumping management component, as described on page 3-24
of the Draft EIRIEIS.

One alternative analyzed previously in Section 7.3.5 of the 1998 Draft EIR, the Reoperation and
Conservation Alternative, included required reductions in water use. It was detennined that the
alternative could not achieve the project goal of meeting existing and future water needs, and
that forced reduction in water use at the level needed to stop seawater intrusion and achieve
hydrologic balance in the Basin (a reduction of between 30% and 50%, see Master Response 1),
would substantially affect the productivity of prime farmland and would have severe economic
effects on agricultural practices and support industries that would be devastating to the local and
regional economies. In fact, the 2000 Monterey County Crop Report shows a crop value (not
including livestock, poultry, and dairy) of over $2.8 billion. Most of this is produced in the
Salinas Valley. A 30% to 50% reduction in water use would affect the crop values by a similar
percentage (roughly reducing values by $800 million to well over $1 billion per year.) Because of
this, the .forced-conservation element of this alternative was not carried forward, although the
reoperatlon component was.

It should be noted that forced reduction in water use is a foreseeable outcome of both No
Action/Total Demand Management (Alternative D) and No Action/State Adjudication
(Alternative E); neither of these alternatives presents a desirable scenario, as both would likely
result in the severe economic impacts mentioned above, having the likely indirect result of blight
and associated environmental problems as well. As noted previously (see also Draft EIRIEIS
page 2-6), a less drastic level of water conservation would help reduce the level of this impact,
but it is already assumed that conservation will take place. Given the already low level of per
capita water use in the project area, it is unreasonable to expect that per capita water use could
be substantially reduced, and certainly not to the degree the need for the preferred action would
be obviated. Consequently, water conservation (beyond that already assumed) is not considered
a meaningful additional component or mitigation for the proposed project.
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•
MR-6

•
ECONOMIC AND PROPERTY VALUE EFFECTS

A number of comments were received pertaining to the economic effects of the proposed
project. It is acknowledged that the proposed project could affect local economic conditions in
a number of ways. The project would affect recreational opportunities, which would adversely
affect the recreation economy reliant on use of Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio and
could also affect the value of properties around Lake Nacimiento. The project also would affect
the urban and agricultural economies of the Salinas Valley, which are heavily reliant on the use
of groundwater.
CEQA requirements regarding economic and social effects are provided in §15131 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. In summary, CEQA states that economic! social effects of a project shall not
be treated as significant effects on the environment, but may be considered if these effects, in
turn, lead to physical changes to the environment. CEQA also states that economic! social
effects of a project may be used to determine the significance of physical changes caused by the
project. Similarly, economic and social effects are not considered to be significant
environmental effects under NEPA (" ... economic and social effects and not intended by
themselves to require preparation of an environmental impact statement." CEQ NEPA
regulations §1508.14). The CEQ NEPA regulations do state "when an environmental impact
statement is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are
interrelated, then the environmental impact statement will discuss all of these effects on the
human environment." (40 CPR §1508.14). There is little guidance under NEPA on what is
meant by the interrelationship between economic and social effects and natural or physical
environmental effects.
Both social and economic issues were considered in the Draft EIRiEIS evaluation of impacts of
the SVWP. For instance, effects on recreation were considered to represent potential
environmental impacts, even though it can be argued that recreation is a social issue rather than
a physical environmental issue. The extent to which the project could affect recreational
opportunities was used as a threshold of significance for environmental effects. The analysis
considered the correlation between historical use of the lake and lake levels and identified a
threshold below which visitation would be expected to be substantially diminished. This analysis
concluded that the number of quality visitor days would be substantially diminished by the
project and significant and unavoidable impacts would result. Project effects on aesthetics,
which can also be considered a social issue, were evaluated as well. Regarding homes and visitors
with views of the lakes, the Draft EIRiEIS concluded that the lake elevations would be
sufficiently lowered by the project such that significant and unavoidable adverse visual impacts
would occur. Social and economic effects to agriculture and urban uses were also considered.
With regard to agriculture and urban uses, the Draft EIRiEIS concluded that halting seawater
intrusion would have a substantial beneficial effect related to water quality. This would, in tum,
result in continued productive use of agricultural land, which is a substantial component of the
local economy. While these economic and social factors were considered in the environmental
impact analysis consistent with NEPA and CEQA guidance, economic effects were not, by
themselves, quantified or considered. Substantial public interest in potential economic effects
related to changes in lake levels has been expressed in comments on the Draft EIRiEIS. In
response to these comments, an analysis of these economic effects has been completed and is
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presented in this final EIRiEIS to further the disclosure of the severity of physical impacts
related to changes in lake levels. The results are provided below. The economic effects
quantified here are not considered environmental effects in themselves under CEQA and
NEPA Accordingly, no conclusions are made regarding the significance of these effects and no
mitigation is required.
Before reviewing the results of the economic analysis, several items are worth noting.

1. The economic analysis shows that the project would adversely affect visitor spending at
the lakes and, to a lesser extent, in the local and regional economy. It also shows that
property values around Lake Nacimiento would be negatively affected. This conclusion
is consistent with the findings of the Draft EIRiEIS, which states that recreation and
visual resources at Lake Nacimiento (and San Antonio) would be significandyaffected
and that this effect would be an unavoidable consequence of project implementation
(i.e., the effect is not mitigable).
2. The reservoirs were built by the predecessor to the MCWRA and funded entirely by
agricultural and urban uses in the Salinas Valley for the express purpose of providing
flood control and water conservation benefits to the Salinas Valley. The agricultural and
urban economies of the Salinas Valley rely on the reservoirs for their health. Although
the presence of the reservoirs provides recreational and aesthetic amenities, these are not
the primary purposes for which the reservoirs were constructed. An analysis of the
project's economic benefits to landowners in the Salinas Valley and to the local and
regional economy in Monterey County has not been conducted. Nevertheless, it needs
to be recognized that the agricultural industry in Monterey County, most of which is in
the Salinas Valley, is a $2 billion plus/year industry, and the northern Salinas Valley,
where the project would halt seawater intrusion, is home to some of the most productive
agricultural land in the Valley (and the world). The northern Salinas Valleyis also home
to over 150,000 people. Both agricultural and urban uses rely on groundwater as their
primary and nearly singular source of water. While this economic analysis does not
examine the project's benefits, they would appear substantial. As described in Master
Response MR.-1, demand management options (no supplemental supply? would remove
over $32,000,000 annually in primary agricultural crop revenues, and secondary impacts
(farm labor wages, processing, transportation, etc.) would add to this economic loss. A
complete evaluation of economic effects of the project would need to consider these
effects in addition to the adverse effects related to reservoir lake levels and curtailment
of recreational opportunities.
3. The MCWRA owns the reservoirs and operates them in accordance with the water right
license granted to it by the State of California, which specifies the beneficial uses for the
water stored in the reservoirs. The priority beneficial uses specified in the MCWRA's
water rights license are flood control and groundwater recharge for the agricultural,
domestic, municipal, industrial, and recreational uses in the Salinas Valley. Recreational
use of San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs is not the primary beneficial use. The
Agency has an agreement to provide up to 17,500 AFY to San Luis Obispo County for
Its use.
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The economic analysis focuses on two main issues raised in public comment: (1) the regional
economic and fiscal effects of the project resulting from changes in lake levels at Lake
Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio, and (2) the indirect impacts to property values surrounding
Lake Nacimiento resulting from changes in lake levels there (no residential properties exist at
Lake San Antonio).
ECONOMIC/FISCAL EFFECfS

Methodology. Olanges in recreational activity at Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio
resulting from project operations were predicted using a recreation visitation model, which
evaluated the quantitative relationships between historical attendance data (1985-2000) and
hydrologic Qake-level), demographic, economic, and climate data. Based on the results of the
recreation visitation model, changes in recreational spending byvisitors to each lake were
estimated using estimates of visitor spending by type of recreational user. Based on estimated
changes in recreational spending onsite, in Paso Robles, and in San Luis Obispo County as a
whole, the economic effects of the project, as measured by changes in employment and income
levels, were then estimated using information obtained from the resort operator and from the
IMPLAN economic input-output model. IMPLAN is a commonly used analytical tool for
estimating regional economic effects associated with changes in economic inputs. Fiscal impacts
were evaluated by applying relevant tax rates to predicted changes in levels of recreational
spending on retail goods and hoteV motel services to determine changes in local government
revenues.

Results. The proposed project is predicted to result in changes in recreational activity at Lake
Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio, which would, in turn, affect visitor spending, jobs, and
personal income at the lakes and within Paso Robles and San Luis Obispo County. Under withproject conditions, recreational use, as expressed in annual visitor days, is predicted to decline by
an average of 10.5% at Lake Nacimiento and by 33.9% at Lake San Antonio compared to use
levels under without-project conditions. This is an average, and effects would be greater or
lesser in a particular year depending on rainfall and reservoir levels.
The economic analysis estimates that annual visitor spending at the two lakes would decrease by
an average of $2.0 million under the project, a 24% reduction compared to without-project
conditions. This reduction in visitor spending would result in an estimated 57 jobs being
eliminated and total personal income being reduced by approximately $900,000 annually onsite.
Within Paso Robles, the project is expected to result in a decrease in visitor spending of
approximately $1.1 million (19% decrease), with 28 jobs being eliminated and a reduction of
personal income of roughly $924,000. Compared to 2000 employment figures, the reduction of
jobs represents about 1% of jobs in recreation-serving businesses and roughly 0.2% of all jobs in
Paso Robles. Based on information from the California Employment Development
Department, job creation in Paso Robles averaged about 200 jobs per year between 1991 and
2000.
In San Luis Obispo County as a whole, which includes Paso Robles, average annual visitor
spending is expected to decrease by $2.3 million, resulting in the elimination of 74 jobs and a
decrease in personal income of about $1.5 million. Relative to employment within the county as
a whole, these estimates represent a reduction of 0.2% of jobs in recreation-serving businesses
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and approximately 0.05% all jobs in San Luis Obispo County. Based on information from the
California Employment Development Department, job creation in San Luis Obispo County
averaged about 2,500 jobs per year between 1991 and 2000.
Potential fiscal impacts in the project area are associated with changes in recreational use of Lake
Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio and related effects on property values near the reservoirs.
Fiscal impacts would include reductions in sales tax, transient occupancy, business license fees,
and property tax revenues. For San Luis Obispo County, the proposed project is expected to
result in a decrease of approximately $10,500 (-0.2%) in sales taxes, $35,700 (-0.9%) in transient
occupancy taxes, $100 (-0.2%) in business license fees, and $60,300 (-0.1%) in property taxes. In
total, the annual fiscal impacts on San Luis Obispo County are estimated to be $106,600, or a
reduction of 0.1 % in the affected revenue sources. For the City of Paso Robles, sales tax
revenue is expected to decrease by roughly $6,400 (-0.1%), transient occupancy taxes would
decrease by $19,400 (-2.0%), and business license fees would fall by $200 (-0.1%); there would
be no property tax effects because the affected properties at Lake Nacimiento are not located
within the City's jurisdiction. In total, fiscal impacts on the City of Paso Robles are estimated to
be $26,100, or a reduction of 0.3% in the affected revenue sources.
In addition, reductions in recreational visitation would affect revenues received by Monterey
County Parks Department (MCPD). MCPD generates revenue through its lease agreements
with on-site concessionaires and through campground/day-use fees for facilities it directly
operates. Assuming MCPD revenues change at the same rate as recreation use levels, annual
revenues could be expected to decline by $30,800 at Lake Nacimiento and by $360,400 at Lake
San Antonio based on average annual (unadjusted) revenues between 1985 and 2001. Taken
together, the reductions at the reservoirs could total $391,200, or 28.8% of total (unadjusted)
annual average revenues generated for the MCPD between 1985 and 2000.
PROPERTY VALUE EFFECTS

Methodology. The property value analysis was conducted by evaluating historical property sales
data at Lake Nacimiento. Anecdotal data from discussions with knowledgeable locals and results
from other comparable studies also were considered. Historical property sales data (1987-2001)
were correlated with reservoir levels and other structural and location characteristics of
properties to evaluate the relationship between these variables. A hedonic property-pricing
methodology, which relies on multiple regression techniques to analyze the marginal
contribution of parts of commodities to their overall value, was used to estimate the effect of
reservoir levels and housing characteristics on a home's value (sales price).

Results. A statistically significant relationship was found between property sales price and lake
levels. Under the preferred alternative (Alternative A), the average minimum summer lake
elevation at Lake Nacimiento would be reduced from 748 feet above mean sea level under the
baseline (without-project) conditions to 734 feet above mean sea level, a reduction of 14 feet or
1.9 %. Based on observed responses in property sales to annual fluctuations in lake levels
explained by the hedonic model, this reduction in lake levels would cause the average residential
home at Lake Nacimiento (with an average market value of $177,000) to decline in value by
$2,255 (1.3%).
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Historical fluctuations in lake levels have been primarily related to short termclimatic variations
rather than more permanent changes in Monterey County's operation of the two reservoirs, a
situation likely understood by existing homeowners and potential buyers. Because reoperation
of the reservoirs under the SVWP would cause a long-term reduction in lake levels, it is expected
that the impact on property values would be more pronounced than can be deduced from shortterm (annual) fluctuations. A more pronounced effect on property values is likely because the
project is expected to more frequently result in lake level conditions that are too low to support
boating activities and would adversely affect aesthetic qualities of the immediate area. Based on
conditions that occurred during the 1989-1991 drought years as a proxy, the long-term impact of
the project on property values is estimated to be $7,700 per home (4.4% of the average value of
improved properry? Lakefront and lake view properties likely would experience substantially
higher reductions in property values.
The fiscal impact to San Luis Obispo County, in terms of the potential loss in property tax
revenues, is described above under the fiscal impact discussion for the economic impact report.
IMPLICATIONS OF THE ECONOMIC ANALYSES

The economic analyses prepared for the SVWP indicate that the project is expected to indirectly
result in lower recreational visitation to Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio, which would,
in tum, have economic and fiscal impacts for the local region. Economic impacts would be
more pronounced at the reservoirs (e.g., resort operators, M~D) relative to local and regional
impacts within the Gty of Paso Robles and the County as a whole. The predicted change in
fiscal revenues generated for these jurisdictions would be relatively minor compared to total
annual revenues.

As stated in the outset of this response, these conclusions are consistent with the extent and
nature of the impacts to recreational and visual resources stated in the Draft ElRiEIS; that is,
impacts of the project to both these resources would be significant and adverse. There is no
feasible mitigation available to reduce this mitigation to a level that is less than significant.
However, please see Master Response MR-2 for a discussion of mitigation that is being
considered to reduce this impact to the degree feasible.

•
MR-7

FISHERY IMPACTS FROM RESERVOIR REOPERATION

A number of comments expressed concern that releases from the reservoirs, particularly Lake
Nacimiento, would have detrimental effects on the environment including reservoir fisheries.
One commenter questions the Draft ElRiEIS conclusions regarding the significance of
potential effects of lake level fluctuation on the fisheries of Lake San Antonio and Lake
Nacimiento and also questions the degree to which mitigation measures were given serious
consideration.
The Draft ElRiEIS evaluated the effects of lake level fluctuation on reproduction of
largemouth bass and on existing habitat enhancement projects. Lake level fluctuation influences
bass reproduction only during a limited period during the spring, while habitat is most likely to
be influenced by lake drawdown during the summer. It is important to realize that potential
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impacts of the project were evaluated relative to existing levels of lake fluctuation, not to a
condition where the lake has no fluctuation. Largemouth bass and other fish species have done
well in Lake Nacimiento even though the lake level has fluctuated significantly throughout its
history.
Based on the criteria evaluated and the changes in lake level projected during the bass spawning
period and summer drawdown period, the Draft EIRiEIS determined that there would be
potentially significant impacts on largemouth bass spawning success and largemouth bass
populations in Lake Nacimiento but that effects in Lake San Antonio, though present, would be
at a level considered less-than-significant. The proposed project is projected to result in an
increase in the number of years when largemouth bass reproduction may fail substantially in
Lake Nacimiento from 3 years under existing operations to 7 years in the 46-year study period.
However, this is not expected to substantially impact bass hatched in previous years. Since
largemouth bass are a relatively long-lived species, reproduction failure in anyone year can be
offset by more successful reproduction in subsequent years.

It was also determined that potentially significant impacts to Lake Nacimiento could be partially
mitigated by providing additional habitat enhancement structures in Lake Nacimiento, such as
old Christmas trees, which provide fish habitat. These structures could increase survival of
newly hatched bass and thus offset some of the impact resulting from lower reproductive
success. In response to several comments received on this issue, the mitigation measure for
fishery impacts at Nacimiento Reservoir found on page 5.6-85 of the Draft EIRiEIS is hereby
replaced by the following:
NACIMIENTO RESERVOIR WATER LEVEL CHANGES, WARMWATER SPORTSFISH
REPRODUCTION AND HABITAT (ALT A-3, ALT B-3)

Alternatives A and B would result in greater fluctuations in surface elevation of Nacimiento
Reservoir during the largemouth bass spawning period and increased frequency of summer
drawdown of Lake Nacimiento below 760 feet. This may result in potentially significant impacts
on largemouth bass spawning success and largemouth bass populations in Lake Nacimiento.
MCWRA will consult with the Q)FG on the development of a habitat enhancement program at
Lake Nacimiento to help mitigate this impact. This program may include coordination with
Q)FG on release schedules, construction of habitat enhancement structures and various lake
levels (below 760 feet msl), and other elements. Because the program has not been fully
developed, it is not known how successful it will be in maintaining spawning activity. Therefore,
this impact would be considered sigpificant and unawidable.

Residual Impact: Increased fluctuation of Nacimiento Reservoir during the
largemouth bass spawning period would be a sigpificant unawidable impact of Alternatives
AandB.

•
MR-8

•
ALTERNATIVES PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED

The SVWP has a long history and the project components presented and evaluated in the Draft
EIRiEIS have evolved from and represent the culmination of years of planning, engineering,
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and public involvement. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, the MCWRA,
through a lengthy screening process, developed a reasonable range of project alternatives for
analysis in the Draft ElRiEIS. This process involved assessing the basic feasibility of various
types of measures and generally evaluating their ability to meet the project objectives. The
outcome of this process was the identification of the preferred project, or proposed action, and
four alternatives to the preferred project, which include three no-action scenarios. Chapter 4.0
of the Draft ElRiEIS provides a detailed description of the alternatives evaluated throughout
the document.
The MCWRA began analyzing alternatives forthe SVWP as early as 1983. The alternatives that
were previously identified and subsequently removed from further consideration were done so
for a variety of reasons, including: public controversy, cost, inability to effectively meet project
goals, environmental considerations, engineering feasibility, or some combination thereof. This
master response provides a brief overview of these previously considered alternatives and
components, and demonstrates the wide range considered by the MCWRA in development of
the SVWP. For additional detail, refer to the Salinas Ri'lEr Basin Manawrmt Pian (BMF)
A ltemati'l£S A nal)5is Report (MCWRA 1994). Several of the components presented below were
common to multiple alternatives, and some of these "common components" have been carried
forward into the SVWP (i.e., spillway modifications). The purpose of the discussion below is to
give an overview of major alternative proposals, not to describe every combination of
components previously evaluated by the MCWRA
DIREct PIPELINE ALTERNATIVE(S)

The MCWRA considered a series of alternatives that featured, as the primary component, a 90mile pipeline from Nacimiento Reservoir to the North Valley for the direct conveyance of water
required to meet the project's objectives. The pipeline would have supplied agricultural water
needs during the irrigation season, and urban needs throughout the year via a water treatment
plant. Variations on the alternative, including the addition of some type of North Valley
Storage, spillway modifications at Nacimiento and reoperation of the reservoirs, etc. were
evaluated. Though several of these other project components were deemed feasible and carried
forward as part of the SVWP, the pipeline itself was removed from further consideration
primarily based on its high capital cost (over $400,000,000) and its potential environmental
effects (e.g., endangered species, cultural resources, farmland conversion, etc.).
SALINAS RIVER WELL SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE(S)

The primary component of these alternatives was a well system along the Salinas River, between
Greenfield and Chualar. The purpose of the well system was to pump water previously stored in
the ground as a result of Nacimiento and San Antonio operations, and to induce additional
recharge to the aquifers. Water pumped from the well system would then be delivered via a
pipeline for redistribution to the agricultural and urban users. One variation of this alternative
included an off-stream storage component that, along with a surface diversion structure, would
collect the wintertime storm runoff from the Salinas River and store it as subsequent irrigation
supply for peak agricultural needs. This additional component was deemed necessary to meet
the projected water needs in 2030.
There was substantial public controversy surrounding the proposed well system, primarily based
on concerns related to the effects on ground water levels in the surrounding areas and
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corresponding effects on the operation of individual wells. As a result of the strong public
opposition, this project component was rejected from further consideration by the MCWRA. It
was determined that other feasible project alternatives existed, and the MCWRA worked
towards developing a more widely acceptable project alternative.

ARRoyo SECO DAM ALTERNATIVE

This alternative proposed the construction and operation of a new reservoir along the Arroyo
Seco, with several alternative dam locations considered. This alternative would have been
supplemented with other components to meet water demands through 2030. The dam would
have captured Arroyo Seco water, which would have allowed the regulation of recharge of the
Arroyo Seco Cone area. A well system component would have been implemented with this
alternative in the vicinity of the Arroyo Seco Cone so that water could be pumped for
distribution to the northern portion of the Salinas Valley.
In the 1994 analysis, the Arroyo Seco Dam Alternative poorly met the majority of the screening
criteria, and as a result, had a relatively low ranking compared to the other revised BMP
alternatives. Specifically, the key issues which made this alternative less desirable than the other
BMP alternatives included: biological and fisheries impacts (including the loss of riverine habitat
utilized by steelhead trout for rearing and spawning), the permitting and other legal and
regulatory requirements, the reliability of the water source, sociocultural impacts including the
displacement of over 60 residences, and the high cost of the alternative.
Recently, this alternative has become even less viable due to the listing of the steelhead trout as a
federally-threatened species. The Arroyo Seco provides the primary spawning and rearing
habitat for this species along the Salinas River system within Monterey County.
CHALONE CANYON DAM ALTERNATIVE

The Chalone Canyon Reservoir was envisioned as a new off-stream storage facility located
approximately one-mile upstream of the Metz-Soledad Road crossing of Chalone Creek
Releases from the Chalone Reservoir could have entered the Salinas River for downstream
diversion via a well system, or via pipeline for direct deliveries to agricultural and! or urban water
users.
In the 1994 analysis, the Chalone Canyon Reservoir received moderate to high ratings; however,
it was subsequently determined that a reservoir in the Chalone Canyon that would store and
deliver water to users directly would not eliminate seawater intrusion or meet the 2030 needs for
water. Upon further scrutiny, it was also determined that the watershed draining to the reservoir
could not provide sufficient water in wet years to compensate for the lack of water during dry
years. These factors, in combination with the high permeability of soils underlying the proposed
site, made this alternative less feasible as a new reservoir location and it was subsequently
removed from further consideration by the MCWRA.
REOPERATION AND Q)NSERVATION ALTERNATIVE

This alternative considered the reoperation of Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs so that
conservation releases would be maximized to enhance recharge through the Salinas River. The
modification of the Nacimiento spillway was also assumed as part of this alternative. In order to
meet the remaining water balance, a plan to reduce water use through forced conservation was
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contemplated. In forcing the reduction of water use, this alternative would not achieve the
project's goal of meeting existing and future water needs. Although the capital costs associated
with this alternative would have been low in comparison to other alternatives, the indirect
economic effects on agricultural practices and support industries would have been devastating to
the local and regional economies. See Master Response 1.
It should be noted that although this is not the preference of the MCWRA, forced reduction in
water use and loss of local control over the management of water resources is a foreseeable
outcome of both the No Action/Total Demand Management Alternative (Alternative D) and
the No Action/State Adjudication Alternative (Alternative E).
DESALINATION ALTERNATIVE

Desalination of seawater was initially considered as an alternative source of water for the project.
The average cost of desalinated water is between $1,000 and $2,200 per AF. At present, Basin
water costs (based on average cost to pump) between $50 and $100 per AF. The relatively high
cost of desalination, and the volume of water needed to meet the project's objectives, dismissed
this as a viable alternative for this project. The desalination process requires a source of water
and a means of disposing of the brine generated from the process. A federal marine sanctuary
has been established in Monterey Bay and in areas to the north and south. Therefore, extensive
studies would be required to address the potential impacts and mitigation requirements
associated with a discharge to Monterey Bay. Notwithstanding the significant environmental
issues of a potential discharge to Monterey Bay, desalination is cost prohibitive as a source of
agricultural water. The cost of SVWP water is approximately $200/ AF, including the capital and
annual costs of the spillway modifications and the diversion facility. This is between one-fifth
and one-tenth of the cost to develop similar supply under desalination.
IMPORTATION/WATER TRANSFERS ALTERNATIVE

Importation of water from outside of the Basin and water marketing and transfers were
considered by the MCWRA during the initial planning process. At the time, the amount of State
and Federal project water potentially available to the MCWRA was unknown, and reliance on
this as a primary source for the proposed project was highly speculative. As a result, the
MCWRA decided not to pursue this alternative as an immediate solution to the problems facing
the Basin. In the future, however, the Coastal Branch of the State project in San Luis Obispo
County and! or Federal water from the San Felipe Unit to the north! northeast of the Salinas
Valley could be considered as possible sources. To implement these alternatives, the MCWRA
would need to find willing sellers of current water contracts/ entidements or request a future
allocation from the State or Federal governments. Use of this water would likely require the
construction of conveyance facilities for water transfers. Nevertheless, due to substantial
uncertainties regarding timing and availability, this remains a speculative alternative and has been
rejected from further consideration in this EIRIEIS.
INTERLAKE TUNNEL/PIPELINE CoMPONENT

San Antonio Reservoir typically has excess capacity for the storage of additional water. The
watershed and average annual precipitation within the watershed, however, does not provide for
such opportunities. Early during the BMP planning process, the MCWRA evaluated the
potential to convey water from Nacimiento Reservoir (which is forced to release water during
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the rainy season based on spillway capacity limitations) to San Antonio Reservoir. The
additional water would be stored and subsequently released for downstream recharge through
the Salinas River and! or diverted from the river for use.
An interlake tunnel connecting the two reservoirs was originally considered as a method to
balance and maximize water capture at the two facilities. In 1991, it was estimated that an
interlake tunnel (which would require a pump station) could increase the yield of the San
Antonio Reservoir by between 20,000 and 27,000 AFY. Several engineering and environmental
factors were identified during the screening process that made these components undesirable.
Such factors included engineering challenges associated with geology of the area and tunneling,
concern regarding the spread of the predatory (introduced) white bass species by hydrologically
linking the two water bodies, and the energy! pumping needs associated with moving water from
Nacimiento to San Antonio via an interlake pipeline. These and other factors substantially
increased the capital and environmental impacts of the facility, and it was subsequently removed
from further consideration.
NORTH VALLEY STORAGE CoMPONENTS

Storage of water in the northern Salinas Valley had long been considered an integral component
in defining a physical solution to the Basin's seawater intrusion problem. As a result, the
MCWRA evaluated several potential storage sites throughout the North Valley. These sites were
assessed for their engineering feasibility, land use! environmental resources, and potential capital
costs. Table 2.2-1 provides an overview of the sites considered, including information related to
their removal from further consideration. As described in Chapter 4, the MCWRA brought
forward the Merritt Lake surface storage component, as well as a subsurface storage component,
as part of Alternative B (the proposed project evaluated in the 1998 Draft SVWP EIR).

Table 2.2-1
NORTH VALLEY STORAGE SITES AND DEVELOPMENT CoNSTRAINTS

RESERVOIR SITE

GEOTECHNICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CAPACITY
ILANDUSE
CONSTRAINT OR TOPOGRAPHY
CONSTRAINTS
CONSTRAINTS
S
./

Carr Lake

./

Guidotti
Pilarcitos Canyon
(Fort Ord)
Gabilan Reservoir

./

Airport Reservoir

./

Undefined

./

Designated Habitat Management Area
that precludes significant
development. Permeability and
stability problems .

./

./

High per unit cost, weak foundation.

./

./

Same as Barloy Canyon.

./

Low yield, fault zone.
./

./

Flight Zone/FAA restrictions
regarding creation of waterfowl
habitat.
Located too far south.
Prohibitive land acquisition costs.

Corral de Tierra Valley

Salinas Valley Water Project

Significant wetland habitat.
Storage capacity and flood control
constraints .

./

Barloy Canyon
(Ft.Ord)

Bull Canyon

./

./

Espinosa Lake

EXPLANATION/
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
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CAPACITY
RESERVOIR SITE

Dunn Canyon
Armstrong Ranch

Los Gatos
Reliz Canyon

•
MR-9

CONSTRAINTS

GEOTECHNICAL
OR TOPOGRAPHY
CONSTRAINTS

Undefined

./

./

./

ENVIRONMENTAL
ILANDUSE
CONSTRAINTS

EXPLANATION/
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Permeability and stability problems,
substantial excavation would be
required, and associated
environmental considerations .

./

Undefined

./

Located too far south.

•
MODIFICATION OF AFFECfED RIPARIAN ACREAGE

Section 5.5 of the Draft EIRiEIS estimated the loss of riparian habitat under Alternative A to
include 32 acres of mixed riparian habitat as a result of the construction and operation of the
inflatable diversion facility. This total included an estimated 30 acres due to flooding after
creation of the inundation pool and the removal of 2 acres of habitat resulting from construction
of the surface diversion facility. As discussed on page 5.5-37 of the Draft EIRiEIS, the location
of the inundation pool and subsequent analysis of loss of riparian habitat was based on the best
available information. The area has little topographic relief, and detailed topographic surveys
were unavailable. The approximate boundaries of the inundation pool were estimated based on
spot topographic surveys and a combination of USGS topographic information, aerial
photographs, and GIS mapping. The Draft EIRiEIS recommended that additional topographic
surveys and habitat characterization be completed to present a more precise estimate of project
impacts to riparian habitat. Following release of the Draft EIRiEIS, topographic surveys were
completed and this was used along with additional field work, to supplement the assessment of
habitat within the inundation pool, and the location and size of the inundation pool was defined
in greater detail. This was completed in the summer of 2001.
A revised analysis of surface-diversion impoundment impacts on riparian habitat is included in
this Final EIRiEIS as Appendix A (Habitat Characterization and Mitigation Report. The
revised analysis indicates that the impoundment would fluctuate within the existing riverbanks,
which are relatively steep and high within the reach that would be influenced by the
impoundment. Thus, the large amount of riparian habitat previously considered affected was
overestimated. The estimate of the amount of vegetation in the impoundment area was reduced
to 1.3 acres, and the amount of riparian vegetation at the diversion construction site was reduced
to 1.1 acres. Similarly, the length of the inundation area was reduced from 4.5 miles, as
described in the Draft EIRiEIS, to approximately 3 miles. Therefore, using this new
information, it is estimated that a total of 2.5 acres of riparian habitat (1.3 acres within the
inundation pool and 1.1 acres at the site of the diversion facility [rounding up] would be
affected by the proposed project. Figures 5.5-3 to 5.5-5 of the Draft EIRiEIS (Inundation Area,
Maps 1,2, and 3) have been revised based on this new analysis and are hereby replaced by the
two figures on the following pages.
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1/2002

USACE and mFG regulation typically requires a no-net-Ioss of wetland with replacement
habitat located near the area of impact. USACE regulations have been changed such that the
"no-net-Ioss" is to be considered in terms of habitat value on a watershed basis. Because
MCWRA will be required to obtain permits from both USACE and mFG it can be assumed
that a minimum of 5 acres of replacement habitat (or an equivalent amount based on habitat
value) would be needed before permit approvals were issued. Thus, mitigation measure AIt A-7
on page 4.4-45 of the Draft ElRiElS has been revised to read as follows:
Impacts to Riparian Habitat (AIt A-7). The MCWRA will mitigate for the loss of riparian habitat
through a program that may include a combination of the following options. The precise mitigation will
be determined through consultation with CDFG and USFWS, as required to obtain a CWA Section 404
Pennit from the USACE. See Appendix A for proposed mitigation plan..
Option 1:

•

The loss of riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement andlor restoration at
least a 1: 1 ratio (2.5 acres) that will be determined during the permitting process. The
restoration will include a combination of new plantings and restoration of areas invaded
by non-native species, at a ratio to be decided upon by the involved agencies. Mitigation
for this impact will include development of a detailed riparian restoration plan, prepared
by MCWRA and approved by CDFG and USFWS. The goal of the restoration plan will
be to eventually establish mature stands of riparian habitat near the banks of the lower
Salinas River. The exact location and planting design will be developed through
consultation with CDFG and USFWS. Performance standards will be included to ensure
that an 80% coverage in replacement trees is achieved over a 5-year period checked by
aerial photo coverage. Annual reports identifying planting success and monitoring efforts
will be submitted by MCWRA to CDFG and USFWS .

•

•

MR-l0

SAN LUIS OBISPO CoUNTY WATER ENTITLEMENT

Several commenters questioned how the MCWRA factored the San Luis Obispo County water
entitlement into the proposed action and the evaluation of project effects described in the Draft
ElRiElS. Several others questioned how reoperation of Nacimiento Reservoir would affect the
provision of domestic water supply to residential areas around the lake and suggested that
potential harm to this water supply is an impact that the MCWRA must mitigate. Because these
issues are related, they are addressed together in this master response.
The MCWRA built Nacimiento and San Antonio darns for flood protection and groundwater
recharge. The rights to beneficial use of the water captured behind the darns were granted to the
MCWRA by the State. A recent decision by the SWRCB (Application 30532) again
acknowledged the MCWRA's right to Nacimiento Reservoir water. (The SWRCB is the State
agency charged with public trust oversight of surface water resources.)
Under an October 1959 agreement between San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District (SLOCFC&WCD) and the MCWRA's predecessor, the Monterey County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (MCFC&WCD), the MCWRA is obligated to
provide to San Luis Obispo County up to 17,500 AFY of water from Nacimiento Reservoir.
Salinas Valley Water Project
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The 17,500-AF entidement comes from the MCWRA's permitted allocation of 180,000 AF of
water. The MCWRA's contractual obligation is to provide this water from the San Luis Obispo
County diversion at the discharge end of the low-level oudet works (670 feet) of Nacimiento
Dam The agreement does not include any responsibility on the part of the MCWRA for
delivering the water. The authorized diversion of water does not include water taken from wells
around Nacimiento Reservoir, and the MCWRA is not required to furnish water at a rate in
excess of the present capacity of the low-level oudet works.
With the exception of Oak Shores, all the water users at Nacimiento Reservoir, including those
at Heritage Ranch, obtain their water supply as part of this entidement. San Luis Obispo
County has historically exercised only part of its rights to water under the agreement, with the
amount delivered to lakeside residents from this entidement totaling approximately 1,300 AFY.
However, the MCWRA is fully prepared to provide the full entidement of water in accordance
with the agreement.
The San Luis Obispo entidement was accounted for in the modeling performed to evaluate
project effects. The San Luis Obispo County diversions were simulated as a monthly amount of
1,450 AF. This diversion was included in every month of the simulation period, as long as the
minimum flow requirements were met downstream of the dam In other words, for purposes of
the modeling performed to evaluate the SVWP, it was assumed that San Luis Obispo would
exercise its full entidement, even though it has not done so historically. Therefore, it should be
noted that the modeling and model results are conservative in this regard, showing greater
effects than would occur if San Luis Obispo County continues to not exercise its entidement.
Most important to note, regardless of the method used to incotporate the San Luis Obispo
County entidement into the modeling, is that the MCWRA will provide the full entidement of
water in accordance with the agreement, as stated above.
The water supplied to Oak Shores is covered by a 1984 agreement between Nacimiento Water
Company (which serves Oak Shores) and the MCFC&WCD. Through this agreement, the
Nacimiento Water Company received a water allocation of 600 AFY, which is drawn from the
bottom of Nacimiento Reservoir and other intakes. The agreement specifies that the
Nacimiento Water Company waive any claim of right or tide to water being taken from its three
wells located at the bottom of Nacimiento Reservoir. This allocation is not an obligation for the
MCWRA to supply 600 AFY of water, but allows Nacimiento Water Company to take the water
from the lake when it is available. Although some water is always available for extraction, the
quality of the water may be poor when the reservoir is drawn down substantially.
2.3

WRITTEN AND ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT
EIRIEIS

The written and oral comments received on the Draft EIRiEIS and the responses to those
comments are provided in this section. Each comment letter and the public hearing transcript is
reproduced in its entirety and is followed by responses to comments raised in each letter and at
the public hearing.
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STATE

OF

CALIFORNIA

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
Grav
Davis
.'
GOVERNOR

August 8, 2001

Curtis Weeks
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4465
Subject: Salinas Valley Water Project
SCH#: 2000034007
Dear Curtis Weeks:
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Joint Document to selected state agencies for review.
On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies
that reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 7, 2001, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 211 04(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:
"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation."
These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmenta! docll.tnents, pursuant to the California Fnvironment'll Quality 4.ct Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.
Sincerely,

Terry~~
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

RBCEIVED
Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project TItle
Lead Agency

Type
Description

2000034007
Salinas Valley Water Project
Monterey County

JD

Joint Document

The proposed project would provide for long-term management and protection of groundwater
. resources in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin by meeting these objectives: 1) stopping seawater
intrusion, 2) providing adequate water supplies to meet current and future (2030) needs, and 3)
hydrologically balancing the Basin. Specific project components are: 1) Nacimiento Reservoir spillway
modifications, 2) reoperation of Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs, 3) Salinas River recharge,
,conveyance, and water diversion via an inflatable diversion structure, 4) distribution and delivery of
water, and 5) delivery area pumping managemenl

Lead Agency Contact
Name Curtis Weeks
Agency Monmrey County Water Resources Agency
Phone 83175&4860
email
Address ·893 Blanco Circle
City Salinas

Fax

Stam CA

ZIp 93901-4465

Project Location
County
City
Region
Cross streets
Parcej:tlo.
TownShip

Monterey, San Luis Obispo
Salinas
Nashua Road and Blanco Road
Range

Section

Base

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use
Project Issues

Reviewing
Agencies

Date Received

SR 1 and SR 183

Salinas River
Agricultural and Open Space, River and Water Bodies, Farmland
Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; PJr Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Coastal Zone;
Drainage/Absorption; Flood PlainIFlooding; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; RecreationlParks; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian;
Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Resources Agency; Califomia Coastal Commission; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish
and Game, Region 3; Department of Fish and Game, Marine Region; Department of Parks and
Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, District 5; Department of Health Services;
State Water Resources Control Board, Clean Water Program; Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 3; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission

06/08/2001
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Start of Review 06/0812001
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LETTER 1

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State dearinghouse
August 8, 2001

•

•

1-1

This comment, related to CEQA procedural issues, does not raise any environmental
issues. No further response is necessary.

1-2

The Final ElRiEIS inco1porates all comments received on the Draft ElRiEIS
during the public review period, as well as comments received after the close of the
public review period.
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United States .Department of the ·Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office ofEnvironmeota1 Policy and Compliance

1i 11 Jackson St. Suite 520
Oakland, CA 94607

July 31,2001
ER01l0500

District Engineer
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, California 94105-2197
Dear Mr. Smith:
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmenta1lmpact
ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement (DEISIEIR) for the Salinas ValleyWater Project,
Monterey County, California (ER 0110500). This letter has been prepared under the authority of
and in accordance with provisions:ofthe National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 [42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.; 83 Stat. 852], as amended (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act of 1973 [16 U.S.C.
1531 e{seq.; 87 Stat. 884] (ESA), as amended, and other authorities mandating Department
concern for. environmental values. Based on these authorities, the Department· offers the
following comments for your consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The draft EISIEIR does not adequately address ESA issues within the proposed project area.
·These issues are related to federally endangered and threatened species known from, or predicted
to be in the project area. The Department is therefore unable to completely assess the proposed
action in this draft EISIEIR and .its effects to our trust resources. We include information in our
NEPA response to help the Corps analyze for these effects, and request the following -changes be
made to ensure the final EISIEIR adequately addresses our ESA and· other concerns in the
proposed project area.

2-1

Endangered Species Act
California red-legged frogs (Rana aurora draytonii)

2-2

The draft EISIEIR indicates the federally threatened California red-legged frogs (Rona aurora
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·.

July 31, 2001

2

draytoniz) are found in "streams and ponds with emergent vegetation." We have included
'additional infonnation (through the U.S. Fish and Wtldlife Service Ventura Field Office) that
should be used to analyze for effects to this species in the project area, and included in the final
EISIEIR.
California red-legged frogs are found in more than just streams and ponds. Breeding sites
include streams, deep pools, backwaters within streams and creeks, ponds, marshes, sag
ponds, dune ponds, lagoons, and artificial impoundments such as' stock ponds; they can
also use shrubby riparian or emergent vegetation:. These frogs also occur in upland
habitat, and have been recorded moving as far as 2.25 miles from nonbreeding to breeding,
sites; they can also be found further than 328 feet from water in adjacent,vegetation (66
Federal Register 14626; USFWS 2000, Scott and Rathburn 2001, in liti.).
We are concerned that the draft EISlElR classifies the Salinas River watershed as "unsuitable
habitat" for California red-legged frogs. However, if the Salinas River (including proposed
project area) were unsuitable, it would not have been included in the final determination of critical
habitat for California red-legged frogs (66 Federal Register 14626). The proposed surface
diversion facility location falls within critical 'habitat Unit 17 (Elkhorn Slou~Salinas River Unit).
This critical habitat unit was designated based on the location and its habitat containing the
primary constituent elements necessarY for California red",legged frog survival and recovery, and
the ability of the unit to provide connectivity from the coastal plain and outer coast ranges to the
inner coast ranges.

2-2

2-3

Due to the documented presence of California red-legged frogs in "the vicinity of the proposed
s¢ace diversion facility location (Lower Salinas River Sighting: i999; Las Palmas Ranch
sighting: 1994; and Elkhorn slough-occupied habitat),surveys offrogs along Salinas River may
need further attention for the final EISlElR.
According to the California red-legged frogs final determination of critical habitat (66 FR 14626),
the frogs are adapted to survive where habitat quality varies spatially and temporally. Due to this
variability, population sizes can vary widely from year to year, which in tum make surveying more
difficult in areas where populations of frogs may not be very high.
2-4

According to a report prepared by EDAW, Inc. for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (dated
February 18, 2000, and obtained at the Ventura Field Office), the project area was surveyed by
two biologists from EDAW, Inc. between September 13 and 15, 1999. Based on the amount of
project area and our U.S. Fish and WIldlife Service biologist's professional opinion, we believe
the amount of time to survey the area required to document the presence of California red-legged
frogs in the vicinity of the proposed surface diversion facility location was insufficient.
The survey area along Salinas River may need further attention. This amount of area could not be
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July 31, 2001

3

thoroughly surveyed (two daytime surveys and two nighttime surveys) in two days by only two
biologists. Phone messages from the Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office have been left with
EDAW, Inc. (Cindy Davis) during 2000, and as late as January 31,2001, regarding this matter,
although no messages were returned. We request that additional surveys be conducted and
included in the final EISIEIR to fully assess the presence or absence of California red-legged frogs
in the project area. Please include the qualifications of the biologists conducting the surveys in an
appendix within the final EISIEIR for our review.
We also request the agricultural pond adjacent to the river (Merritt Lake and the stock pond being
the same thing in the document) be surveyed for presence of California red-legged frogs for the
final EISIEIR. The February 18, 2000, report from EDAW, Inc. indicated '1:he agricultural pond
adjacent to the river is likely unsuitable, because this type of pond is often inhabited by bullfrogs
and other predators."

2-4
(cont'd)

The EDAW, Inc. Report and draft EISIEIR indicate that this pond was not surveyed. We suggest .
all aquatic areas within the project area should be thoroughly surveyed for California red-legged
frogs, whether exotic species are present or not. California red-legged frogs have been
documented to occur within the same types of ponds, streams, or other aquatic features, which
are habitat for bullfrogs and other non-native predatory species (66 FR 14626; USFWS 2000;
Scott and Rathburn, 1998, in litt.).
The draft EISIEIR is unclear as to what kind of habitat type in the upland inundation area
(beyond the 30 acres of riparian habitat) would be lost. Please clarify this in the finalEISIEIR.
Also, it is likely that the inundation area resulting from the proposed surface diversion facility will
provide additional habitat for bullfrogs and other predators of California red-legged frogs. Please
clarify in the final EISIEIR the measures your agency plans to take in order to prevent an increase
in abundance of bullfrogs and other predators that might be present in the inundation area.

I

2-5

2-6

The range of California red-legged frogs was incorrectly reported in the draftEISIEIR. Please
include this information in the final EISIEIR:
Historically, California red-legged frogs were more widespread. Today they are found in
only 248 streams or drainages, in 26 counties in California. They are locally abundant in .
many areas of Monterey County. Isolated populations have also been discovered in the
Sierra Nevada, northern Coast, and northern Transverse ranges. The species is also
present in Baja California, Mexico (66 FR 14626).

2-7

California tiger salamanders (Ambystoma califoroiense)
We suggest that the final EISIEIR provide evidence of surveys conducted at Merritt Lake for the
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), which is a candidate species for which the
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4

July 31,2001

u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service has sufficient information on the biological vulnerability and threats
to support proposals to list as federally endangered or threatened. This location falls within the
current range of this salamander; please include this information in the final EISIEIR:
. California tiger salamanders have been found to occur along the coast ranges, from the
Santa Rosa area of Sonoma County south, to the vicinity of Buellton in Santa Barbara
County. They occur in disjunct vernal pool complexes, isolated ponds, sag ponds, and
human-maintained stock ponds. California tiger salamanders have been found from sea
level up to about 460 m (1500 feet), using seasonal aquatic habitat for breeding. They
burrow in cracks in the ground or small mammal burrows in grassland areas surrounding
the pools or ponds (USFWS, 2001).

2-8

(cont'd)

Least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and arroyo toad (Hufo microscaphus cali/omicus)
We are concerned that the draft EISIEIR does not identify surveys for two federally endangered
species in the project area around the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs, the least Bell's
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and arroyo toad (Bufo microscaphus cali/omicus).
Habitat for these two species is expected to be affected from increased water levels. Both of
these federally endangered species' ranges include these reservoirs. Arroyo toads have also been
documented to occur on a 17 -mile stretch of the San Antonio River above the reservoir. We
request your agency do thorough surveys for these species in the identified areas, analyze for
project effects to both these species, and include the information in the final EISIEIR.
It is likely that arroyo toads may be found both up and downstream from the current inhabited
area on the San Antonio River. It may also be necessary to conduct arroyo toad surveys
downstream from the reservoir to determine if they are present and to assess potential affects on
this species below the reservoir.

2-9

Although no least Bell's vireos have been documented in the Nacimiento, San Antonio, and
Salinas River watersheds since the 1993 Salinas River observation, suitable habitat still exists
within these watersheds. In addition, the populations ofleast Bell's vireo in the Southern
California area have recently increased in numbers and have expanded northward; they are
expected to reestablish in the northern San Luis Obispo and southern Monterey County areas in
the near future.
Bald eagle (HaliaeettiS leucocephalus)

As a result of this proposed project, we believe changes in water release operations at the
Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoir will adversely affect the fish populations and the fish
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July 31,2001

5

habitat, which may in tum adversely affect the main food source for the threatened bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). The DEISIEIR gives a very brief description of bald eagles in the
Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoir areas. The document also mentions that bald eagles are
"uncommon winter residents" .
2-10
Based on observations by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Ventura Field Office personnel and on
recent reports submitted to this office, bald eagles have been observed along the Nacimiento River (cont'd)
and Nacimiento Reservoir annually during winter months over the past few years. The eagles
have also been documented to nest along the San Antonio River just upstream of the San Antonio
Reservoir on Fort Hunter Liggett property. We request the final EISIEIR proVide evidence of
bald eagle surveys to estimate the numbers of bald eagles in the project area, and an assessment
detailing the effects to the eagles if a decrease in its main food source occurs.
Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi)
The draft EISIEIR does not provide an analysis of effects of the proposed Salinas Valley Water
Project· on the tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), a federally endangered fish species that
may occur within the project area. Please include this analysis in the final EISIEJR. Also, pleaSe
include the following information in the final EISIEIR:
Historically, the tidewater goby was found in coastal lagoons from the California/Oregon
border south to San Diego; has been found to range upstream from the Pacific Ocean into
fresh water up to 1.2 miles; and typically found in coastal lagoons, estuaries, and marshes
with relatively low salinities~ Its habitat is characterized by brackish shallow lagoons and
lower stream reaches where the water is fairly still but not stagnant.

2-11

Hydrological Modeling
The draft EISIEIR document states a number of times that "the proposed action would halt
seawater intrusion". In other paragraphs, the document states that "hydrologic modeling shows
that the project may not halt seawater intrusion in the long-term future." Please clarifY these
opposing statements and include a better discussion and analysis of the hydrologic modeling
results in the final EISIEIR. This discussion is needed to demonstrate more concisely both the
short-term and long-term effects of the surface diversion structure on State and federally
threatened and endangered species in the project area.

2-12

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:
Page 2-7, Section 2.4 Summary of the Significant Unavoidable Impacts of the Proposed Action.
Subsection 2.4.1 Applicant's Preferred Alternative - Alternative A: The draft EISIEIR describes
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several negative impacts associated with enhanced fluctuations in reservoir water levels. Table
5.8-2 (Page 5.8-18) indicates that annual reservoir water-level fluctuations in San Antonio
Reservoir will, on average, increase from 10 to 20 feet under existing conditions and existing
conditions plus Alternative A, respectively. Similarly, table 5.8-5 (page 5.8-20) indicates that
water-level fluctuations in Nacimiento Reservoir will, on average, increase from 34 to 43 feet
under existing conditions and existing conditions plus Alternative A, respectively.
The zones around the rims of the reservoirs between low and high annual water levels are virtually
vegetation-free. The draft EISlElR does not provide a map showing the extent of the current and
projected (under Alternative A) unvegetated zone. The draft EISlElR does describe the negative·
impacts of enhanced bank erosion associated with substantial broadening of the unvegetated zone

2-13
(cont'd)

I

To adequately address environmental impacts associated with enhanced reservoir fluctuations in
Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs, the final EISlElR should include a map showing soils, in
which the area affected by water-level fluctuations is superimposed. Inclusion of this map in the
final EISlElR will permit identifying areas with low, moderate, and high potential for erosion.
The final EISlElR needs to address effects of enhanced erosion on aquatic life and on recreation.
Page 3-10. Section 3.2.2 Reoperation of Reservoirs: The draft EISlElR states "During normal
and heavier rainfall years, this has meant that the MCWRA was forced to release water from the
reservoir that could otherwise have been stored for conservation (i.e., recharge) uses later in the
year during late-springlsummer months. By increasing the capacity of the spillway and
reoperating the reservoir, more water can be stored during the winter/spring, while still passing
the PMF, thus making more water available for release later in the year.

2-14

2-15

I

2-16

II

Page 5.3-12. Section 5.3.2 Environmental Impact of the Project, subsection Reservoir Reoperation
- Alternatives A and B: The draft EISlElR states "Modification of the Nacimiento spillway is
required by DSOP to remove restrictions on flood control operations. Once modified, the
operating rule curve would allow increased flexibility of Operations at the reservoir. This would
be especially evident during the late winter and early spring periods when lake levels have
historically been maintained at elevation 777 feet (per the accepted rule curve). During normal and
heavier rainfall years, this has often meant a forced release of water from Nacimiento Reservoir
that could otherwise have been stored for conservation uses.
By increasing the capacity of the spillway, more water could be stored during the winter/spring of
above-normal years. Wmtertime releases to the Salinas River could be Reservoir would be, on
average, 13 to14 feet lower in February and March than current conditions. On page 5.3-35,
(Subsection Downstream Flooding along the Salinas River - Alternatives A and B) the draft
EISIEIR compares actual water releases from the Nacimiento Reservoir (March 1995) with the
same storm event conditions modeled under Alternative A conditions.
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July 31,2001
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In this simulation, initial reservoir levels for the modeled (Alternative A) conditions were 4 feet
lower than the March 1995 levels (762 as compared to 766 ft elevation). The model shows that
Nacimiento Reservoir releases under Alternative A conditions were less than·the actual March
1995 conditions.

2-17
(cont'd)

If the MCWRA anticipates near-capacity water levels in some years, under Alternative A
conditions, the draft EISIEIR should provide infonnation about the frequency at which nearcapacity reservoir levels would occur, and water releases that would occur during storm events
with water levels at near-capacity.
It is of note that these potentially higher releases would be more similar to, but less intense than
pre-reservoir discharges in the lower Salinas River (see page 5.3-7 of the draft EISIEIR).
Nonetheless, it is possible that Alternative A condition releases could be above the 5,000 cubic feet
per second threshold of causing substantial modifications in the river channel.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions,.please contact Heidi E.D.
Crowell, biologist at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Ventura Field Office at (805) 644-1766 or
James Devine, Senior Advisor for Science Applications, U.S. Geological Survey, at
(703) 648-4423.

Sincerely,

./)

~

/~~~~

/

.

PatnCla Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

cc:

Director, OEPC w/copy incoming
FWS, Portland, OR
FWS, Sacramento, CA
USGS, Headwaters, Reston, VA
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1LETTER 21
U. S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental Officer
July 31, 2001

•
2-1

The DRAFT EIRiEISmeets its statutory requirements under CEQA and NEPA to
identify the significant effects on the environment including potential effects on state
and! or federally-listed species. In addition to the evaluation presented in the Draft
EIRiEIS, MCWRA initiated informal consultation with USFWS under Section 7 of
ESA regarding potential effects on federally-listed species in 2000. MCWRA fully
intends to continue consultation with USFWS until all issues related to the potential
take of ESA-covered species are resolved. The Section 7 consultation will provide
additional opportunities for USFWS to ensure compliance with ESA However, it is
the professional opinion of EDAW (a biological consulting firm hired by MCWRA)
that the potential impacts of the project to any ESA listed terrestrial species would
not be significant under CEQA or NEPA

2-2

The information regarding habitat for the California red-legged frog presented in the
Draft EIRiEIS is accurate and meets the statutory requirements of CEQA and
NEPA The description provided by the commenter is also accurate, including
information presented regarding the use of uplands by California red-legged frogs.
However, it is important to note that uplands provide only temporary habitat and
that suitable breeding habitat for the California red-legged frog is limited to streams,
ponds, and other similar aquatic environments. The Draft EIRiEIS cites a Draft
California Red-legged Frog Assessment for the Salinas Valley Water Project (EDAW
2000). This document, which was provided to the USFWS Ventura Fish and
WIldlife Office in February 2000, provides more detailed information on the life
history of the California red-legged frog and acknowledges that California red-legged
frogs are known to use upland habitat.

2-3

The land designated as critical habitat for the California red-legged frog covers an
extremely large geographic area; the Elkhorn Slough-Salinas River Unit alone
encompasses over 165,000 acres. Much of the land designated as critical habitat is
unsuitable for the California red-legged frog. For example, the area mapped as the
Elkhorn Slough-Salinas River Unit includes areas of urban development and active
agricultural land.
The Draft EIRiEIS does not state that the entire watershed is unsuitable habitat for
California red-legged frog. The location of previous observations and known
populations are presented in the analysis, thus acknowledging that suitable habitat is
present. However, the watershed is not the focus of the analysis. The Draft
EIRiEIS focuses on the Salinas River channel, particularly in the vicinity of the
proposed surface diversion facility. The habitat assessment conducted by EDAWin
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1999 focused on the vicinity of the proposed dam location (i.e. two miles upstream
and two miles downstream of the proposed dam).
The Draft EIRIEIS evaluated the primary constituent elements, listed by USFWS as
essential, to determine if the project area was suitable for California red-legged frog.
The primary constituent elements, as determined by USFWS, include: (a) suitable
aquatic habitat; (b) associated uplands; and (c) suitable dispersal habitat connecting
suitable aquatic habitat. The Salinas River generally meets these requirements
(elements); however, localized environmental factors within the project area limit the
potential for a reproducing population of California red-legged frogs. These factors
include erratic, fast flows; well-drained soils (which results in temporary aquatic
habitat); and the scarcity of suitable adjacent uplands (i.e., riparian habitat). There
are no known breeding populations in the Salinas River channel and only a single
observation of a California red-legged frog. The Draft EIRIEIS notes that portions
of the river channel do represent suitable habitat for non- breeding California redlegged frogs. However, EDAW does not believe that the channel provides habitat
that is important to the survival and! or recovery of the species (i.e., critical habitat)
given the absence of any recent or historical breeding records and only one previous
reported occurrence of a California red-legged frog from the entire length of the
river channel.
The proposed project would not in any way, reduce the connectivity of California
red-legged frog habitat on the coastal plain to habitat on the inner coast range.

2-4

The comment suggests a report including survey results was sent to USFWS in
February 2000. The referenced report was a habitat assessment and did not include
focus surveys for California red-legged frog. As outlined in the USFWS Guidelirx:s on
Site A ssessmmt and Field Stm£)5 for California Red-fem:d F'Yo/, (1997), the habitat
assessment was conducted as the first step to aid in the determination of whether
focused surveys would be required for the project. It is our opinion that two days is
adequate to assess the suitability of habitats occurring within the vicinity of the
proposed surface dam location (i.e., approximately4 miles of the Salinas River).
Focused red-legged frog surveys of project area do not appear to be necessary for
USFWS to assess the potential effects of the proposed project. As stated in the
Draft EIRIEIS, the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect any
occupied habitat, or potential breeding habitat, for the California red-legged frog.
The project area would continue to represent potential non-breeding habitat for the
red-legged frog after project completion. However, as the Draft EIRIEIS states,
impacts associated with the surface diversion facility are not expected to affect the
red-legged frog or its habitat because they are presumed absent and no suitable
breeding habitat is present. In addition, the proposed project would not substantially
reduce or degrade the amount of unoccupied potential habitat.
The agricultural pond in question is not part of the proposed project and would not
be affected, either directly, or indirectly. The Merritt Lake surface storage site was
evaluated but is not part of the preferred alternative; therefore, subsequent
environmental analysis, which would include an evaluation of potential biological
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impacts, would be needed before this alternative could be implemented. Merritt
Lake and the agricultural pond provide an aquatic environment that could support
California red-legged frogs, at least temporarily. However, there is no evidence that
California red-legged frog inhabit either of these areas. Moreover, Merritt Lake and
the agricultural pond provide few if any of the characteristics of higher quality redlegged frog habitat. Both areas are surrounded by intensive agricultural
development; the Merritt Lake basin is active agricultural land during summer
months. The commenter is correct that California red-legged frogs and bullfrogs
may exist in the same aquatic environment. However, several researchers have
attributed the decline and extirpation of California red-legged frogs to the
introduction of bullfrogs and introduced predatory fish. Therefore, high bullfrog
densities, when combined with habitat that includes few if any of the characteristics
of higher quality California red-legged frogs and from which there are no previous
occurrences, can be used to support the conclusions presented in the Draft EIRIEIS
that impacts would be less-than-significant.
The commenter is misinformed about the previous contact between USFWS and
EDAW. The California Red-legged Frog Site Assessment for the Salinas River
Water Project (EDAW 2000) was sent to Catherine McCalvine of the USFWS
Ventura office on February 18,2000. The project was assigned to Steve Henry of
the USFWS Ventura office in late February. A conference call between EDAW
representatives, Entrix representatives, and Steve Henry occurred on March 16,2000
to discuss the results of the site assessment. Based on this conference call a field
meeting was set up and attended by Steve Henry (USFWS) and two EDAW
representatives (i.e., andy Davis and Janelle Nolan-Summers) on May 4,2000.
Steve Henry received a tour of the project site and was shown all habitats occurring
onsite. During the fall of 2000, andy Davis of EDAW, Inc., left several phone
messages for Steve Henry that were not returned. andy Davis contacted Steve
Henry on January 2,2001, to discuss the project; however, at that time Mr. Henry
informed Ms. Davis that he is no longer working on the project and a new contact
would be assigned.
After receiving comments from the USFWS on the Draft EIRIEIS, EDAW (i.e.,
andy Davis) contacted USFWS biologist Heidi vowell of the USFWS Ventura
office to arrange a site visit to the location of the proposed surface diversion facility.
Ms. Davis and Leo Edson of EDAW and Ms. Oowell visited the site on January 8th,
2002. Following the site visit, Ms. vowell stated that she believed red-legged frogs
would not be adversely impacted as a result of the proposed project provided that
the inundation pool behind the dam did not exceed the ordinary high water mark
At full capacity, the inundation pool encompasses approximately 49 acres.
Approximately 5 acres of the inundation pool will be located above the OHWM.
The habitats that would be flooded above the OHWM include Arundo
(approximately 0.5 acre), sand (approximately 3.2 acres), mixed forest (approximately
0.3 acres), and willow (approximately 1 acre). Because only a small fraction of the
inundation pool will exceed the OHWM and the small area that may be inundated
appears to be unsuitable as breeding habitat for red-legged frog, the proposed project
is not expected to adversely affect California red-legged frog or other sensitive
biological resources found above the OHWM. Ms. vowell did state that the
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USFWS would recommend preconstruction surveys to ensure that no red-legged
frogs were affected during dam construction. However, Ms. Crowell also stated that,
in her opinion, focused red-legged frog surveys would probably not be necessary
provided the height of the inundation pool did not exceed the ordinary high water
mark
2-5

Because the inundation is almost entirely limited to the area below the Ordinary
High Water Mark, only a minimal amount of upland habitat would be inundated.
Upland habitat inundated would include approximately 0.1 acre of Monterey cypress
habitat.

2-6

The Draft EIRiEIS does not include any mitigation measures to prevent an increase
in the abundance of bullfrog and other predators because such an increase is not
anticipated, and no California red-legged frogs would be expected to be affected,
even if such an increase occurred. The inundation area would be flooded from April
to October. In California, bullfrogs typically lay their eggs from March to July.
Because bullfrog tadpoles require at least six months to metamorphous, it would be
unlikely that bullfrog larvae could complete their metamorphous in the inundation
pool given the proposed operational period for the surface diversion structure. The
inundation area is a temporary feature and similar suitable aquatic habitat for adult
bullfrogs can be found in the Salinas River channel during periods when the surface
diversion structure is operational (e.g., upstream from the Highway 1 crossing).
Therefore, the surface diversion structure and resulting inundation pool would not
substantially increase the availability of breeding habitat for bullfrogs.

2-7

The Draft EIRiEIS states that California red-legged frogs were once common
throughout most of lowland California and that currently, significant numbers of
California red-legged frogs occur only in coastal drainages between Marin and Santa
Barbara Counties. This description, while general, is accurate. The more detailed
information provided by the commenter on the current distribution of the California
red-legged frog is acknowledged.

2-8

No surveys were conducted at Merritt Lake for California tiger salamander. The
217-acre proposed Merritt Lake surface storage site is currentlyfarrnland that is used
for growing row crops such as artichokes, celery, and strawberries. Biologists did
conduct reconnaissance-level surveys at Merritt Lake and found no habitat that
appeared to be suitable for California tiger salamander breeding habitat. Because the
Merritt Lake surface storage site is not part of the proposed project, additional
environmental review that could include focused surveys for special-status species
would need to be completed prior to implementation of this alternative. If it is
determined that potential habitat for the California tiger salamander could be
affected, future environmental documents would likely include relevant information
on the range and life history of the California tiger salamander.

2-9

No surveys were conducted in the project area for arroyo toad. Surveys were
conducted for least Bell's vireo and the methods and results of those surveys are
presented in the Draft EIRiEIS. While neither species has been reported in the
project area, the Draft EIRiEIS acknowledges that both species could occur.

Salinas Valley Water Project

89

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

Potential impacts to both arroyo toad and least Bell's vireo were evaluated and it was
detennined that the project would not have any effect on potential habitat for either
species. The project's intent is to manage releases such that peak runoff in winter is
marginally less than current conditions. For Nacimiento, spring and summer flows
would be more constant but still minor when compared to winter flows. During
spring, average Nacimiento releases would be lower in March and April but higher in
May. However, May flows would be expected to be confined to the main channel.
Flows from San Antonio reservoir would not change substantially. The changes in
flows from Nacimiento would not reduce or otherwise affect riparian vegetation that
could provide breeding habitat for the least Bell's vireo, nor would it result in washouts or other disturbance to potential arroyo toad breeding pools. Therefore, it is
the opinion of EDAW, the biological consultant for MCWRA, that additional
surveys are not necessary.

2-10

Bald eagles can be found throughout the year in the vicinity of Nacimiento and San
Antonio reservoirs. However, bald eagles are much more numerous during winter
months at both reservoirs. Each winter, an eagle count is sponsored by the USFWS
and the Monterey County Parks Department for the San Antonio/Nacimiento
Recreation Area. According to information provided by the Monterey County Parks
Department, over the last twenty years (i.e., 1982 to 2001), the number of bald eagles
counted on the winter census has ranged between 15 and 44 individuals, with an
annual average count of 30 bald eagles. Recently, as many as three pairs of bald
eagles have nested annually in the vicinity of the reservoirs.
Potential adverse impacts to fish populations are addressed in the Fish Biology
Section of the Draft EIRiEIS (Section 5.6). The fish community at San Antonio
Reservoir is dominated by largemouth bass, bluegill, and threadfin shad. The fish
community at San Antonio Reservoir is dominated bythreadfin shad, largemouth
bass, black crappie, and bluegill. The impact analysis focused on impacts to
largemouth bass, a warmwater gamefish that frequently nests in shallow water along
the shoreline. Based on the criteria evaluated and the changes in lake level projected
during the bass spawning period and summer drawdown period, the Draft EIRiEIS
detennined that there would be potentially significant impacts on largemouth bass
spawning success and largemouth bass populations in Nacimiento Reservoir but that
effects in San Antonio Reservoir, though present, would be at a level considered lessthan-significant. The proposed project is projected to result in an increase in the
number of years when largemouth bass reproduction may fail substantially in
Nacimiento Reservoir from 3 years under existing operations to 7 years in the 46
year study period. However, this is not expected to substantially impact bass hatched
in previous years. Because largemouth bass is a relatively long-lived species,
reproduction failure in anyone year could be offset by more successful reproduction
in subsequent years.
The Draft EIRiEIS adequately evaluated whether or not the proposed project
would have a substantial impact on the bald eagle. There is no specific information
available on the diet of bald eagles wintering or nesting at Nacimiento and San
Antonio reservoirs. In general, live fish represent a major component of the bald
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eagle's diet. Other important food items may include ducks, wading birds, turtles,
rodents, snakes, and carrion. The Draft EIRiEIS concluded that the reservoir
reoperation would result in a slight decrease in fish at Nacimiento Reservoir; no
other food sources are expected to be affected at Nacimiento Reservoir. No
significant adverse affect on food availability at San Antonio Reservoir would be
expected.
Under CEQA, a significant impact would include one that would have a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification on the bald eagle. A
substantial effect could include one that resulted in death or injury, decreased
breeding success, or one that caused bald eagles to permanently abandon a wintering
or breeding location. Implementation of the proposed project would not be
expected to result in death or injury to bald eagles. In addition, there is no
information available that would suggest that bald eagles would abandon this
location as a wintering site. The potential for a minor decrease in the overall fish
population at Nacimiento Reservoir could possibly cause bald eagles to increase
efforts associated with locating food. However, the overall food availability would
not be substantially diminished.

2-11

The commenter states that the Draft EIRiEIS does not analyze the effects of the
proposed project on tidewater goby, requests that such an analysis be provided, and
requests the inclusion of information provided by the commenter on the historical
range and habitat characteristics of this species. The Draft EIRiEIS provides a
discussion of tidewater goby (E uc;daslJius neuhenyt) status, life history, and habitat
requirements on pages 5.6-38 and 5.6-39. The information included in this
discussion encompasses the information provided by the commenter, therefore, no
additional text is being added to the discussion. As noted on page 5.6-38, tidewater
goby have been reported in the project area only once, from the Salinas River
Lagoon in 1946, and this species is not presently known to occur in the project area.
Because available evidence indicates that tidewater goby do not occur in the Salinas
River basin, the SVWP is not expected to have any effect on this species. No
additional analysis needs to be provided.

2- U

The effectiveness of the SVWP in stopping seawater intrusion was evaluated by
comparing the amount of groundwater pumping that could be offset by project
implementation with near-term water demand, based on 1995 land and water use
conditions, and future water demand, based on projected land use changes in the
county projected to the year 2030. The modeling performed for the proposed
project based on current (1995) water demand, indicates that the project would halt
seawater intrusion in the near term. As noted in Section 3.2.4, overall water demand
in the Basin is anticipated to decline by 2030, but total urban needs are projected to
increase from 45,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) in 1995 to 85,000 AFY (a 90%
increase) based on projected growth, a large part of which is expected to occur in the
northern end of the valley. The modeling shows that with projected 2030 demands,
seawater intrusion with implementation of the proposed project may total 2,200
acre-feet per year (AFY) (10,500 AFY of intrusion is anticipated to occur without the
project). For this reason, the Draft EIRiEIS reports that the SVWP may not halt
seawater intrusion in the long term.
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As noted on pages 3-23 and 3-24 of the Draft EIRiEIS, given the dynamics of the
hydrologic system, the uncertainties of whether future demands will equal the
projected 2030 demand, and the limitations of modeling, it cannot be known
whether this level of seawater intrusion would actually occur. It is possible that the
project as proposed, with deliveries only within the (SIP system, would continue to
fully halt seawater intrusion in 2030. To address these uncertainties, the project
includes a monitoring program that would evaluate the success of the project in
halting seawater intrusion over the longer term. If monitoring indicates that
seawater intrusion has begun to advance landward in the future, deliveries of surface
water from the SVWP in the future may need to be expanded beyond the (SIP area.
A potential expanded delivery system has been conceptually planned to address this
potential future need. Given the uncertainties in predicting whether seawater
intrusion will occur in the long term, it is appropriate at this time to consider the
expanded delivery system only at this conceptual level and to address the
environmental effects generally.
The commenter requests that a "better discussion and analysis of the hydrologic
modeling results" be provided in the Final EIRiEIS to "demonstrate more concisely
both the short-term and long-term effects of the surface diversion structure" on
threatened and endangered species. It is unclear which types of effects the
commenter believes have not been addressed sufficiently. Draft EIRiEIS Sections
5.5 and 5.6 provide detailed discussions of the potential effects of the project on
terrestrial species and fish, respectively, based on 2030 diversion requirements. To
the extent possible, the potential impacts of the expanded delivery system have been
addressed in these analyses. If an expanded delivery system is required to meet
future demand for water and offset potential groundwater pumping, detailed analysis
of the effects of implementation of that system would be performed after planning is
developed beyond a conceptual level.
Also, please see Master Response MR.-1.
2-13

Tables 5.8-2 and 5.8-5 of the Draft EIRiEIS provide an overview of surface
elevations for San Antonio Reservoir and Nacimiento Reservoir, respectively, under
both existing conditions and Alternative A for the 45-year period modeled. The
tables allow for comparison between a'l£ra[f! rmnthly surface elevations for the 45-year
model period. They do not show the entire range of surface-elevation fluctuations
under existing conditions or projected with-project conditions. The commenter
notes that Table 5.8-2 shows changes in average monthly surface elevation of 10 feet
under existing conditions at San Antonio Reservoir and 20 feet under existing
conditions plus Alternative A Similarly, the commenter refers to a change of surface
elevation of 34 feet under existing conditions at Nacimiento Reservoir and 43 feet
under existing conditions plus Alternative A While these results show greater
fluctuations in a'l£ra[f! rmnthly surface elevations at both reservoirs under Alternative
A operations (and also overall lower average monthly elevations under Alternative A
than under existing conditions), these greater fluctuations would still be within the
range of elevations presently experienced at each reservoir. In fact, in drought years,
when reservoir elevations are lowest, and wet years, when they are highest, the
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changes in reservoir levels under Alternative A would not differ measurably from
those under existing conditions. The increased fluctuations in reservoir levels
reflected in the data in these tables generally would be associated with "normal"
hydrologic years. During these years, water levels would fluctuate more than under
existing conditions, but, as previously noted, the fluctuations would remain within
the existing range of surface elevation changes. The changes in reservoir operations
would not increase the inundation area, raise the high-water mark at either reservoir,
or reduce the low water levels at either. The rate of drawdown would remain slow.
Therefore, the area of the unvegetated zones around the reservoir rims would not be
changed by Alternative A operations, contrary to the commenter's assumption, and
vegetation mapping of these areas under existing conditions and existing conditions
plus Alternative A would serve no purpose in evaluation of project impacts.
Please refer to Master Response MR-4 and Section 3 regarding revisions to the
hydrology analysis.
2-14

As noted in response to Comment 2-13, the elevation range of the "unvegetated"
zone at the reservoirs would not change under the proposed reoperation of San
Antonio and Nacimiento Reservoirs. The maximum water surface levels will not
increase, the minimum water levels will not differ from those presently experienced
during dry- or drought-year conditions, and reservoir levels will not fluctuate rapidly.
On page 5.2-15 of the Draft EIRiEIS, it is concluded that no impacts to geology
and soils would be anticipated as a result of changes in reservoir reoperation because
these changes would not increase the inundation area or raise the high water mark at
either reservoir. This conclusion applies to potential erosion effects (i.e., no new
erosion effects would be associated with reservoir reoperation). See also response to
Comment 2-13.

2-15

As indicated in responses to Comments 2-13 and 2-14, the elevation zone within
which reservoir water levels would fluctuate under proposed project operations
would not differ from the zone in which water levels fluctuate under current
conditions. The changes relate to frequency of drawdown in some water year types,
but not to the range of fluctuation. The soils subjected to erosion potential are the
same as those affected under current conditions. Therefore, mapping of soil types is
not necessary to determine project effects on erosion in the unvegetated zones of the
reservolfS.

2-16

As indicated by the responses to Comments 2-13 through 2-15, water level
fluctuations in Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs will be within the range
occurring under present operations and are not expected to result in increased
erosion in the drawdown zone. Therefore, there should be no potential for impacts
on aquatic life or recreation from erosion as a result of the proposed project.

2-17

Modeling using the 1995 simulation of Alternative A operations indicates that nearcapacity levels would occur at Nacimiento Reservoir in 11 of 46 years in the
modeling period, or with a frequency of approximately 24 percent. San Antonio
Reservoir would experience near-capacity reservoir levels in 7 of 46 years in the
modeling period, or with a frequency of approximately 15 percent. The 1995
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baseline simulation showed near-capacity reservoir levels at Nacimiento Reservoir in
9 of 46 years in the modeling period, or with a frequency of 19 percent, and
occurring at San Antonio Reservoir 15 times, or with a frequency of 33 percent.

2-18

Releases under Alternative A would not be above the 5,OOO-cfs threshold cited by
the commenter. Please see response to Comment 2-17.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San FranCisco, CA 94105
August 17,2001
Robert Smith
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco,CA 94105
Dear Mr. Smith:
The Environmental Protection Agency(EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
StatementlDraft Environmental Impact Report (DEISIDEIR) for the project entitled Salinas Valley
Water Project, Monterey County, California (CEQ# 010228). Our review is pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) proposes to issue permits to the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and
Section 10 of the· Rivers and Harbors Act for the construction of a Salinas Valley Water Project
(SYWP). The goal of the SVWP is to halt seawater intrusion into the Salinas Valley groundwater
basin, and to help balance the basin's current and future water use. The Agencies have identified
fi ve project alternatives, two of which include construction of physical structures, and three "noaction" scenarios which include various pOlicy/regulatory controls for groundwater pumping in the
baSin. The preferred alternative focuses on groundwater recharge and includes the following
components: 1) modification of the spillway on Nacimiento Reservoir, 2) reoperation of Nacimiento
and San Antonio Reservoirs, 3) a surface diversion/impoundment on Salinas River, 4) surface water
delivery to agricultural users, and 5) limiting groundwater pumping in. the basin.
EPA supports the Corps and MCWRA in their efforts to halt the annually increasing
seawater intrusion in the Salinas Yalley groundwater basin. Seawater intrusion threatens the quality
of groundwater for both agricultural and municipal purposes. The agencies and impacted
communities have obviously devoted considerable effort to finding solutions to this problem. The
DEISIDEIR is a very well-written and thorough document. Project alternatives and potential
impacts are clearly discussed, and maps, aerial photos and graphs help to illustrate the existing
conditions and project components.
However, in our review of the document, EPA has severa) unresolved concerns regarding the
project. As such, we have rated the DEISIDEIR as EC-2, Environmental Concerns - Insufficient
Information (please see the attached Rating Factors for a description of our rating system). In
particular, we are concerned with the narrow scope of alternatives analyzed, impacts to riparian
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3-1

3-2

habitat and endangered steel head Salmon, basin hydrology, recreation, energy, and potential growth
inducement from this project.
We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEISIDEIR: When the Final EISIEIR is
completed, please send two copies to our office at the address above. If you have any questions or
comments, please feel free to contact me or Shanna Draheim, the primary staff person working on
this project. Shanna can be reached at (415) 744-1574 or draheim.shanna@epa.gov.

?;:fo~
Lisa B. Ranf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

Enclosure
Filename:
MI#:
cc:

salinasdeis. wpd
003712
Curtis Weeks, Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Amelia Orton-Palmer, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
. Catherine McCalvin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Joyce Ambrosius, National Marine Fisheries Service
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3-2

(cont'd)

EPA Comments on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' Salinas Valley Water Project DEISIDEIR
August 17, 2001

Project Alternatives
The Draft Environmental Impact StatementlDraft Environmental Impact Report
(DEISIDEIR) states that the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) is proposed to halt seawater
intrusion, provide adequate water supply for current and future users, and improve the hydrologic
balance of groundwater in the Salinas Valley basin. The DEISIDEIR evaluates five project
alternatives to meet those goals - two primarily structural alternatives, and three policy/regulatory
alternatives. Each alternative includes several components. Overall, the scope of project
components evaluated in the DEISIDEIR (and it appears through numerous other studies in the last
ten years) is quite comprehensive, and adequately covers a range of options for addressing the
seawater intrusion issues in the basin. However, each alternative is presented as a distinct action,
when in fact some components from different alternatives eouid be combined for a less
environmentally damaging project. Given the modeled estimates provided in the DEISIDEIR for
water demand in the basin, the preferred alternative appears to rely more on physical water supply
structures than is necessary 'for meeting the project goals.
The DEISIDEIR discusses current and future water needs for the basin, and states that either
a water project will be implemented or that the local government and/or state would step in to
manage water demand in the basin (i.e., require reduced water use in the basin). EPA recognizes
that many alternatives have been discussed and evaluated for addressing the groundwater problems
in the basin over the last decade. While we are pleased that the Corps of Engineers (Corps) and
Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) have worked with the community and the
state to develop options fOT addressing this problem which have reduced the potential environmental
impacts, we encourage you to consider re-combining some of the existing structural and nonstructural project components to yield a less environmentally damaging project.
For example, the preferred alternative includes several components which (in combination
with ongoing water supply activities in the basin) would provide up to 23,000 acre feet/year (AFY)
of surface and reclaimed water to the Castroville irrigation area. According to the model used for
project planning, this provision of surface and reclaimed water and the subsequent reduction in
groundwater pumping, would halt seawater intrusion in the basin. The·prefelTed alternative is based
on only 13,300 AFY of reclaimed water being used to meet the goal of 23,000 AFY. However,
according the 1993 Final EIS for the Castrovi1le Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP), the goal of this
system is to provide a minimum of 19,000 AFY of reclaimed water for the Castroville irrigation
area. If that full capacity was utilized, MCWRA and the Corps could consider both structural and
non-structural components from the identified alternatives to meet the additional 4,000 AFYof
water needs (e.g., recharge from re-operation of the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs,
demand management and/or conservation improvements, pumping restrictions). A combination of
components such as this would meet water needs and halt seawater intrusion without the need to
build a diversion structure. This would reduce the potential impacts to riparian habitat and
endangered steelhead salmon associated with the diversion component.

1
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3-3

Recommendation: The Corps and MCWRA should maximize the capacity of the existing
. CSIP program to provide the goal of 19,000 AFY reclaimed wastewater for irrigation
purposes as a means of addressing water needs and seawater intrusion.

3-3
(cont'd)

Recommendation: The FEIS should address whether providing full capacity of the CSIP
project combined with greater groundwater recharge (from reservoir reoperation) and new
policy or regulatory controls on groundwater pumping would address the same goals as the
proposed diversion structure. This analysis should be quantified where. possible.
Also, the preferred alternative does not include a component to further improve water
conservation as a means of addressing water balance in the basin. While per capita water use in this
basin is one of the lowest in the state, new technologies and management practices are always
improving the ability to reduce water use through conservation. It is our understanding that
Monterey and San Luis Obispo Counties have both prepared water conservation plans for
agriculture and urban uses. Information on these planning efforts nasnot been included in the
DEISIDEIR, and specific conservation measures have not been included as part of any of the
alternatives. EPA encourages the Corps and MCWRA to require stringent water conservation
practices and policies for both agricultural and urban users to help reduce the future demands on
water needs.
~

3-4

Recommendation: The FEIS should further discuss the effectiveness and feasibility of
incorporating water conservation measures as part of the preferred alternative.

Habitat and Fisheries Impacts
The preferred alternative includes a seasonal diversion structure which would impound
water to a depth of approximately 10 feet. The water would be pumped and diverted to the CSIP
delivery infrastructure, and combined with reclaimed water for delivery to the Castroville irrigation
area. The diversion structure would include several features to protect migrating steelhead salmon,
including a fish ladder, minimum flows, and fish screens.
While the Corps and CSIP have made great efforts to reduce the impacts from this diversion
structure, and have worked with several state and federal resource agencies to design a structure that
minimizes impacts to fish, EPA has some remaining concerns regarding the impacts to riparian
habitat and endangered steel head salmon. The diversion structure will impound water for 4.5 miles
upstream on the Salinas River. This wil1 submerge about 30 acres of mixed riparian vegetation, and
result in potentially harmful impacts to steel head from predation and migration constraints.
~

Recommendation: In order to minimize the environmental impacts from this project, the
Corps and MCWRA should assess whether project goals to reduce seawater intrusion and
provide balanced water supply for existing and future needs can be met without the
construction of the diversion structure and impoundment. Potential impacts to endangered
steelhead salmon and riparian habitat could be significant and should be avoided.

2
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3-5

The diversion facility will submerge approximately 30 acres of mixed riparian habitat. This
is a significant impact for which, according to the DEISIDEIR, MCWRA will mitigate. The
"precise mitigation will be determined through consultation with CaliforniaDepartment of Fish and
Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as required to obtain a Clean Water Act 404 permit."
No mitigation sites have yet been identified, and the ratio of mitigation has not been determined.
This does not allow the public and decision makers to evaluate the overall impact from the loss of
the 30 acres of riparian habitat.

3-6
~

Recommendation: If the diversion facility is included as a project component, the Corps and,
MCWRA should identify and disclose in the FEIS the sites and the ratio for mitigating
riparian habitat impacts. In order to reduce the impacts on species which rely on this
riparian habitat, the mitigation should be located close to the impacted area or at a
minimum within the same sub-basin. The FEIS should also demonstrate MCWRA 's
commitment to the proposed mitigation by providing information on the site, proposed
restoration activities, cost, and post-implementation monitoring.

EPA is also concerned that the likely impact of the diversion impoundment in increasing
predation risk on outmigrating steel head smolts is underestimated. The DEISIDEIR concludes that
the lack of predatory species, such as largemouth bass, in the existing lagoon near the mouth of the
Salinas River is evidence that those species are unlikely to take up residence in the new
impoundment. However, predator species probably do not occupy the lagoon because of the
shifting salinity patterns there. The consistent freshwater nature of the impoundment is much more
conduci ve to increasing the population of such predators. In fact, the document states that the
upstream Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs support large populations of largemouth bass
which are frequently washed downstream during high winter flows, but that the Salinas River
channels below the dams are generally "too shallow and fast flowing for largemouth bass" to take
up residence (p. 5.6-81). It seems likely, therefore, that largemouth bass washed downstream will
find that the impoundement area is the only suitable habitat along the river course, and could thrive
there. Such large impoundments are thought to be one of the major sites of largemouth bass
predation on steel head and salmon smolts in the Tuolumne and Merced rivers.
~

Recommendation: Potential impacts to endangered steelhead salmon from construction of
the diversion facility could be significant and should be avoided. If the diversion facility is
included in the project, the Corps and MCWRA should minimize and mitigate predation
impacts to outmigrating steelhead. Possible mitigation measures could include periodic
lowering of the iriflatable dams when monitoring suggests that steelhead are moving
downstream and/or predation densities get too high. Sampling at the fish screens might be
adequate to monitor both conditions. Such 'pulse flows' might reduce predator populations
and simultaneously facilitate smolt out-migration. The FEIS should include a discussion of
outcomes (including a copy of the biological opinion, if one is issued)from Endangered
Species Act Section 7 consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service regarding
impacts to steelhead.

3
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3-7

Hydrology Impacts
. The DEISIDEIR states that groundwater levels under the preferred alternative will increase
due to the reoperation of the reservoirs, reduced groundwater pumping, and redistribution of the
surface water. However, it does not distinguish the relative contributions to the groundwater
increase from each of these project components. For example, what portion of the increased
groundwater level is due to in-stream recharge from reservoir reoperation? How much .jmpact does
subsequent reductions in groundwater pumping have? In evaluating the effectiveness of the
individual project components in meeting the goals of halting seawater intrusion and balancing
water supplies in the basin, it is important to have a clear understanding of the relative contribution
each activity would have on the overall increase in groundwater level/decrease in overdraft
conditions.
~

RecommendatiOn: The FEIS should clarify the individual impacts from each project
component on the overall increase in groundwater levels/reduction in basin overdraft
condition.

Also, the DEISIDEIR states that more water may need to be diverted from the surface
impoundment in the future to meet water needs and halt seawater intrusion. Under this scenario,
more water would be diverted, and additional delivery infrastructure would be constructed. The
DEISIDEIR discusses the potential impacts from this expansion on such things as habitat, air
quality, and water quality, but does not provide any information on the impacts to hydrology in the
Salinas Basin. Increasing the amount of water diverted from the reoperations could have
significant impact on groundwater levels, recharge rates, and seawater intrusion. EPA is concerned
that potential expansion of the diversion distribution may work against the efforts to increase
groundwater levels and reduce seawater intrusion in the basin. While the DElSIDEIR states that any
future expansion will be further evaluated, some initial information on the hydrologic impacts
(similar to that provided in other sections of the document for other impacts) should be provided in
order to evaluate the overall project.
~

3-8

3-9

Recommendation: The FEIS should expand the "Hydrology and Flooding" chapter to
discuss the impacts on groundwater levels, recharge rates, and seawater intrusion from
potential future expansion of the diversion distribution system. Given the potentially
significant impacts from an expanded diversion system, any future expansion should be
evaluated in a supplemental EIS which thoroughly examines the impacts on hydrology,
habitat, water quality, wetlands, aesthetics, cultural resources and air quality.

Recreation Impacts
Reoperation of the two reservoirs will cause significant, unavoidable impacts to the large
mouth bass fisheries, associated recreation (fishing), and aesthetic value of the reservoirs to the
public. The PElS should address what efforts the Corps and MCWRA have taken to reach out to,
and work with the public in addressing these impacts. Several relevant measures to mitigate and
reduce recreational impacts were identified in the PElS for the CSIP project in 1993 when it was
4
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evaluating reoperation of these reservoirs, such as relocation of camping facilities or boating access.
The options for this type of mitigation should be included in the impact analysis.
~

Recommendation:. If the Corps andMCWRA have not already done so, public hearings,
workshops, direct mailings, and other outreach activities should be scheduled to explain the
potential impacts and receive input on ways to reduce the overall recreational and aesthetic
loss to the region (i.e., improving recreational opportunities in other areas of Monterey and
San Luis Obispo Counties). The FElS should include a discussion of potential mitigation
activities to reduce the recreational impacTs from reservoir reoperation.

3-10
(cont'd)

Growth Inducement Impacts
The DEISIDEIR discusses the potential growth inducing impacts of this project, and
correctly acknowledges that the proposed project will have growth inducing effects. The
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments projects an 80% increase in population in the
Salinas Valley Basin between 1995 and 2030. This is a substantial increase, and one that would not
happen without available wat.er supplies. EPA recognizes that the groundwater supply needs to be
protected from increasing intrusion of seawater, but the current project also facilitates future
population growth. The DEISIDEIR only provides a short, general overview of some of the
potential indirect effects of this growth (ori land use, biological resources, traffic, and air quality).
While implementation of this project is not the only factor affecting whether the county will reach
its projected 80% increase in growth, it removes one of the most significant barriers to that growth available water. As such, the DEISIDEIR should include a thorough discussion of the potential
indirect impacts, including growth inducing impacts, on patterns of land use, air, water, and other
natural systems (see 40 CFR 1508.8). Some of this information may be contained in previous
environmental assessments for the General Plans of the Cities and Monterey County, and could be
incorporated into the EIS.
~

3-11

Recommendation: In addressing growth inducing impacts, the FElS should further discuss
the potential indirect impacts from this project, and identify the related land use controls
and other regulatory measures which would help minimize future environmental impacts
from the projected growth (i.e. restrictions on conversion of agricultural land, conditioning
water deliverie~', local coastal plans, zoning/general plan restrictions). Some of these local
measures are discussed elsewhere in the DElS/DElR, but should be specifically discussed
within the context offuture growth.

Energy
The DEISIDEIR does not address any of the potential impacts on energy resources or
demand associated with the project alternatives. Nacimiento Dam has a hydropower facility which
would likely be impacted from changes in reservoir operations, What are the potential impacts on
hydro power generation? Also, what are the energy demands associated with the pumping at the
diversion structure, or with the sub-surface and surface storage areas for Alternative B? Given the
5
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recent shortages and high costs of energy in California, this information is importanf for evaluating
the overall project impacts and costs.

3-12
(cont'd)

,..

Recommendation: The FEIS should address impacts to energy production and demand
related to components of the proposed project alternatives.

6
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS
This rating system was developed as ~ means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION
"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the '
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

-- _., ""EC"{Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

"EO" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended fot referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE lMPACT STATEMENT
Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) ofthe preferred alternative and those
ofthe alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collectionis necessary,
, but the reviewer rnay suggest the addition of clarifYing language or information.

"C~t~gor;' 2" (Insuffident Information)

,

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available. '
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, WhiCh could reduce the'
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should,
be included in the final E1S."
'.,
.' , "
"'" "''',Y::i'?::~:;.;-~1;'''' ~

';Cat~gory 3" (Inadequate)

,,;:;,,!,?;?;:,.:~;!;~;~,

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequatelyasse'Sses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum:
of alternatives analysed in the draft E1S, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially signlficant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
of such a magnitude that they shoUld have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft
EIS is adequate for the purposes ofthe NEPA andlor Section 309 review; and thus should befQrmally revised and
made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised d,raft EIS. On the basis ofthe potenti3.J. significant
'impacts involved, this proposal cOuld be a ~didatefor!eferrarto the CEQ.
','
' ,.",:).\/ '~;'

are

.'

.'.,.'~.

:- ".':

.~

"

,

:>

.~',

*From EPA Manual 1640; '~Policy ruld Procedures (or the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment."
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I

LETTER

3

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, Federal Activities Office
August 17, 2001

•
3-1

This comment expressing support for the lead agencies in their effort to halt the
seawater intrusion problem in the Salinas Valley groundwater basin and noting that
the DEIR/EIS a very well written and thorough document are noted. No further
response is necessary as no environmental issues are raised.

3-2

The commenter's rating of the Draft EIR/EIS is noted. No further response is
necessary because no specific environmental issues area raised. Responses to specific
comments are presented below.

3-3

The use of recycled water from the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency Q\1RWPCA) treatment plant via the Monterey County Water Recycling
Projects (MCWRP) is governed by a number of factors, including the availability of
recycled water, irrigation demands, and the absence of any significant amount of
recycled water storage capacity. The total flow available from the plant varies, but is
estimated to be approximately 21,000 AFY, based on flow for each month during
the year. Irrigation requirements within the CSIP service area are at a maximum
during June, July, and August, and are minimal during November, December,
January, and February. Based on the irrigation requirements within the CSIP service
area and monthly capacity of the MCWRP, the average annual recycled water use is
estimated to be approximately 13,300 AFY; therefore, this is the amount assumed
for purposes of project evaluation to be generated for delivery in the CSIP area. For
the most recent irrigation season, recycled water use was approximately 11,000 AFY.
The 1993 CSIP EIR estimated that the system could initially provide up to
approximately 19,000 AFY of reclaimed water, but storage facilities would be
required to allow storage of recycled water during the non-irrigation months of
November through February for later use during the higher irrigation months.
Storage of recycled water as part of the project solution was evaluated in Alternative
B. Two types of storage facilities were evaluated: surface storage (i.e., Merritt Lake)
and subsurface storage (i.e., injection and extraction of recycled water). These
storage options have been shown to be cosdy and they present significant
environmental issues, such as loss of significant farmland, lower crop yield as a result
of recycled water use, and groundwater quality degradation. Further, as shown with
the analysis of Alternative B, recycled water use and reoperation of reservoirs is not
sufficient to fully halt seawater intrusion; diversion of river water is still required.
As flow to the MRWPCA treatment plant increases in the future, it is assumed that
additional recycled water will become available for use during the irrigation season.
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This increased level of recycled water availability is the basis for the projected
increase to 16,000 AFY in recycled water use within the CSIP service area. It is
important to recognize that, while overall water demand in the project region is
expected to decrease (due largely to conservation efforts and a switch to lower water
demanding crops) by 2030, the demand in the northern Salinas Valley is expected to
increase, in part due to urbanization allowed by the adopted general plans of the
cities and communities in this area. Agricultural water use in the Basin is expected to
decrease by 60,000 AFY by 2030, whereas urban demands are expected to increase
by 40,000 AFY. While the Salinas area is acknowledged for its lowest per capita
water use in California (expect San Francisco), a 5% per capita reduction in water use
is projected by the year 2030 due to even greater conservation. Yet, despite this,
modeling for the project shows that seawater intrusion may not be halted in 2030
without relying on the combination of expanded use of recycled water in
combination with the project's diversion facility and some expansion of a delivery
system.
Regarding maximizing recharge from reoperation of the reservoirs, this is already
included as part of the proposed project.
As to regulatory programs that further manage groundwater extraction, it must be
acknowledged that, given the high level of conservation already practiced and
planned into the future, that reducing groundwater use without adding an alternative
supply results in either a substantial reduction in farm productivity or severe
restrictions on use of water in urban areas. The effects of restricting water
availability are addressed in Alternatives C and D of the EIR/EIS.
As can be seen, while the comment provides for rationale consideration of
alternatives that do not result in diversion of water from the Salinas River, more than
a decade of planning has not resulted in any suitable options that can accomplish this
without severely hampering the productivity of the region.

3-4

As described in Section 3.2.5, management measures are already in place in the CSIP
area as a part of CSIP implementation. The MCWRA will continue to manage and
limit pumping by those water users who receive direct water deliveries from the
proposed project. This type of restriction will help to ensure the project's
effectiveness in meeting its stated objectives. The hydrologic model evaluations
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS include the assumption that pumping management
will continue within the project delivery area.
Table 1-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS is a summary of existing and future water
conditions in the Salinas Valley, including estimates of existing and future
groundwater use. The estimates presented in Table 1-2 were derived from a series of
evaluations of present and future land and water use practices, and include
consideration of increased levels of conservation in both agricultural and municipal
and industrial use categories. Please see Master Response MR-5.
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3-5

The commenter is concerned about the potential project impacts to steelhead and
riparian habitat, and recommends that the lead agencies assess whether the project
objectives could be met without the construction of the diversion structure and
impoundment of water. The impoundment and diversion of water are necessary
components of the proposed project if it is to meet the objectives of stopping
seawater intrusion and providing adequate water supplies. Please see response to
Comment 3-3 regarding the limitations on the amount of recycled water available for
delivery to the CSIP area to meet these objectives. Please see response to Comment
3-4 about conservation measures already being implemented. Although the
proposed action could result in significant impacts to steelhead and riparian habitat,
it has been identified as the environmentally preferred alternative among the
alternatives being considered. Refer to Section 2.2.6 on page 2-7 of the Draft
EIR/EIS for a discussion of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. See also
Master Response MR-9, however, regarding modification to the estimate of riparian
habitat that could be affected by implementation of the proposed action. Please see
response to Comment 3-7 regarding the commenter's concerns related to
impoundment-related effects on steelhead. Note that approval of the project will
require substantial mitigation for these impacts and the concurrence of NMFS
(through Endangered Species Act consultation) that the impacts to steelhead are
minimized and fully mitigated.

3-6

Please see Master Response MR-9.

3-7

The comment states that predation risk to outmigrating steelhead smolts has been
underestimated. The commenter states that the salinity in the proposed
impoundment would be different from that of the lagoon and that the
impoundment, because it would contain fresh water, would be conducive to
increasing the population of largemouth bass that escape from the reservoirs. As
stated on page 5.6-81 of the Draft EIR/EIS, however, predator populations are not
likely to become established in the impoundment because it would be drained on an
annual cycle. Unlike the Tuolumne and Merced River examples cited by the
commenter, the Salinas River does not provide year-round habitat for largemouth
bass that can provide refuge areas when the impoundment is not in operation.
Nevertheless, it is recognized that there is still a potential for predation to occur, and
the Draft EIR/EIS includes provisions for monitoring for, and mitigating, impacts
as described on pages 5.6-83 and 5.6-87. Endangered Species Act Section 7
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is ongoing and may
include expansion and addition of mitigation measures if needed to find that the
impact is minimized and fully mitigated. The recommendation presented by the
commenter to include periodic lowering of the inflatable dams when monitoring
suggests that steelhead are moving downstream and/or (if) predation densities get
too high will be more fully explored in Section 7 consultation. See also response to
Comment 5-7.

3-8

Modeling for the proposed project is complex. In the past, various individual
components have been examined and none have been found to be sufficient to halt
seawater intrusion. Modeling has been conducted to examine various levels of
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recharge, use of recycled water, and diversion of river water needed to halt seawater
intrusion. As explained in response to Comment 3-3, recharge is maximized under
the project, as is use of recycled water (given environmental impacts associated with
this use). As shown in the modeling for the proposed project with all components
included, the project halts seawater intrusion under current water
demand/hydrologic conditions, and may not (without additional expansions as
explained in the EIR/EIS) halt seawater intrusion under 2030 conditions. It can be
concluded, therefore, that elimination of anyone of the project components would
result in an inability of the project to halt seawater intrusion.
It also must be recognized that the project has a beneficial impact to groundwater
quality, and the ability to halt ongoing pollution of the groundwater basin is tied to
the ability of all project components to function together.

Modeling of the isolated effects of each of the project components would be costly,
and given the marginal ability of all components together to halt seawater intrusion,
would not result in information that would lead to removal of any of the project
components and their associated impacts. Further, a reduction in groundwater
pumping of the magnitude contemplated with the project is not feasible without the
project providing replacement water; otherwise, significant effects to agricultural
productivity or urban land uses would occur as described under Alternatives C and
D (reduction in groundwater pumping without a new source of water is effectively
the same as these alternatives). Consequently, this type of modeling, in addition to
being costly to conduct, would be for an infeasible project. Please see Master
Response MR-1.
3-9

Because the hydrologic modeling performed to evaluate the SVWP indicates that the
proposed project may not fully halt future (2030) seawater intrusion, an expanded
distribution system might be necessary for future project operations. This expanded
distribution system is described at a conceptual level and evaluated in the Draft
EIR/EIS at a level of detail corresponding to the information and projections
available at this time. See pages 5.3-41 through 5.3-62 in Section 5.3 of the Draft
EIR/EIS for a discussion of hydrology, reservoir levels, groundwater elevations, and
seawater intrusion under the different project alternatives under projected future
demand conditions. As noted in response to Comment 2-12, given the dynamics of
the hydrologic system, the uncertainties of whether future demands will equal the
projected 2030 demand, and the limitations of modeling, it cannot be known
whether or to what extent seawater intrusion would actually occur in 2030. It is
possible that the project as proposed, with deliveries only within the CSIP system,
would continue to fully halt seawater intrusion in 2030. Therefore, it is appropriate
to address this expanded system at a conceptual level. However, modeling does
show the expanded system would remedy modeled shortfalls in halting 2030
seawater intrusion, which translates to positive impacts to groundwater.

If the monitoring program included in the project indicates that seawater intrusion
has begun to advance landward in the future, further planning of increased deliveries
of surface water from the SVWP and an expansion of the delivery system beyond the
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CSIP area may be found to be required. If this expansion is needed in the future,
more precise planning and environmental analysis of all potential impacts would be
required, including compliance with all applicable environmental statutes.
3-10

Since the public release of the SVWP Draft EIR/EIS in June 2001, the MCWRA
and USACE held two public workshops, one at the Salinas Valley Fairgrounds in
King City on July 10, 2001 and the other in Paso Robles on July 30, 2001, to help
explain the potential impacts on recreation at the reservoirs as well as to receive
public input on ways to reduce the severity of these impacts. Based on the outcome
of these meetings and various public comments made on the Draft EIR/EIS,
mitigation measures have been added to the Final EIR/EIS to enhance recreational
activities at the lakes. Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for an expanded
discussion on new mitigation measures for recreation impacts at Nacimiento
Reservoir. There are, however, no known measures that could fully mitigate the
recreation impacts from the project while still allowing the project to operate in a
manner that results in halting seawater intrusion.

3-11

As acknowledged in the comment, growth-inducing effects of the project are indirect
environmental impacts. In developing the analysis in Chapter 7 of the EIR/EIS on
growth, all available general plans and general plan EIRs, as well as the Local Coastal
Plan and other environmental documents addressing growth in the affected area,
were reviewed. The information in these documents ranged, but the degree of
specificity was limited. Chapter 7 reflects this information to the degree needed to
convey the overall growth inducing potential of the project. Chapter 7 also aids the
reader in understanding the growth inducing potential of the project by additionally
describing what would occur if the project did not go forward. Patterns of land use
change are indicated by where growth would be expected in the County (see Table 71), the degree of anticipated agricultural land conversion is calculated, biological
resources at risk are described, etc. The need for additional analysis of growth, on a
project-by-project (or larger) basis is also described in the Chapter.
As to regulatory controls, the commenter is correct that the general plans and the
local coastal plan contain regulatory controls that address growth related impacts.
The analysis in the growth inducing impact chapter conveys the expected impacts of
growth based on implementation of the various general plans, so effectively reflects
impacts that will occur with regulatory constraints in place. The various general
plans contain numerous policies encouraging that growth occurs on non-prime
farmland, that development occur as in-fill prior to developing in outlying areas, that
traffic impacts are addressed with new development proposals, that water
conservation is built in to new development, etc.
The MCWRA does not have any land use regulatory control, so its ability to impose
regulations on new development is limited. However, as management of water
resources are within the purview of the Agency, and in response to this comment,
the following is added to page 7-11 of the EIR/EIS:
"The MCWRA will work with Monterey County and the cities and
communities within the County to encourage maximum use of water
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conservation practices in new development, including the use of ultra lowflow water fixtures and drought-tolerant/low water demanding landscaping."
Additionally, the following text is added to page 7-11 of the EIR/EIS in response to
this comment:
"As local jurisdictions consider development proposals, they should
aggressively implement general plan policies and other zoning ordinances and
programs that result in reducing potential environmental impacts, including
impacts to agriculture, water use, traffic, air quality, and biology. While these
programs are not within the purview of the MCWRA or the USACE, they
are reasonable requests that would help reduce potential impacts from land
use conversion. These programs would be the responsibility of local
agencies as part of their land use approval process."
These changes are added to Chapter 3.0 of this Response to Comments document.
Please refer to Master Response MR-3.
Also, note that the State passed new legislation (effective January 2002) requiring
fuller consideration of water availability when local jurisdictions are considering new
development proposals.
3-12

The proposed reservoir reoperation would increase the potential for energy
production at the Nacimiento Dam Hydroelectric Facility because more water could
be released for electrical generation as a result of spillway modification. The only
project feature (preferred Project or Alternative A) that would create a demand for
energy resources would be the pump station (six 200-horsepower pumps) proposed
at the surface diversion site. The associated energy demand would not be
substantial.
Under Alternative B more electrical power generation would be needed, as collector
wells require more power and pumping would need to occur to convey water to
storage facilities and through the distribution system. Because this alternative is no
longer being pursued, details on energy use have not been determined.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration '
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE
"

~

Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
299 Foam Street
Monterey, California 93940

4-3

August 27, 2001
District Engineer
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
US. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, California 94105
Dear Mr. Smith:
The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas
Valley Water Project. The proposed action involves:
• modification of the spillway at Nacimiento Dam,
• reoperation of the Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs to store a
higher volume of water in the wet season and allow higher releases of
water in to the Salinas River during irrigation season
• increased recharge of the groundwater basin through the higher irrigation
season releases from the Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs
• a seasonal diversion structure to move water from the Salinas River
during the irrigation season for delivery to agricultural users
• reduction in groundwater pumping
• a potential expanded distribution system for diverted Salinas River water
in the future if monitoring indicates that seawater intrusion has not been
halted.
The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary is a Federally protected marine
area offshore of California's central coast. We support the overall goals of the
project in attempting to improve the freshwater supply for the region's critical
agricultural industry and urban areas. HOIvever, since the S,alinas River drains
to the ocean, we have concerns regarding impacts on water quality. The Salinas
Valley Water Project DEIR states the proposed construction and operation of the
surface diversion facility would result in the loss of an estimated 32 acres of
mixed riparian habitat. The DEIR further states that this loss would substantially
decrease the value of this area for a number of wildlife species, which would
result in a less-than-significant impact. The Sanctuary is concerned with removal
of riparian zone habitat as this could impair the ability of this area to act as a
natural filtration device for sediment, perSistent pesticides, nitrates, and other
contaminants. An increased volume of chemical run-off is likely to occur
without the riparian habitat in place, and mitigation measures for this effect must
be included.
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4-1

4-2

Anadromous species, such as steelhead, which spend part of their lives in
Sanctuary waters, may also be affected by this project. The Salinas River hosts.a
small remnant steelhead run; the Sanctuary has concerns regarding the
modification of critical habitat and the effect that may have on this migratory
endangered species. Section 5.6-1 of the DEIR states "River conveyance with a
diversion facility in the Lower Salinas River may result in altered river flows and
fish habitat and could potentially effect fish passage, particularly for steelhead
using the Lower Salinas as a migration corridor. A diversion also has potential
impacts on fish migration as well as potential losses due to entrainment of fish./I
The Sanctuary recommends that the project incorporate mitigation measures as
outlined in the document for Alternative A, including maintenance of necessary
minimum flows, fish ladders and screens so as not to affect the dwindling
steelhead population during the period when the dam is raised.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project. If
you have any questions regarding our comments please ask your staff to contact
Deirdre Hall by phone at (831) 647-4207, or via email at deirdre.hall@noaa.gov.

CC:

Rosemary Laird, NMFS
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4-3

I LETTER 4
U.S. Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Ocean Service
William J. Douros, Superintendent
August 27, 2001

•

•

4-1

The commenter's statement of support for the project's objectives is noted. No
further response is necessary as no environmental issues are raised.

4-2

Please see Master Response MR-9, which expresses that subsequent to release of the
Draft EIR/EIS, more accurate surveys determined that only 2.5 acres of riparian
habitat would be adversely affected by the project. The same type of mitigation,
replacement of habitat on a no-net-Ioss basis, would be required such that project
impacts are reduced to below significant. The natural filtration provided by riparian
habitat in the project area would not be substantially altered by the loss of this
amount, especially following mitigation. Therefore, there would be minimal lessthan-significant impact to water quality of the Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary as a result of the proposed surface-diversion impoundment.

4-3

The commenter supports incorporating into the proposed project the mitigation
measures described in the Draft EIR/EIS to minimize and mitigate potential impacts
to steelhead and fish migration. The lead agencies (the MCWRA and the USACE)
would adopt all mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR/EIS for the proposed
project, including measures that are outlined for mitigating impacts to steelhead,
should they decide to approve this alternative.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF CO·

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adm
NATIONAL MAI=IINE FISHERIES SEI=IVICE

0

Southwest Region
777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325
Santa Rosa, California 95404-6515
In repl)' please refer to:

SEP - 6 2001

151422SvrROISR807:FUEL

Mr. Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. San Francisco District
--333 Market Street
San Francisco, California 94105-2\97
Dear Mr. Smith:

.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Salinas Valley Water Project, dated June 2001. The Monterey County Water Resources
Agency (MCWRA) proposes to constrUct the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) in Monterey .
and San Luis Obispo Counties to halt the intrusion of seawater into the Salinas Valley
.groundwater basin. The proposed project includes modification of the Nacimiento Dam
spillway; reoperation of Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs; higher releases from
Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs; construction of a seasonal diversion structure in the
Salinas River, between Highway 1 and Blanco Bridge; transfer of water to the Castroville
Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP); reduction in groundwater pumping in the CSIP area; and a
potential expanded distribution system for diverted Salinas River water.
South-Central California Coast (SCCC) steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), found in the Salinas
River watershed, were listed as threatened on August 18, 1997 (62 FR 43937) and critical habitat
was designated on February 16, 2000 (65 FR 7764) under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The Salinas River sub-population ofsteelhead is at a
critically low level; habitat degradation, water diversions, and agricultural pnlctices are a major
factor in the decline of the steelhead population.

5-1

In reviewing the DEIR for the SVWP there are some questions and concerns that we wish to
address. Most of the following comments and questions are referenced by page and paragraph of

tbeDEIR.
Page 3-21, paragraph 3: All fish screens must meet NMFS criteria. The NW'S guidelines for
fish screens may be found online at: http://swr.nmis.noaa.govlhabitat.htm.
Page 5.6-16, paragraph 1: The EIR states: "Based on these estimates, the Salinas run does not
now. nor bas it historically represented a significant numerical component of the ESU.'· NMFS
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5-2

5-3

disagrees; historical data from before the Salinas Dam and the dams on the Nacimiento and San
Antonio Rivers were built indicate steelhead were abundant. Snyder (1913) reported that .
steelhead entered all the tributaries to the Salinas River in large numbers dwing high flows.
Before the Salinas Dam was built in 1942. adult steelhead migrated upstream as far, or farther
than Pozo, east of San Luis Obispo. After the dam was built, adult steelhead migrated as far as
the dam in varying numbers, dependent on the amount of rainfall (fitus, et aI., In Press). In
1946, a year the steelhead did not reach the dam, the estimated catch of steelhead in the Salinas
River was 3,600 (White and Broderick, 1992). While historic escapement is unknOWn, anecdotal
information implies that there were large runs in the Salinas tributaries. The Salinas River
watershed is part of the designated critical habitat for SCCC steelhead, and as such is important
.
for their .recovery.
Page 5.6:'18, -paragraph 2 and 3, page 5.6-23, table 5.6-5, page 5.6-53, paragraph 1, and
page 5.6-61, paragraph 1: NMFS is concerned that the proposed project niay impact flows for
steelhead migration. During NMFS Section 7 consultation with the Corps, we will assess the
flow data to determine if flows are adequate for steelhead

Page 5.6-61, paragraph 2: NMFS has concern that the releases from the Nacimiento and San
Antonio reservoirs are based on flows from the Santa Margarita reservoir, which MCWRA bas
no operational control over. It is stated in the DEIR that operational criteria are based on
managed flow at Paso Robles being 60 cfs, which is dependant on releases from Santa Margarita.
Releases from Santa Margarita are not stated to be coordinated with this project.
Salinas River Lagoon - AJternatives A and B
Page 5.6-80: The DEIR states that the impoundment behind the diversion structure will be 4.5
miles long. This will affect smolt outmigration; in flows of less than 5 kmlday juvenile fish tend
to residualize. They are also subject to a higher rate of predation in slow moving open water.

5-3

(cont'd)

5-4

5-5

5-6

Effects on smolt outmigration need to be analyzed.
Page 5.6-83, paragraph 1: This paragraph states that impoundment bnpacts would not likely
differ Significantly from the lagoon. The salinity in the impoundment will not be. the same as the
lagoon. Predators will be different, and are likely to include non-native, wann water species that
escape from the reservoirs. These impacts need to be assessed.

Page 5.6-81, paragraph 3: Inundation of this area will flood and kill :the riparian vegetation.
How wil1 adverse impacts to critical habitat be minjmized?

If you have any questions concerning the above comments please contact Ms. Rosemary Laird at
(707) 575-6096.
Sincerely,

Patrick J. Rutten
Northern California Supervisor

Protected Resources Division
Salinas Valley Water Project
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5-7

5-8

cc:

J. Leeky - NMFs
J. NelSOn - COFG

D.Ran-MNMs

B. Meyer -MCWRA

RECEivED
SE? 122001

WATE~8~~8~RCEf
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ILETTER 5
U.S. Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service

Patrick J. Rutten, Northern California Supervisor, Protected Resource Division
September 6, 2001

•
5-1

The commenter's statement regarding the status of the South-Central California
Coast steelhead (Oncor~nchus mykiss) under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is
noted. This is consistent with the analysis contained in Section 5.6 of the Draft
EIRjEIS. No further response is necessary because no specific environmental
issues are raised.

5-2

All fish screens installed as part of the proposed action will be designed to meet
NMFS criteria. See pages 3-14 and 5.6-87 to 5.6-88 for discussions committing the
project to these requirements.

5-3

The commenter disagrees with the statement in the Draft EIRjEIS that the Salinas
run of steelhead does not now represent, and has not historically represented, a
significant numerical component of the evolutionarily significant unit (ESU). The
commenter notes that, while historic escapement is unknown, anecdotal information
implies that there were large runs of steelhead in the Salinas River tributaries and that
the Salinas River watershed is important for the recovery of the South-Central
California Coast steelhead. The anecdotal information provided by the commenter
is hereby incorporated into the EIRjEIS text. This information does not alter the
findings in the EIRjEIS with respect to the significance of project impacts. Please
refer to Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIRjEIS, Changes to the Draft EIRjEIS for
revisions to Section 5.6 (Fish Biology) of the Draft EIRjEIS.

5-4

The effect of flow modification on steelhead was thoroughly examined in the Draft
EIRjEIS (pages 5.6-56 to 5.6-70); the following determinations were made:
•

Altered hydrologic conditions in the San Antonio River, Nacimiento River,
and Salinas River related to the preferred project (Alternative A) involve
relatively minor changes and do not alter the overall pattern of post-dam
hydrology.

•

Based on hydrologic model results, the preferred project may result in small
net increases in potential migration opportunities for adult steelhead
migrating to the Arroyo Seco and juveniles and smolts migrating from the
Arroyo Seco.

•

The preferred project would result in a projected small net decrease in
potential migration opportunities for adults migrating to the Upper Salinas
basin under the proposed action, but would be offset by a net increase in
potential migration opportunities for smolts.
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NMFS will review this issue during consultation with the USACE under Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). It is not expected that NMFS's findings during
Section 7 consultation with the Corps will differ from the conclusions presented
above. However, should NMFS require any mitigation for steelhead in addition to
that presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, additional measures would be presented as
"reasonable and prudent measures" in the NMFS biological opinion, and compliance
with such measures would be incorporated into the project.
5-5

For the purposes of impact assessment in the Draft EIR/EIS, it was determined that
steelhead are unlikely to be able to negotiate the Salinas River channel upstream from
the Nacimiento River confluence when flow upstream of the confluence is less than
60 cfs. At such times, releases from Nacimiento or San Antonio reservoir will have
no effect on the ability of steelhead to access potential habitat upstream from the
Nacimiento River and such releases are not proposed as part of the project. It is true
that releases from Santa Margarita reservoir are beyond the control of the MCWRA.
Releases from Santa Margarita reservoir are determined by the reservoir's operator,
the City of San Luis Obispo, and are not coordinated with MCWRA operations.
The effects of the SVWP have been evaluated given existing hydrologic conditions,
and the cumulative impacts of the project have been considered in combination with
those of the Salinas Reservoir (Santa Margarita reservoir) Expansion Project (pages
6-2 to 6-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS). As a result of the Salinas Reservoir Expansion
Project, the SWRCB has required that fisheries studies be completed over the next 5
years downstream of the Salinas Reservoir to Highway 58 to better ascertain that
project's impacts to fishery resources.

5-6

The commenter raises the issue of residualization of smolts in the proposed
diversion impoundment at low velocities and higher potential predation rates at
lower velocity flows. The Draft EIR/EIS contains full consideration of this issue.
The commenter suggests that juvenile fish tend to residualize in flows of less than 5
km/ day. This criterion is taken from studies of a series of large mainstem Columbia
River impoundments and has questionable application to a single small facility on the
Salinas River. The Draft EIR/EIS (see pages 5.6-81 and 5.6-82) concluded that the
potential impacts of the impoundment on smolt migration, while not likely to differ
significandy in type or degree from that occurring under present conditions in the
Salinas River Lagoon, must be regarded as potentially significant. Therefore, the
MCWRA has proposed a monitoring and mitigation program (see page 5.6-87) to
identify and mitigate potential impacts. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies several
potential enhancement actions, and it is possible that additional enhancement actions
may be identified during the Section 7 consultation for the project. Any additional
actions presented as reasonable and prudent measures in the NMFS biological
opinion would be incorporated into the project.

5-7

The commenter states that salinity in the impoundment will be different from that of
the lagoon and that predators will also be different and will include non-native,
warm-water species that escape from the reservoirs. Lagoon water quality and
aquatic species are discussed at length on pages 5.6-32 to 5.6-38 and 5.6-73 to 5.6-80,
and in Appendix C. The Draft EIR/EIS analysis concluded that the potential
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impacts of the impoundment on smolt migration, while not likely to differ
significantly in type or degree from that occurring under present conditions in the
Salinas River Lagoon, must be regarded as potentially significant. Therefore, the
MCWRA has proposed a monitoring and mitigation program to identify and mitigate
potential impacts (page 5.6-87). See also response to Comment 3-7.

5-8

Please see Master Response MR-9. The revised analysis discussed in that response
found that because of the steeply sloping bank forming the channel sides throughout
the impoundment area, the project would result in little loss of riparian vegetation.
Although vegetation on the banks would be flooded and may be lost, the vegetation
near the top of the bank would not be expected to be altered. There should be little
change in the width of the riparian zone. Although the impoundment area is
technically within the critical habitat designated for South-Central California Coast
steelhead, the area serves as a migration corridor and does not presently support
rearing juvenile steelhead. Based on water temperature monitoring conducted to
date, the fact that the channel is relatively narrow through the impoundment reach,
and the well developed riparian fringe, the impoundment is not expected to alter
water temperature conditions in the reach during the steelhead smolt emigration
period. The greatest thermal effects would be in the relatively open, wide channel
upstream from Spreckels; temperature downstream of Spreckels is moderated by
cooler air temperature and more frequent occurrence of coastal fog. See also
response to comment 4-2.
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STATE 'JF CAlIFORNIA-HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
DRINKING WATER FIELD OPERATIONS BRANCH
1 LOWER RAGSDALE, BUILDING 1, SUITE 120
MONTEREY, CA 93940
(831) 655·6939 FAX (831) 655-6944

July 11,2001

RECEIVED
\Itl '-

State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

1 tJ

i !j 01

Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR for the Salinas Valley Water Project
The Department of Health Services has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Salina Valley Water Project and
we offer the following comments.
Of the three alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR, we have specific concerns about the proposed
subsurface storage of treated wastewater portion of the project presented in Alternative B. This .
alternative proposes to use 9,600 acre-feet per year of treated wastewater from Monterey Regional
Wastewater Treatment Plant, inject it into the 400 feet deep aquifer during the wet season, and extract the
stored water during the irrigation season for delivery to agricultural users [Part 2.2.2(5) of the report].
Part 2.4.2 of the report indicates,
"Implementation of Alternative B would result in the following significant and
unavoidable impacts: Potential migration of injected recycled water beyond the
designated 1,125-acre subsurface injection area, potentially resulting in adversely
affecting groundwater quality."

6-1

Furthermore, Part 2, section 5.4 of the report indicates that if the treated wastewater reaches outside the
1,125-acre area

" ... It would be a significant impact and additional mitigation is not available to
avoid it."
Page 5.4-30 of the report, Water Quality Impacts - Domestic Use provides analysis performed to evaluate
the impact of the proposed storage project on drinking water supplies. This section appears to focus only
on the nitrate impact of the proposed storage on the aquifer and ignore other impacts. For examp1e, there
appears to be no discussion of the projected iron and manganese concentrations in the extracted water,
which exceeds the State maximum concentration level for these elements. Also, several sections of Part 4
of the report indicate that the stored water will be delivered to agricultural and urban customers.
Although the term "urban customers" is not defined in the report, in Part 4, page 4-10, Water Treatment,
the report indicates that all water delivered to urban area customers would have to be treated to meet
drinking water standards. Page 5.4-38 describes water treatment considered although it does not indicate
the intended user of such treated water. Treatment to meet "drinking water standards" does not asure safe
drinking water when the water source is wastewater.
The Draft EIR did not adequately address the actual and potential negative impacts of the proposed
project on the local drinking water supply systems. The "urban customers" and the intended users of the
treated water on Part 4 need to be defined. Additionally, there are several water supply systems in the
vicinity of the proposed subsurface storage area. The Department is extremely concerned with the
proposed injection of recycled wastewater for aquifer storage because of potential degradation of the
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6-2
6-3
6-4

6-5

groundwater quality in the affected basin. The applicant is advised to refer to the Department's draft
Groundwater Recharge Reuse Regulations, dated April 23, 2001, as a guideline for understanding the
Department's concerns. Additionally, Section 13540 of the California Water Code also requires that the
Department of Health Services makes a finding of the proposed project will not impair the quality of
water in the receiving aquifer as a source of water supply for domestic purposes.
In order to ensure public health protection of the local domestic water users, the Department strongly
recommends that the cumulative impacts of the proposed recycled water injection on the existing and
potential drinking water sources in the groundwater basin must be comprehensively addressed in the Final
EIR. Additionally, we request that the Final EIR specifically addresses the following issues:
1.

The report must define the project area and its vicinity. In this regard the term "vicinity" is
defined as the area or a distance beyond which there will be no impact on the groundwater in the
affected basin at ANY future time. This may exceed the 500-foot non-potable buffer area
discussed on'page 5.4-29, Water Quality Implication section of the report.

2. The report must identify ALL drinking water supply sources inside the project area, as well as
those that are in the vicinity of the project area. The identification must be in form of a listing,
also, illustration on a map of proper scale so that each source is recognizable.
3. The report must comprehensively address the actual and potential impacts of the subsurface
stored treated wastewater on the groundwater basin. The investigation of the potential impacts
must not only cover the 400 deep aquifer but, also, all other aquifers in the project area and its
vicinity.

6-5
(cont'd)

6-6

6-7

6-8

6-9

It is also recommended that all communities, i.e., those defined in Item 2 above, whose drinking water
maybe potentially impacted by the proposed project, are informed of the project and that they have the
opportunity to provide their input to the project proponent.

6-10

In summary, the Department has serious concerns about the proposed subsurface storage of treated
wastewater portion of the project presented in Alternative B. If the proponent of the project plans to
pursue Alternative B, including the subsurface storage, the Department recommends further study to
determine the full impact of the storage on the local drinking water supplies.

6-11

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the EIR report. If you have any questions regarding this
letter, please call me at (831) 655-6933.
Sincerely,

~
Steve Setoodeh, Ph.D., P.E.
Monterey District Engineer
Drinking Water Field Operations Branch
cc:

Monterey County Environmental Health
RWQCB - Central Coast Region
Monterey Regional WPCP
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I

LETTER

6

State of California, Department of Health Services
Steve Setoodeh, Monterey District Engineer, Drinking Water Field Operations Branch
July 11, 2001

•
6-1

This comment summarizes conclusions in the Draft EIR/EIS regarding water
quality impacts from the subsurface storage component of Alternative B. It should
be noted that Alternative B is not the preferred alternative. No other response is
necessary because no specific environmental issues are raised. Please see responses
to Comments 6-2 through 6-11 below for discussion of specific issues raised by the
commenter.

6-2

Nitrate was used as a focus for groundwater constituents in the Draft EIR/EIS
water quality analysis because it is conservative, meaning it does not change with
time (it does not degrade and will remain) or travel through a soil column. All other
constituents in the groundwater are either conservative, like nitrate, or will degrade
over time, such that their concentrations will be reduced. Testing of the recycled
water and the groundwater in the project area has shown that only these two
constituent categories are present. Because nitrate is considered a conservative
constituent, it was used in the modeling to describe how other conservative
constituents would behave in the aquifer as a "worst-case" condition.
Modeling results do indicate that three constituents-total dissolved solids (fDS),
manganese, and iron-in the recycled water extracted from the (6,000-foot by 6,000foot area) injection area would exceed the u.s. Environmental Projection Agency
(USEPA) secondary drinking water regulations. However, the secondary standards
refer to parameters that may adversely affect the aesthetic qualities of drinking water,
such as taste, color, and odor. These standards are not established in response to
health effects. Further, as described on Draft EIR/EIS page 5.4-32, under this
alternative, the injected water would be extracted and used for agricultural irrigation
only, and not for drinking water. Potable reuse of recycled water has not been
contemplated as part of this project. See also response to Comment 6-4.

6-3

For the purposes of the Draft EIR/EIS, the term "urban customers" is defined as
those water users served by local municipalities. As stated on page 4-10 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, all water delivered to urban customers under Alternative B would have to
be treated to meet drinking water standards established by the California Department
of Health Services and the United States Environmental Protection Agency. Urban
areas could include Castroville, Marina, Fort Ord and Salinas.

6-4

The water treatment described on the page referenced by the commenter (page 5.438) would consist of treatment of water diverted from the Salinas River and stored in
the surface facilities under Alternative B. This water supply would not contain any
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recycled wastewater. To clarify this issue, the first sentence on Draft EIR/EIS page
5.4-38 is hereby changed as follows:
"Alternative B would include the proposed development of a water
treatment plant to treat agricultural or urban water supplies water diverted
from the Salinas River and stored in surface facilities, which would be
used to supply agricultural or urban users.
This change is also added to Chapter 3.0 of this document.
Recycled water stored in the aquifer would be for agricultural (non-potable) use only.
Recycled water would not be supplied for urban or domestic use, such as drinking
water. All existing pumping for domestic uses with the impact and buffer areas of
the subsurface recycled water storage area would be replaced by a potable water
system operated by the MCWRA. That system would provide groundwater pumped
from outside the area of re-designation (described on page 5.4-32) to the existing
customers within the re-designated area. It is estimated that approximately five
existing domestic users are located within the area of re-designation.
6-5

The definition of urban customers is provided in response to Comment 6-3. The
lead agencies recognize that numerous additional steps would need to be taken to
ensure that the subsurface-storage component of Alternative B, if it were to be
selected, would function as described and intended. These steps include additional
field studies, pilot studies, and modeling to ensure proper and reliable design of this
component should it be selected as the preferred storage option for MCWRP excess
flows. See pages 5.4-32 and 5.4-36 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a description of some
of the additional studies, testing, design, monitoring, and contingencies contemplated
by the MCWRA to ensure that potential impacts on groundwater would be
minimized or avoided if this component were to be implemented. Given the
uncertainties regarding the operation of this component, the Draft EIR/EIS
identifies subsurface-storage impacts on water quality as potentially significant and
unavoidable.
The SWRCB and other commenters raised several other questions concerning the
analysis of effects of this component in the 1998 draft EIR, including long-term
feasibility, maintenance costs, and modeling accuracy. In recognition of these
concerns, the MCWRA subsequendy presented Alternative A as the preferred
project. Given that Alternative A is now the preferred project and Alternative B,
which includes this component, is not, the MCWRA does not currendy propose any
additional study of this alternative and does not anticipate needing to acquire a
Department of Health Services (DHS) finding regarding the water quality associated
with the subsurface storage component of Alternative B.

6-6

Cumulative impacts of the proposed action and alternatives were analyzed in Section
6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The level of analysis in the document is sufficient to
demonstrate the relative differences in impacts between this alternative and the
proposed action (Alternative A). Because Alternative B is no longer being pursued
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by MCWRA, no further analysis of cumulative impacts related to this alternative is
required. See also response to Comment 6-6.
6-7

The operation of the subsurface storage facility proposed under Alternative B could
create a public health concern by degrading existing potable water supplies in the
vicinity of the area of contamination. This degradation would theoretically be
contained within the area designated for injection and extraction purposes, including
a proposed SOO-foot buffer area (approximately 1,12S acres) as shown on Figure S.43 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is not known whether the degraded area would migrate
beyond this confined area and render other areas non-potable. However, because
Alternative B is no longer being pursued as the preferred alternative, MCWRA does
not currently propose any additional study of this alternative. Please see response to
Comment 6-S.

6-8

Please see response to Comment 6-S.

6-9

Please see response to Comment 6-S.

6-10

The Draft EIR/EIS was distributed for public and agency review on June 8, 2001,
and the public review period ended on August 28, 2001. The document was sent to
officials of all agencies who might receive project water, including water from
Alternative B. Additionally, the public was notified of the availability of the Draft
EIR/EIS through newspaper notices and publication of a notice of availability in the
Federal Register. During this period, all members of the public were given the
opportunity to provide input to the MCWRA and the USACE. See also response to
Comment 6-6.

6-11

Please see responses to Comments 6-2 through 6-S.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-124

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

The Resources Agency

State of California

MEMORANDUM
To:

Date: August 7. 2001

Project Coordinator
Resources Agency

Mr. Curtis Weeks
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4465
From:

Subject:

Department of Conservation
Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIRIEIS) for the Salinas Valley Water Project - SCH# 2000034007

The Department of Conservation's Division of Land Resource Protection (Division)
has reviewed the DEIRIEIS for the referenced project. The Division monitors farmland
conversion on a statewide basis and administers the Califomia land Conservation
(Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. We offer the
following recommendations for the DE'RIEIS with respect to the project's potential
impacts on agricultural land.
The proposed project is a senes of structural and program~ba9ed components to
address saltwater Intrusion, provide adequate water to meet current and future needs,
and to improve the hydrologic balance of the Salinas Valley groundwater basin. The
DEIRIEIS provides a good discussion on agricultural impacts from the preferred and other
project alternatives. The DEIRIEIS also provides for incorporation of eight other planning
documents by reference.
Alternative B of the current project, in part, proposes use .of Merritt Lake as a
surface storage site. Merritt lake is seasonaUy drained and used for agricultural
purposes. According to the Monterey County Agricultural Preserves Map, the Merritt
, Lake area is also in an agricultural preserve and portions appear to be under Land
Conservation (Williamson) Act contract The DEIR/EIS itself does not provide information
on the Williamson Act issues associated with the preferred and other project alternatives.
The Department recommends that the following issues be discussed for the current
project. (If these issues are discussed in the other documents incoporated by reference,
the pertinent issues should be summari;z.ed for the current document.)
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Project Coordinator and Mr. Curtis Weeks
August 7. 2001
Page 3

•

•
•

A project is deemed to be of statewide, regional or area-wide significance if it wiJI
result in cancellation of a Williamson Act contract for a parcel of 100 or more
acres [California Code of Regulations Section 15206(b)(3)]. Although the
DEI RIElS notes conversion of 220 acres of agriculturslland for the Merritt Lake
site. it does not mention whether these lands are under Williamson Act contract.
A discussion of other Williamson Act contracts that may be terminated In order to
accommodate the project. The DEIR/EIS should discuss the impacts that
termination of VlJilliamson Act contracts would have on nearby properties also
under contract.
Any future plans for public acquisition of lands under Williamson Act. It should
be noted that public acquisition of land under Williamson Act contract for public
purposes require notice to the Department of ConseNation and specified
findings (Government Code Sections 51291-51292). These requirements would
apply until expiration of contracts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIRlEtS. If you have
questions on our comments, or require technical assistance or information on
agricultural land conservation. please contact the Division at 801 K Street, MS 13-71,
Sacramento, California, 95814, or phone (916) 324-0850. You may also call Ken Trott,
Environmental Coordinator, at (916) 445-8733.
-.

~

~.,

ason Marshall
Assistant Director

Attachment
cc:

Erik Vink, Assistant Director
Division of Land Resource Protection
Monterey County ReD
744 La Guardia Building A
Salinas. CA 93905
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7-1

7-2

7-3

NOTIFICATION l'ROV1Sl0NS OF THE WILLIAMSON ACT
Notificatioll provisions of the Williamson Act (Govcmmllnl Code Section 5 1291) require an agency to
notify the Director ofthc Department OfCOlll>crvl'llioTl onhe pOflsible IICqllisilivJl ofWilliamslln Act eontmeted
land fol' a public improvement. Such Ilotification must occur when land enrolled in a Williamson Act contrac."t is
heing conf;idcred for acquisit.ion by II puolic agency, being MC(IUirec), the origina.l puhlic improvement fur the
acquisition is changed, or 61C land acquired is not ufied for thc public improvement. The local governing body
responsible for the administration of the a.gricultllral preserve mllsi also be noiifieet
CONSJDHRATJON

The foUowing information ,nust bl,: included in the llotilieatillll whl:n litnd within an ugrieuftuJ'al presct've
is being conllidered tor acquisition.
l.

2.
3.
4.

ThI,11<.,t<lJ numher of acres of Wmiamson Act contrac.ted land to be acquired and whether the Jffnd is
COll"idcrcd prime ligricullural and according to Government Code Section 51201.
The purpose for the acquisition and why the parcc\ WitS idl.mlificd f<.'r acquisition.

A description of where the pal'cel is located.
Characteristics of adjacent land (urban dcvclopmcnl, Williamson Act conuacts,
agl'icultural production. etc.)
5. A vicinity map and a location map.
6. A copy of the contmct covering the land,
7. Explanation (.If the prelim il1ary consideration of Government Code Section 51292.

The foJ)owing information must he included in the notification whl.-11 land within an agricultural prCl'icrvc
has been iU:(IUiroo, The notice must be for.varded to the Director witllin 16 working days of the acquisition (If
the land. The notice must also include the 1bJlowing:
1.

2.
3,

A general cxplanation of the ..h;ch,ion to ~cquire the Jand, and why noncontractcd land is not available for tIle.
public improvement.
Findings made pursuant to Government Code Section 51292, as mnended.
If the intormation is ditlercnt from that provided in tho provious notice sent upon consideration ofthc land. a
gl.-l1craJ dl:scription ofthe land. and a copy of Ole contract Cllv<'lTing the land shall be included in 1hc J)vticu.

Once notice is givCTI as rt;(llIired. if the public; agency proposoo any Rignificant change ill the publiC
improvement, the Director must be notified oflhe c:hanxc:sbefore the project il'l completed.
LAND ACQUIRED IS NO,! lJS!1~) FOR PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT

1r thc itCllUiring public agency docs nul usc the land for the public improw;ment acquired and plans 10
return it to private ownership. befure returning the land to privllte ownership the Director must be notified of the
action, 111C mailing addTC~ for the Director is:
Darryl Young, Director
Clo DiVi:;lioll ofl-lInd Resource l'rotection

Department ofConScTVlItion
801 KStreet.MS \3-71
Sacramcntu, CA 95814-3528
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ILETTER

7

State of California, Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource
Protection
Jason Marshall, Assistant Director
August 7, 2001

•

•

7-1

A portion of the 220 acres of agricultural! open space land that would be inundated
at the Merritt Lake surface storage site under Alternative B is currently under a
Williamson Act contract. If implemented, Alternative B would result in the
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts. Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS includes
a discussion of potential impacts of the proposed project and alternatives related to
the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, and a significant
unavoidable impact has been identified for Alternative B due to the conversion of
agricultural land at the proposed Merritt Lake surface storage site and the WTP site.
The fact that some of this land is under Williamson Act contract reinforces the
significance of this impact. It should also be noted that Alternative B is no longer
being considered as the preferred alternative, and the development of the Merritt
Lake surface storage site is not currently proposed.

7-2

Under Alternative A, the proposed action would convert approximately 0.1 acre of
designated Farmland to non-agricultural uses for construction of diversion facilities
and this land is not covered under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no effect
on Williamson Act contract lands and no nearby properties under contract would be
affected.

7-3

There are no current, nor foreseeable, plans to acquire properties covered under a
Williamson Act contract to accommodate the Proposed Action (Alternative A). If
the need arises to pursue such action, MCWRA will adhere to all noticing
requirements, including providing notice to the Department of Conservation and
specified findings.
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State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights
Winston H. Hickox
Secretary for
Environmental
Protection

10011 Street, 14 U' F1oor· Sacramento, California 95814· (916) 341-5363
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 2000· Sacramento, California· 95812-2000
FAX (916) 341-5400· Web Site Address: http://www.watemghts.ca.gov

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov.

AUG 2 8 2001
Mr. Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902
Dear Mr. Meyer:
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD (SWRCB) COMMENTS ON
MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY'S (MCWRA) DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTIENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (Draft
EIRIEIS)
SWRCB staff has reviewed the Draft EIRIEIS for the Salinas Valley Water Project. The
preferred alternative identified in the Draft EIRIEIS includes 1) modification of the Nacimiento
Reservoir spillway, 2) reoperation of the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs, 3) rediversion
of the stored water at a point lower on the Salinas River, 4) blending the river water with water
from the Monterey County Water Recycling Projects (MCWRP) and delivery of this water to
agricultural lands overlying the area of seawater intrusion, and 5) limiting groundwater pumping
in the area served by the blended water delivery system. According to the Draft EIRIEIS,
implementation of the preferred alternative will meet the objectives of 1) stopping seawater
intrusion, 2) meeting current and future water resource needs, and 3) improving the hydrologic
balance of the Salinas Valley groundwater basin.

General Comments
Previously, in October 1998, MCWRA released a Draft Master EIR (Draft EIR) and Project Plan
for the Salinas Valley Water Project. At that time, MCWRA considered both surface and
subsurface storage for off-season flows from the MCWRP. However, the current Draft EIRIEIS
only considers surface storage for water diverted from the Salinas River, and subsurface storage
for off-season flows from the MCWRP. The Draft EIRIEIS notes that comments by the SWRCB
on the previous Draft EIR were critical of the proposal to abandon designated beneficial uses of
the aquifer at the proposed subsurface storage site. The current Draft EIRIEIS still includes an
evaluation of the proposed subsurface storage of flows from the MCWRP, but does not provide
an explanation of why the proposal for surface storage ofthe MCWRP flows is no longer being
considered.
Computer simulation of the effects of implementing the preferred alternative indicates that
seawater intrusion can be stopped without utilizing the off-season flows from the MCWRP.
However, because the performance of the system may differ significantly from the computer
simulations, additional phases ofproject implementation may be necessary to stop seawater
intrusion.
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8-1

Mr. Bob Meyer

2

AUG 2 82001

As the project proceeds and more monitoring data becomes available, it will be easier to judge
the success of the Salinas Valley Water Project. At that time it may become necessary to
implement additional control measures including the use of off-season flows from the MCWRP.
We urge the MCWRA to closely monitor the progress ofproject implementation and, if
necessary, pursue development of storage capabilities to ensure the maximum beneficial use of
this important resource.
In addition to any other permits and approvals that may be necessary to implement the preferred
alternative, MCWRA must petition the SWRCB to add the proposed surface diversion facility as
a point of rediversion to its existing water right permit. Also, depending upon the operation
under the preferred alternative, an additional permit for direct diversion may be required.

The EIR notes (5.6-87) that the surface diversion facility may have a significant impact on
migrating juvenile steelhead. To mitigate for this potential impact, the EIR proposes a
monitoring program, developed in coordination with the Department ofFish and Game and the
National Marine Fisheries Service, to determine if the effect is attributable to the surface
diversion or the impoundment. If the monitoring shows that there is an incremental loss of
steelhead, then actions elsewhere in the watershed will be considered to offset the losses. The
actions would likely include channel modifications in the Aroyo Seco watershed to improve
access to suitable spawning and rearing habitat.
This mitigation measure is adequate for the purposes of this EIR. However, the original
construction ofNacirniento Reservoir permanently blocked a significant amount of steelhead
habitat and has contributed to the long-term decline of steelhead in the Salinas River. The
SWRCB has continuing jurisdiction over water rights in California and has a duty to protect
public trust resources when feasible. The SWRCB could consider requiring modifications in the
Aroyo Seco watershed as a condition of approval for a petition to add the surface diversion
facility as a point of rediversion.
If you have any questions, please contact Tom Peltier at (916) 341-5353, or Paul Murphey at
341-5435.
Sincerely,

~J!

£./' Edward C. Anton, Chief,

f vr

Division of Water Rights
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8-2

8-3

8-4

ILETTER 8
State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights
Edward C. Anton, Chief
August 28, 2001

•

•
8-1

Numerous potentially significant environmental issues (e.g., impacts related to
biological resources, cultural resources, land uses, air quality, and other issues) and
substantial costs are likely to be associated with the construction of surface storage
for off-season flows from the MCWRP. Because the MCWRA's project objectives
can be met by the SVWP without this component, it has not been included in
Alternative A, the environmentally preferred alternative.

8-2

The MCWRA recognizes the importance of monitoring the effectiveness of project
performance in an effort to facilitate the attainment of project objectives. The
proposed action includes a preferred monitoring program, which is described in
Section 3.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS states that "the monitoring
program would become an important tool for use in the future refinement of project
operations," which may include the development of additional facilities such as an
expanded distribution system and delivery area. If needed, MCWRA would continue
to investigate opportunities to store off-season flows from the Monterey County
Water Recycling Projects for use during times when stored water can be used.

8-3

The commenter notes that the MCWRA must petition the SWRCB to add the
proposed surface diversion facility as a point of rediversion to its existing water right
permit and that an additional permit for direct diversion may be required. The
MCWRA would secure all required permits, including SWRCB permits, prior to
implementation of the proposed action. The EIR/EIS is intended to provide the
environmental information needed for SWRCB actions, and the approval of the
point of diversion is listed on page 1-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS as one of the actions
the document is intended to address.

8-4

The commenter notes that the mitigation proposed for potential impacts to
steelhead is adequate for the purposes of the Draft EIR/EIS. This mitigation
consists of monitoring, with subsequent actions if needed, potentially including
channel modifications in the Arroyo Seco watershed, if the project is found to have
an incremental effect on steelhead. The commenter also notes, however, that the
SWRCB may require modifications in the Arroyo Seco watershed as a condition of
approval of the MCWRA petition to add a point of rediversion to its water right
permit. The SWRCB position regarding this issue is acknowledged. Given that the
commenter feels that the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS is sufficient, no other
response is needed.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Winston H. Hickox
Secretary for
Snvironmenta/
Protection

Central Coast Region
Internet Address: http://www.sWTcb.ca.gov/rwqcb3
81 Higuera Street, Suite 200, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5411
Phone (805) 549-3147 • FAX (805) 543-0397

August 30, 2001
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 130
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Dear Mr. Meyer:
SALINAS VALLEY WATER PROJECT, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, SCH# 2000034007
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Salinas Valley Water Project. The preferred alternative
identified in the Draft EIRIEIS includes Nacimiento Reservoir spillway modification, re-operation of the
Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs, water delivery via the Salinas River, placement of a pneumatic
dam in the Salinas River to store the water near the Monterey County Water Recycling Projects
(MCWRP) pipeline, blending river and MCWRP water, water delivery to agricultural lands overlying the
seawater intrusion area, and limiting groundwater pumping in the area served by the blended water
delivery system. According to the Draft EIRIEIS, implementation of the preferred alternative will meet
the objectives of stopping seawater intrusion, meeting current and future water resource needs, and
improving the hydrologic balance of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin.
The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Staff (Regional Board staff) recognize that
seawater intrusion is a serious threat to water quality. Overall, we believe that preferred Alternative A is
the superior option for halting seawater intrusion into the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Regional
Board Staff have reviewed the subject Draft EIR and offer the following comments and questions:

9-1

Section 1.3, Table 1.2 (p.1-7) Estimated Existing and Future Water Conditions.

Assuming that average annual rate of Basin overdraft is less in 2030 than in 1995, why is seawater intrusion
rate expected to be greater in 2030 than in 1995? Please elaborate on this issue.

9-2

Section 1.3, p.1-9, p.2

" .. .If seawater intrusion continues into the future due to increased demands in the coastal urban areas, an
expanded distribution system might be needed to deliver Salinas River Water to areas outside ofthe CSIP
area."
If an expanded distribution system is needed to mitigate continued seawater intrusion, is there sufficient
water in Lake Nacimiento, San Antonio and the Salinas River to feed the system? Has there been
coordination with the Monterey County Planning Department to include these future increased demands
in their General Plan update?
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9-3

Section 2.2.1, item # 2, Re-operation of Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs, p.2-2

" ... San Antonio Reservoir will also be re-operated to store more water in the wet season and release it
during the irrigation season."

9-4

It is not clear how San Antonio Reservoir be "re-operated" to store more water without a spillway
modification similar to the proposed Nacimiento spillway modification. Could the re-operation of the
San Antonio Reservoir lead to increase in flooding potential downstream? Please clarify.
Section 2.2.1, item #3, Surface DiversionlImpoundment, p.2-2

Has the potential for sediment accumulation behind the seasonal diversion structure been addressed? If
so, what is the plan?

9-5

Section 2.2.2, item #5, Recycled Water Storage and Delivery, p.2-4

" ... Under alternative B ... An estimated 1,12S-acre area, including the injection wells and a buffer, would
be re-designated as non-potable in the RWQCB basin plan."
The Central Coast Regional Board's Basin Plan specifies that groundwater throughout the Region, except
for that found in the Soda Lake sub-basin, is suitable for agricultural, municipal, and domestic water
supply (i.e., existing beneficial uses are AGR, MUN, and IND). These beneficial uses are designated for
the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Federal Regulations [40 CFR 131.1 0(h)(2)] does not allow States
to remove designated beneficial uses, except under specific conditions. Modification of beneficial uses
established in the Basin Plan would require public hearings by the Regional Board and must consider
Federal regulations, as well as public input and other factors. We recognize halting seawater intrusion is
very important, but point out that changing the existing beneficial uses in a portion of the groundwater
basin (to non-potable) may be difficult.

9-6

Regional Water Board Permits for Proposed Projects

Currently, construction that disturbs more than five acres must prepare a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan, which is required as part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Construction Permit (Construction Permit). In March 2003, sites that disturb more
than one acre will require the permit. To fulfill NPDES regulations, the site owner should file a Notice of
Intent for inclusion in the Construction Permit with the State Water Resources Control Board prior to
initiating construction.
The Regional Board must certify that any permit issued by the Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act complies with state and federal water quality standards. Section 401
Water Quality permit is necessary for all Section 404 permits, including reporting and non-reporting
Nationwide permits. This office will review section 401 applications after the Section 404 permit process
has begun.
Total maximum daily load (TMDL) allocations will be developed for impaired surface waters in the
Salinas River Basin. TMDL documents will allocate responsibility for constituent loading throughout the
watershed. Draft TMDL documents are anticipated by the spring of 2002 for Mercury in Lake Nacimiento
and Las Tablas Creek. TMDL documents for siltation, nutrients, pesticides and salinity are scheduled for
the Salinas River. During development of the TMDL source assessment and implementation plan, if
Regional Board staff find constituent contributions from waste discharged may adversely impact
beneficial uses or exceed water quality objectives, TMDL documents may require changes in Regional
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9-7

9-8

9-9

Board permits and actions. Existing permits may require modification to implement applicable TMDL
provisions and recommendations.
Currently, your agency is responsible for administering the Salinas River Channel Maintenance Program,
a five-year Regional Army Corp 404 permit. The Regional General Permit goal is to reduce Salinas
River flooding by dredging to control sandbars and vegetative growth. A major stipulation of the
Regional General permit is that all work will be in the dry or non-flowing channel. Will water be held
back at the dam, as is currently the case, to allow the riverbed to dry before maintenance activities
commence? Will maintenance activities cease or be modified? Please clarifY.
This concludes comments from Regional Board staff on the draft environmental impact report. We may
have more specific comments in the future as the project develops. If you have any questions please
contact Amanda Bern at (805) 594-6197, Angus Lewis at (805) 549-3691 or Eric Gobler at (805) 5493467.
Sincerely,

{~0Y

Executive Officer

S:\WB\Central Watershed\CEQA Docs\Mont. County\Salinas Valley Water Project, EIR

cc:

State Clearinghouse
1400 lOth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento CA 95812-2000
Attention: Vicky Whitney
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9-9
(cont'd)

9-10

ILETTER 9
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Coast Region
Robert W. Briggs, Executive Officer
August 30, 2001

•

•

9-1

It is noted that the RWQCB (Central Coast Region) considers Alternative A as the
superior option for halting seawater intrusion in the Salinas Valley Groundwater
Basin. No further response is necessary as no specific environmental issues are
raised.

9-2

As noted in Section 3.2.4, overall (agricultural and urban) water demand in the entire
Basin is anticipated to decline by 17,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) by 2030, but total
urban needs are projected to increase from 45,000 AFY in 1995 to 85,000 AFY
based on projected growth. A large part of this growth is expected to occur in the
northern end of the valley (especially Salinas), where seawater intrusion is a problem.
Overall demand in the northern end of the valley is expected to be greater in 2030
than it is today. For this reason, seawater intrusion is expected to be greater in 2030
than in 1995 under "no project" conditions.

9-3

See pages 5.3-41 through 5.3-62 in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS for discussion
of hydrology, reservoir levels, groundwater elevations, and seawater intrusion under
the different project alternatives under projected future demand conditions. As
shown in this discussion, the project modeling indicates that there would be
sufficient water in the reservoirs and the Salinas River to meet demand, in
combination with anticipated deliveries of recycled water from the MCWRP. See
also response to comment 3-9.
Future land use demand (urban growth) was estimated using Association of
Monterey Bay Area Government (AMBAG) forecasts of future population estimates,
as modified through consultation with Monterey County, the County Local Agency
Formation Commission, and the cities in the valley, is presented in Section 7 of the
Draft EIR/EIS. This information represents a forecast of potential future population
from which future water demand was estimated, and a variety of economic, social,
political, and environmental factors will influence whether it accurately depicts future
population totals. The Draft EIR/EIS was provided to Monterey County Planning
Department; and discloses the information requested by the commenter.

9-4

MCWRA operates Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs joindy. The operation
and management of the two reservoirs are coordinated, such that a change in
operation in Nacimiento Reservoir would translate into changes at San Antonio
Reservoir. Therefore, releases from San Antonio Reservoir will be modified for
consistency with the reoperation of Nacimiento Reservoir. Without physical changes
in San Antonio Reservoir, the amount, frequency, and schedule of releases from the
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reservoir will be achieved in coordination with modifications to Nacimiento
operations. The reoperation of the San Antonio Reservoir would not lead to an
increase in potential flooding downstream. Additional explanation is presented on
pages 5.3-12 through 5.3-16 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
9-5

It is anticipated that there will be some deposition of transported riverbed materials
behind the dam and within the backwater inundation area during the diversion
operation period. The anticipated period of diversion is during the irrigation season,
and diversion is not expected to occur during the non-irrigation season, and
particularly not during the period of time when increased levels of turbidity are
present in flood flows in the Salinas River.

The operation of the inflatable diversion dam from the fully inflated position to a
deflated position at the end of each irrigation season will allow for a gradual return to
non-diversion conditions, thus minimizing the water quality impacts of accumulated
sediment anticipated while the dam is inflated. This will be accomplished by: 1)
constructing the diversion structure at an elevation equivalent to that of the river
channel such that when the dam is deflated the lagoon is open to the ocean, and 2)
controlling the gradual deflation rate of the diversion dam structure to a rate that
minimizes the "flushing," or creation of a sudden surge of sediments. Any inchannel work would be done during occasions when there is litde or no flow in the
river. Spoil material displaced during maintenance activities such as fish ladder
cleaning and removal of sediment accumulated upstream of the inflatable dam would
have to be disposed of outside of the floodplain.
9-6

It is noted that changing the designated beneficial uses of water in the approved
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Basin Plan may be difficult and
would require public hearings and consideration of federal regulations and other
factors. As stated previously, because Alternative B is no longer being pursued as
the preferred alternative. As there are no specific comments on the environmental
conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS, no other response is warranted.

9-7

Before initiating any project construction activities, the MCWRA will me with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) a notice of intent to comply with
the terms of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Construction Permit, including preparation of the required Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan.

9-8

It is noted that the RWQCB must certify that any permit issued by USACE pursuant
to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) complies with State and Federal water
quality standards, in accordance with CWA Section 401. Such certification would be
sought prior to any issuance of a Section 404 permit.

9-9

It is noted that total maximum daily load (fMDL) allocations will be developed for
the Salinas River Basin and that 1MDL documents may require that existing permits
be modified to implement applicable 1MDL provisions and recommendations. The
MCWRA will work with the RWQCB regarding any changes to permits or activities
and will adhere to all future permit modifications as required by the 1MDL process.
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MCWRA has already begun to develop "watershed approach" solutions, such as best
management practices, in anticipation of upcoming TMDL listings. This does not
alter the conclusions expressed in the Draft EIR/EIR.
9-10

MCWRA intends to continue to manage the subject channel maintenance program,
but the program would be modified, as described on page 6-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The commenter is referred to that discussion. In short, the flows from Nacimiento
and San Antonio reservoirs would be programmed to maximize recharge diversion,
and fish flows.
Reservoir releases would not be modified expressly for channel maintenance.
However, channel maintenance would continue under the current program through
vegetation removal outside the wet channel, toward the end of the irrigation season,
and during droughts when there is no water in the channel.
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SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY ~

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDli::'ic ~
VICTOR HOLANDA, AICP
DIRECTOR
BRYCE TINGLE. AICP
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
ELLEN CARROlL
ENVIRONME:-.ITAL COORDINATOR
BARNEY MCCAY
CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL

Apri15,2000

PATRICK BRUN
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE OFFICER

Curtis Weeks, Interim General Manager
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455
RE:

Notice of Preparation for Salinas Valley Water Project Joint EIRIEIS

Dear Mr. Weeks:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation for the Salinas Valley
Water Project Joint EIRIEIS. As San Luis Obispo (SLO) County has stated in the past, the
proposal to improve the spillway and reoperate the reservoir at Lake Nacimiento could benefit
both counties as a result of retaining more water in the lake and being able to utilize that water
more efficiently. However, as we noted in our comments on your agency's 1998 Draft EIR,
additional information or clarifications are needed in several issue areas, which will be reiterated
in this letter.
The two physical components of the project that would affect Lake Nacimiento, and thus, SLO
County's interest in the proposed project, include:
a.
b.

Modification to the Nacimiento spillway; and,
Reoperation of Nacimiento reservoir.

SLO County's focus in reviewing the Joint EIRIEIR will be to assure: 1) that the allocation of
17,500 AFY of water to serve water purveyors in this County per a 1959 agreement with
Monterey County, has been acknowledged in the various analyses; 2) that impactsto the
recreational aspects to the lake have been properly reviewed, given the importance of Lake
Nacimiento to recreational interests in our County; and, 3) that traffic concerns on Lake
Nacimiento Drive during construction have been addressed.
The comments that our county made on the 1998 Draft EIR are attached (dated December 15,
1998). Although Attachment A is a list of detailed, technical comments on the 1998 Draft EIR,
the comments will still apply in our review of the Joint EIRJEIS. A summary of the comments
include:
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1.

The Joint EIRIEIS needs to provide detailed information about lake level impacts
resulting from the proposed project. The 1998 DEIR discusses lake level impacts
reSUlting from reoperation as "changes in average monthly surface elevations." The
document needs to depict actual and theoretical lake levels with and without the project
throughout the study period (1949-1994). Without that data, it is not possible to state
how the project may affect SLO County's allocation reliability. Of most importance, is if
the proposed reoperation results in longer periods of sustained minimum pool, then SLO
County's allocation releases during drought periods may be compromised. The specific
information is also required to provide a clear picture of what the impacts would be to the
recreational use of the lake, which as discussed in the attachment, were minimized in the
previous EIR. MCWRA is requested to clarify the project description by including the
proposed release schedule in the Joint EIRIEIS. (See pages 2-5 of Attachment A).

2.

The Joint EIRIEIS should discuss construction impacts associated with the spillway
modifications. While the first project description stated that lake drawdown would not be
necessary, it was silent on the anticipated construction method, which could impact SLO
County's proposed intake structure and the water quality of the Nacimiento Water Project
(NWP), depending on the timing of the proposed project. (See pages 1-2 of Attachment
A).

3.

The Joint EIRIEIS needs to include a statement early in the document confinning that the
following issue areas include the cumulative effects of SLO County's allocation of
17,500 AFY of water: Hydrology and Flooding, Water Quality and Public Health, both
Biology sections (as applicable), Visual Resources, and Recreation, and applicable
alternatives. It is imperative that the Joint EIRIEIS include the 17,500 AFY when
analyzing the following: baseline conditions, proposed project, cumulative project, and
no project alternative, because San Luis Obispo County's allocation is an existing
condition for your project. (See page 5 of Attachment A).

4.

The Joint EIRIEIS should address the County Engineering Department's request for
clarifications and additional mitigation concerning construction-related traffic impacts on
Lake Nacimiento Drive. (See memorandum from Richard Marshall in Attachment A).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation. If you have any
questions or need more information about the Nacimiento Water Project, please contact Mr.
George Gibson in the County Engineering Department at 8051781-5252, or Ms. Nancy Rollman
in the County Planning Department at 805/781-5008.
Sincerely,

.

r(

~C~~
ELLEN CARROLL
ENVffiONMlliNTALCOORDmATOR
Enclosures
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cc:

Robert F. Smith, Biologist
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers

333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
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ALEX HINDS
DIRECTOR
BRYCE TINGLE
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
elLEN CARROll
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR

· ATTACHMENT A

BARNEY MCCAY
CHIEF BUilDING OFFICIAL

SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
COMMENTS ON SALINAS VALLEY WATER PROJECT (SVWP) DRAFT EIR
DECE1vfBER 15, 1998

The follovving comments are made on behalf of San Luis Obispo County on the Salinas
Valley Water Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The comments are
presented in the same order as the chapters and sections are found in the DEIR:

INTRODUCTION
REQUIRED APPROVALS
Please note that because the project is proposing to close Lake Nacimiento Drive at
certain intervals during construction, an encroachment permit governing the circumstances
under which the road may be closed, may be required from the San Luis Obispo County
Engineering Department.
CHAPTER 3
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
In various sections of the SVWP ErR the statement that, "modification of the existing
spillway at NacimientQ Reservoir would require that the concrete ogee spillway 'crest be
lowered approximately 8 feet, from elevation 800 to 792" (page 3;.19). The assumption
is that, "construction would take approximately 12 months. The major part of the work
would be completed during the August-November time period when the reservoir is at its
lowest levels: therefore additional drawdown would not be necessary." (page 4.5-21).
Please clarify the assumption contained in the above project description by stating what
the maximum lake level could be while still allowing construction of proposed spillway
modifications at Nacimiento Dam. What conditions would the MCWRA place on the
contractor to assure that spillway modifications would be constructed within a four month
construction period, or from August to November, as specified? How would MCWRA
assure that no additional drawdowns of Lake Nacimiento would be necessary to
accommodate construction?
The DEIR does not describe the construction method for the spillway modifications and
fails to document anticipated construction impacts. For example, will construction
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sv,VP ErR Comments
December 15, 1998

Page 2

activities stir up sediments and pose a turbidity problem, either within the lake, or
downstream? If so, over what time period would this occur? What is the anticipated
start-up year for construction? Also, it is stated that a dewatering permit would be
required (page 4.5-23) but the project description provides no details about what area(s)
would need to be dewatered.
The SVWP EIR appears to support a conjunctive use approach which would use surface
water supplies in wet years (preserving groundwater supplies) and rely on groundwater
supplies during periods of sustained drought (page 3-39). How Lake Nacimiento would
be operated"under periods of sustained drought was of paramount importance in the San
Luis Obispo County Nacimiento Water Project (NWP) Draft EIR.. In fact, the major issue
of significance in the NWP EIR was the cumulative impact of the San Luis Obispo Flood
Control and Water Conservation District's (SLOFCWCD) annual allotment dunng a
sustained period of drought. The model prepared for the NWP EIR indicated that
MCWRA historic operational release schedule plus the SLOFCWCD entitlement would
bring the lake to minimum pool more quickly and would extend the time for
replenishment Please provide an operational release schedule in the project description.
Please describe how the operational schedule supports the SVWP EIR statement that,
"diversion would take place during normal and above normal water years, and would be
reduced during below normal and dry years" (page 4.3-31). Also, provide further
explanation and details about what condition would trigger a reduction in water released
from Lake Nacimiento reservoir for future diversions. MCWRA's proposed release
schedule is critical for SLOFCWCD to be able to assess reliability of its 17,500 AFY
allocation. As discussed later in these comments, this information also is critical to more
clearly understand lake level impacts that may affect recreational uses.
The EIR should discuss operational aspects of the project during "sustained drought". The
SVWP EIR should provide additional, detailed information on how the SVWP project
would be operated when lake levels of 748' are reached, since that is a reasonable
defInition of drought as it pertains to this reservoir, based on" the existing California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) agreement If this information is contained in a
separate report (Salinas Valley Integrated Ground and Surface Water Model [SVIGSM]
Update: Final Report), it should be summarized and included in the body of the EIR
The amount of additional yield varies throughout the document and the backup materials.
The DEIR states that ''the proposed reoperation would provide up to 22,600 AFY" (page
3-22). Appendix A - Task 2 Technical Memorandum dated September 17, 1998 states
that additional yield resulting from the spillway modifications are estimated to be 35,000
AFY. The Draft Project Plan Report dated October 1998 states that the reservoir
reoperations will "increase the annual average yield of the two reservoirs by
approximately 25,500 AFY." Which figure is correct and in addition, which
reoperationlyield figure was used in the hydrologic and visual evaluations of the DEIR?
Please confirm that for whatever the additional yield figure is, it is independent of the
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SLOFCWCD allocation of 17,500 AFY.

CHAPTER 4
HYDROLOGY AND FLOODING
Figures 4.3-15 and 16 (page 4.3-21) indicate that with implementation of the proposed
project, beneficial impacts to basin ground water and seawater intrusion would occur.
Please confinn that this includes the SLOFCWCD allocation of 17,500 AFY. The DEIR
should include a statement that potential cumulative impacts to seawater intrusion would
not occur, if the SVWP project is implemented, if that is the case.
Page 4.3-14 states that releases from Lake Nacimiento would "result in up to nearly 4,000
AF per month of higher total releases observed for the March through August period."
Page 4.3-31 states that summertime storage in Lake Nacimiento would be lower, by as
much as 10,000 AF. These numbers are not consistent unless you define "summertime"
as being 2.5 months. Please clarify.
RECREATION
The SVWP EIR states on page 4.9-1 that the Nacimiento reservoir was originally
designed and is currently operated as a flood control and water conservation facility,
providing a secondary benefit as a recreational facility. San Luis Obispo County agrees
with that characterization and included a similar description in the NWP EIR..
Nonetheless, even as a secondary benefit, the recreational value of Lake Nacimiento is
important to San Luis Obispo County and in that light, as the comments below will
expound upon, it appears that potential changes to lake levels, which result in direct
physical impacts to recreation, may have been minimjzed in the SVWP ErR
Page 4.9-12 of the DEIR states that, "For recreational activities, a widely accepted
threshold is 730 feet as minimum elevation, below which recreational opportunities can
be substantially reduced... ," requires justification. Please define "widely accepted" and
include a copy of the Pete Soderberg letter (in response to the NOP) in the appendices.
The NWP EIR documented that once lake levels reach 730-feet, significant impacts to
recreational values would have already occurred. The SVWE DEIR should include a
graphic figure showing the areas affected by lake level fluctuations at the approximate
730' level, so that the area which would become dry lake bed can be illustrated to the
public. A copy of a figure provided by Monterey County Parks Department shows Lake
Nacimiento under 740'-720' conditions (attached Exhibit 1). At that point, the entire Las
Tablas Creek is closed off and what is left of the lake is divided in half. The NWP EIR
included a table entitled" Lake Nacimiento Water Surface Elevations at which Boat
Docks Can No Longer Function" (attached Exhibit 2) which shows that impacts can be
observed at the 760-foot elevation, ie, the use of boat launches is impaired, and that the
Heritage Ranch dock cannot be used below a 735-foot elevation. Clearly, physical impacts
to lake levels are occuring at higher elevations than 730 feet It would also be appropriate
to include a chart similar to the attached Exhibit 3 which shows what is oceming at
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various elevations in the reservoir, to provide a frame of reference for the public.
The NWP EIR used a signmcance threshold of 748-feet in the level of Lake Nacimiento
to evaluate when.potentially significant impacts may occur to recreation (determined by
a reasonable worse-case definition of drought based on the Fish and Game agreement).
The use of two different thresholds (730' versus 748') is a major inconsistency between
the two EIRs which should be addressed. Although not required by law, both documents
should be consistent in their treatment of impacts and mitigation measures. The letter
prepared by Joe Mailruga on behalf of the Operations & Maintenance Division of the
MCWRA stated that, ''the Agency is in strong agreement with the proposed mitigation
measure that water conservation measures be imposed when the lake level reaches 748feet." (contained as Attachment A to Monterey County Board of Supervisors Comment
. Letter on the NWP EIR, dated October 14, 1997). If the MCWRA maintains a position
that participants in the NWP water project should adopt mandatory water conservation
measures when levels at Lake Nacimiento reach 748 feet (or some other appropriate
level), then the SVWP should adher to similar mandatory conservation measures.
Regardless of what threshold is deemed to be reasonable under CEQA. whether it is 760,
748, or 730, the SWVP EIR should contain a graph or a spreadsheet that depicts the
actual and theoretical lake levels with and without the proposed project throughout some
historical study period, so that the public can see the lake level impacts resulting from the
reoperation during normal rainfall years as well as dry and drought years. Attached
Exhibit 4 shows Appendix D in the NWP EIR which provided this information (for a 16
Y: year period) in the first three columns for the NWP. The other columns can be used
to then illustrate certain conditions at different specific threshold levels. Also attached
as Exhlbit 5 is a figure from the NWP EIR which graphically shows the lake levels with
and without the project for a similar time period. Referring to lake level impacts as
"changes in average monthly surface elevations" is too broad and general, and given the
lake geometry at below-730 foot levels, may not provide a realistic picture of projected
impacts.
Please clarify if SLOFCWCD's allotment is included in the model discussed on page 4.913, (last sentence) which states, "The model predicted that under the Phase 1 scenario,
Nacimiento Reservoir would have a surface elevation of 730 feet or higher for 105 days
(70% of total days, which represents a reduction of 5 days or 3% from the baseline
conditions." Similarly, please clarify whether the SLOFCWCD release schedule (Exhibit
6) is included in the future (2030) ''No-Action'' conditions and subsequent phases (Table
4.9-9).
On page 4.9-15, it states that an increase in below-730' lake levels would occur five
additional days (from May 1 - September 30). How many additional days would occur
during a less-than-average rainfall year or a drought? Please relate the "five additional
days" to Table 4.6-13, on page 4.6-38, (Fisheries Biology section) which indicates that
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under Phase I, average monthly drought releases when Lake Nacimiento reaches at or
below 689' increase by 2% to 3% (a total of 17 months over a 37 year period).
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION
Please refer to the attached memorandum from the County Engineering Department.
CUMULATIVE llvfPACTS
Page 4.13-4 states in the Hydrology and Flooding section that the SVTGSM assumed that
the 17,500 MY will be diverted for use by San Luis Obispo County, and ''the analyses
contained in· Chapter 4 of this EIR considers the cumulative effects of possible diversion
of San Luis Obispo's 17,500 AFY of Nacimiento Reservoir water." Please confirm that
the sections in Chapter 4 that considered cumulative effects include Hydrology and
Flooding, Water Quality and Public Health, both Biology sections (as applicable), Visual
Resources, and Recreation. It is not obvious to be reader that this has occurred until
Section 4.13 which is Cumulative Impacts. To put this another way, it is imperative that
the SVWP EIR include the 17,500 MY when analyzing the following: baseline
conditions, proposed project, cumulative project, and no project, because San Luis Obispo
County's allocation is an existing condition for your project.
CHAPTER 7
AL TERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
In Section 7.5.1, No Project - No Action Alternative, in the Recreation discussion; the
analysis does not appear to assume that the NWP would occur since the conclusion is, "no
reservoir reoperation would occur and thus the significant project recreational impacts
would be avoided." Even if the SVWP is not pursued, it is the intent of the SLOFCWCD
to draw 17,500 AFY of water from Lake Nacimiento per the 1959 agreement with
MCWRA. SLOFCWCD's intent to draw water from Lake Nacimiento with or without
reoperation of the Lake shouldbe discussed in the No Project - No Action Alternative
under Recreation.

Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit

1 - Lake Areas Affected When Lake Levels are 740' to 720'
2 - Table showing water elevations and boat dock elevations
3 - Reference depicting what occurs at various elevations in the reservoir
4 - Appendix D from NWP EIR
5 - Graphic showing lake levels with NWP
6 - SLOFCWCD release schedule

G:IENVDJV1STAFFWANCYROLISVWP.DOC
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Nancy Rollman, Environmental Specialist

FROM:

Richard Marshall, Development Services Engineer

SUBJECT:

Draft Environmental Impact Report - Salinas Valley Water Project

Ifl1

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the subject report. I have reviewed
the document with the managers of several divisions of the Engineering Department, and
this memo presents our consolidated response. The primary area of concern to this
Department is that of construction traffic impacts on Nacimiento Lake Drive.

1.

On page 4.10-12, the report states that construction-related traffic impacts are
summarized in Appendix D. My review of Appendix D indicates that it is a summary
of guantities of traffic, but does not evaluate the impacts of that traffic.

2.

The main text of the report indicates a potential impact due to the need for closures
of the road across the spillway. Figures are provided on the frequency and duration
of these closures, as well as the magnitude of potential traffic backups. However,
it is not clear how the figures were arrived at.

3.

If we assume that the figures mentioned in #2 are correct, the proposed mitigation
measure (limiting closures to non-peak times and days, and limiting the number and
duration of such closures), is probably sufficient. The key to the measure's success
will be the notification to area residents of planned closures. We are especially
concerned about the fairly large community of Oak Shores, and would encourage
the establishment of a direct communication link with the Community Association
there as part of the mitigation measures.

4.

Our department is very supportive of the proposed mitigation measure related to
roadway damage due to construction traffic. We suggest the addition of only one
minor point, that transit mix trucks not be permitted to spill concrete on the roads,
which is particularly a concem on the steep grade on Nacimiento Lake Drive.

Please call me at 781-5280 if you need additional information.
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The following mitigation should be added to the traffic/circulation section pertaining to the
proposed one-way traffic flow times:

.
.
One-way traffic flows shall not occur on Fridays or weekends during the peak recreation
'

season (May 1 through September 30), or during any morning and evening peak: hour traffic
times (7-9 AM and 4-6 PM.) on Monday through Thursday. Two-way traffic flow shall be
maintained during these peak traffic flow days and hours.
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Table ~.1l·3 LUi: Nat :ldentO Wate- Smi'SC2 Elevations at whlch:Bo:i1 Doclts

am

No LoDg~ Ftmction

MaD Condo Dock

777'

MCPD - Lake Nadmiento Reson Main Launch

767'

Herilacc-e Ranch

735'

Oak Shores

725'

MaD North Ramp

719'

MCPD - Lake Nac=JlIliento Reson MaIn Launch

680'

SotIrce; Monterey Comlty Parks Department 1996.

. EXHU3IT 2 .
":-

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-149

..

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

'I2::1~ E.Il~1.

Surface P-,,~Ji ~G :R~eITDiT C2p~city by Elevation at L2ke
Nacimiento
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1
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Spillway elevation.
'
.
Daring v."inte::' months, mz.::cimmn elevation is sJig:ht1y above 770 feet, due to flood:rule curve HmiUng
s-.orage to 240,000 af.

Appro:::Omate elevation of primary public boat launches..
Elevation 74S and below is considered a "drought condition" per ~ment betwe::n MC"Y'lRA and the
CaHfornia Department ofFISh and Game.
, Elevation at which the lake looks like a "'mud puddle" and shcreline appears denuded.
6 ~um pear defined in 1959 }..g:re:ment betWeen MCWRA and SLOR.,.-WCD.
'7 LocatiOll of MC'V"RA inlet at dam..
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672
-18.1
./
./
./
-4.95
./
743.951
739
./
./
745.65
739.2
-6.45
./
./
744.65
739.5
-S.15
./
-39
764
725
./
-14.4
./
724.4
710
./
.
../
693
711.25
-18.25
..

./1

..

:

-200

·!TOTAL
~

.
~

@

®
®

®

-- .. -

73

86

..

13

A4

:Minimum release of 10 cis ~ per agreement ~tween M9D.~ County and California
Do/.wnent ofFlSh and ~, when lake is at elevation 74S dOWn to-devation 689.
Number of times flow ha:s be:n rtduced to 10 cis tmder existing conditions.
Number of times flow woold have been reduced to 10 cis with ~'WP.
No release is required when lake level is at elevation 689 or below.
Number of times no downstream releases were made o.nder existing conditions.
Number of times no doWIlSiIeaIll releases would have occmred with NWP.
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Nacimiento W&. Supply Project
Forecasted Releases to San Luis Obispo Purveyors

s:
r;;
;;:

Nacimiento Wllter Supply Project
Projected San Luis Obispo County Releases
emf,slorelcase.xls, cmf 12-4-98

:::::

~

~

..,~

~
<.8~.

Pealling

-

Purveyor
Paso Robles
Templeton
Atascadero MWC
Santa Margarita Ranch
Santa Margarita Water WorkSNo. 6
San LuIs Obispo City

COl Cities - Los Osos
CSA-9 - Los 0505

,

N

......

Morro Rock MWC - Cayucos

V1

0\

CSA-IOA - Cayucos
Fiero Lane WOferCompany - Airport
CSA-22 - Airport
Cal Cities - Edna
Bdna Valley MWC
SLCUSD - Morro Bay

~

~

~

San Luis Obispo County (Excess)

o

;::

'"

(\)

... '

. ". :'. .::

Allocation R e q u e s t e d : . : . " . · : ' :
(percent)
Jan
i\1~~ .
(ac-ft/yr)
30%1 261.91 261.91 261.91 261.91 433.31 433.31 433.31 433.31 433.31 261.9\ 261.91
4000
30%1
96.61 96,61 96.61 96.61 159.!!1 159.1l1 159.1l1 159.1l1 159.!!1 96.61 96.til
1475
30%196.41
3000
30%
39.31
600
100
30%
6.51
6.51
6.51
6,5
10.R
10.!!1 10.!!1 10.RI IO.!!1
6.51
6.51
10% 261.51 . 26 1.51 261.51 261.5 309.8 309.81 309.81 309.81· 309.81 261.51. 261.51
3380
10%
300
23.21 23.21 23.21 23.2 27.5
23.21
27.51 27.51 27.51 27.51 23.2
10%
300
23.21 23.21 23.21 23.2 27.5
23.21
27.51 27.51 27.51 27.51 23.2
44
10%
3,41
3,41
3.41
3,4
4.0
4.01 .. 4.01 4'.0
3.4
3.4
4.0
80
10%
6.21
6.21
6.21
6.2
6.2
6.2
7.31
7.31
7.3
7.3
7.3
100
10%
7.7
7.71
7.71
7.7
9.2
7.7
9.21
9.2
9.2
9.2
7.7
890
10%
68.9 68.91 68.91 68.9
81.6
81.6
81.6
68.9
81.61 :'81.6
68.9
~o
10%
3.9
3.91
3.91
3.9
4.61 '4.6
4.6
4.6
4.6
3.9
3.9
955
10%
73.9 73.91 73.91 73.9
87.51 87.5
87.5
73.9
87.5
87.5
73.9
55
10%
4.3
4.31
4.31
4.3
5.01
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
4.3
4.3
871
10%
67.4
67.41 67.41 67.4
79.81 ·19.8
79.8
79.8
79.8
67.4
67.4
16200
Total
1144 1144\ 11441 1144 16381 1638 1638 1638 1638 1144 1144

261.9
96.6
196.4
39.3
6.5
261.5
23.2
23.2
3.4
6.2
7.7
68.9
3.9
73.9

4.3
67.4

1144
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~

~
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~

~

C;J

• Assumes !III purveYors requesting full peak deliveries for the tive month period from May to September.
For Ihe seven off-peak lIIonlh9; reduced but unifuflll deliveries asslJmed fnr 1111 purveyofs.

~

~

~
0\.

VT-S30-300-07, slorelease.xls, COIf
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JAN 1S90

JAN 1989

JAN 1988

JAN 1987

JAN 1986

JAN 1985
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. JAN 1984 ~
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JAN 1982

JAN 1981

JAN 1980

JAN 1979

LEVEl.
65:
=:.
~: L-_____________________________________________
LAKE

Salinas Valley Water Project

ELl=VATlON (F= I ABOVE MEAN SEA Lc:va)

2-157

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

l

ILETTER

10

San Luis Obispo County, Department of Planning and Building
April 5, 2001

These comments pertain to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the current version
of the proposed project and the 1998 EIR for the prior version of the Salinas Valley
Water Project and were all written prior to publication of the Draft EIR/EIS. There
were no accompanying comments indicating if this was intended to comment on the
content of the 2001 Draft EIR/EIS and if so, how, so no response can be provided.
However, please refer to comment letters 13, 16, 19, and 29 and the responses
thereto. These are all comments on the Draft EIR/EIS (2001) for various San Luis
Obispo County departments.
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MONTEREY BA Y
Unified Air Pollution Control District
Sl!1'in, /./cnterc;v.

S~n B(!!'I/tc,

AlR POLLUTION CONTROL O""ICER

and Siln[.l C(vZ CDvMie;

DOuglas OveCln

24580 Silver Cloud Coun • Monterey. COi/ifom/a 93940 • B31/647·9411 • FAX B31/647-8501

June 22, 2001
DISTRICT
BOARD'

IllIiMBIiIIS
CHAI ..:

TOnv cualtlerl
~I("I;I

VICE CHAII:::

ecmn JoMscn
M".1Ierev Ccum),

)::K'.l< BarllC!1
Del /ley OAI:;

District Engineer
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U. S. Anny Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197

!Celtn SUQ3r
Sam. CN:

Anna caballero

SUBJECT:

DEIR/DEIS - SALINAS VALLEY WATER PROJECT

~I;"o>;

LOU calcagno

Dear Mr. Smith:

Mc~

Coon!)'

Staff has reviewed the referenced document and has the following comments:

)nv C3mpoS
~U1LI

Crvz

COO/Hy

eoo Cruz
~L'

8eroifD

1.
Page 5.11-3. The latest plan to address attainment of the State ozone standard
is the 2000 Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region.

11-1

County
Jonn Mvers
Killg City

JUOV

Pennycook
Mon~

Coun(y
EII~n

2.
Page 5.11-3. A distinction should be made between federal Conformity
requirements and the District's approach to address a project's cumulative impact on
air quality which we reference as a "consistency determination". Further, consistency
determinations are recommended for all projects for which EIRs/EISs are prepared, not
just regionally significant projects as stated in the DEIR.

11-2

pirie

S.l".' Cruz

Cf.)Vfltt

3.
Page 5.11-5, para. 1 under Air Qualitv Monitoring Locations. The DEIR
states, "Ambient air quality in the SCCAB is described ... " I believe the SCCAB
should be the "NCCAB".

11-3

4.
Page 5.11-14. The District's thresholds of significance should be changed to
the following based on the most current District CEQA Guidelines: (September 2000)
a.

Construction: CO - none; voe and NOx - construction projects using typical
construction equipment such as dump trucks, scrappers, bulldozers, compactors
and front-end loaders which temporarily emit precursors of ozone are
accommodated in the emission inventories and would not have a significant
impacts. The District should be consulted regarding emissions from non-typical
equipment.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-159

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

11-4

b.

Operational: voe and NO,; 137; S02 150;
and LOS decline for mobile sources.

eo 550 for stationary sources

5.
Page 5.11.-17. As noted above, the District does not have a threshold of significance
for CO. Thus, the analysis for Alternative B should be changed.
6.
Page 5.11-22. The DEIR finds that PM lO construction emissions would exceed the
District's threshold of significance. It should be noted that dispersion modeling could be
undertaken to dispute the finding of significant impact.
7.
page 5.11-24. The DEIR indicates that District rules would address sigItificant
impacts related to toxic air contaminants from backup generators. District rules do not
address the toxic impact of the particulate fraction of diesel exhaust. Such an analysis is
therefore required as part of the CEQA review process. We recommend that a risk
assessment either be undertaken as part of the ElR or addressed at a later stage of the
process if additional environmental review will be required.
Thank you for the opporrunity to review the document. Please do not hesitate to call
if you have any questions.

Janet Brennan
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division
c:

Larry Allen, SLOCAPCD
Nicolas Papadakis, AMBAG

.,
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
Janet Brennan, Supervising Planner, Planning and Air Monitoring Division
June 22, 2001

•

•

11-1

The Draft EIR/EIS has been amended to reference the "2000 Air Quality
Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region." Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of this
document for the text changes to the Draft EIR/EIS.

11-2

The Draft EIR/EIS has been amended to indicate the District's approach to address
a project's cumulative impact on air quality. Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of this
document for text changes to the Draft EIR/EIS.

11-3

The editorial revision suggested by the commenter has been made. Please refer to
Chapter 3.0 of this document.

11-4

The Draft EIR/EIS has been amended to reference the most current District CEQA
guidelines for thresholds of significance. Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of this
document. In comparison to the recendy adopted District thresholds, the overall
conclusions associated with both short-term and long-term increases of regional
criteria pollutants and precursors within the North Central Coast Air Basin, as
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, would not change.

11-5

The analysis of short-term emissions in the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised based
on the comment that the District does not have a threshold of significance for CO.
Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of this document. Analysis of short-term emissions has
been revised to exclude, based on the recommendation of the District, comparison
of short-term construction-generated emissions of CO to a significance threshold.
However, short-term emissions of PM-1 0 would still exceed the District's
recommended thresholds of significance. As a result, the overall conclusions
associated with the analysis of this impact, as presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, would
not change. Short-term increases in air pollutants associated with Alternative B
would still be considered significant.

11-6

This comment is consistent with the conclusions in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer
to page 5.11-14 of the DEIR, Table 5.11-5.

11-7

This comment is noted; however, a health risk assessment cannot be prepared at this
time because the specific types of equipment and operational parameters associated
with any proposed stationary sources of emissions have not yet been identified. The
mitigation measures incorporated into the Draft EIR/EIS require MCWRA to
coordinate with the MBUAPCD to determine if any proposed point sources could
emit toxic and/or carcinogenic chemicals at levels that exceed applicable thresholds.
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If determined to be necessary, the MCWRA will prepare a health risk assessment to
determine the potential health risks associated with the proposed point sources. If
unacceptable health risks are found (and this is not expected based on the type of
project being considered) necessary, MCWRA will be required to modify the project
design, as necessary, to ensure that resultant risk levels do not exceed applicable
thresholds.
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NACIMIENTO RE-GIONAL WATER
MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

PO BOX 3863
PASO ROBIES, CAliF., 93447

June 28,2001
District Engineer
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Bob Myers
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Re: Distribution ofDrat Environmental Impact ReportiEnvironmentaUmpact Statement for the Salinas Valle)!
Water Project
Dear Gentlemen:
This Committee is distressed that the EIRIEIS has been inadequately circulated to agencies and individuals who
are interested in and who will be directly affected by the impacts portended by the Project.
The Committee notes that there is no list of distribution of the document included within the document. The fact
that the document has only been distributed to agencies within Monterey County and more recently to the Library
in Paso Robles is a gross injustice. The Committee believes that this discrepancy must be corrected immediately
in order to allow affected San Luis Obispo county, cities, agencies and residents to comment upon the EIRIEIS.
Also, as a matter of courtesy and currency, the EIRIEIS should be sent to the U.s. Senators and Representatives as
well as the State Senators and Representatives.
The most glaring omissions are the cities and individuals to whom we assume the EIRIEIS was not sent. Although
the Committee is informed that the San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has
received a copy, the Committee firmly believes that these additional agencies, and others should receive copies
immediately since they have a vested interest in the Lake operation:
The City ofPaso Robles
The City ofAtascadero
The Templeton Community Services District
The San Luis Obispo County Planning Department
The San Luis Obispo County Water AdviSOry Committee
The City of San Luis Obispo
The San Luis Tribune Tribune
The Paso Robles Gazette
Public Libraries in Paso Robles, Atascadero, Templeton and San Luis Obispo
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All of these agencies and individuals have an interest in the operation the Lakes and should have and opportunity
to review and comment on the EIRiEIS. Due to the lack of distribution and the review time, it is also felt that the
time to submit written comments should be extended for one month.

12-1
It is also imperative that a public forum be held in this County since the local residences may feel a major impact
if this project goesforward.
The Committee would appreciate confirmation from your offices that additional copies of the EIRiEIS will be
provided to those agencies, official and individuals listed in this letter as well as the date, time and location of the
local hearing.

Sincerely,

Norman E. Flowers
SecretarylTreasurer, Nacimiento Regional Water Advisory Committee
(805) 238-3685

CC: NRWNAC Committee
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MONTEREY COUNTY

••

OB.

WATER RESOURCES AGENCY
PO BOX 930
SALINAS, CA 93902
(831) 755-4860
FAX (831) 424-7935
STREET ADDRESS
893 BLANCO CIRCLE
SALINAS, CA 93901-4455

CURTIS V. WEEKS
GENERAL MANAGER

July 3, 2001
Mr. Nonnan E. Flowers
Secretary/Treasurer, Nacimiento Regional Water Advisory Committee
P.O. Box 3863
Paso Robles, CA 93447
Subject: Distribution of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project
Dear Mr. Flowers,
I am in receipt of your letter dated June 28, 2001, subject as above. In order to facilitate the
dissemination of infonnation found in the Draft EIRIEIS concerning the Salinas Valley Water'
Project, the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) has scheduled an
infonnation meeting at the Salinas Valley Fairgrounds in King City on July 10,2001 starting at
7:00 p.m. This is in addition to our public hearing on August 1, 2001 at 1:00 p.m. in our offices
in Salinas. We will have available at the July 10 meeting copies of the Draft EIRIEIS for sale to
individuals. In addition, you will be sent, under separate mailing, ten copies of the document for
use as you deem necessary.
San Luis Obispo County Planning has four copies of the document for review, the Paso Robles
Library has four copies, various homeowner associations around the lake have received copies,
the County Public Works Department, Hydrology Section, has three copies and the City of San
Luis Obispo, Utilities Department has a copy. We have copies for sale for private use for all that
inquire and have sent some to residents in San Luis Obispo County already. Since June 8,
approximately 180 copies have been distributed with more being sent out daily. If I can be of
further assistance, please call me at (831) 755-4860.
Sincerely,

7)v-j~.
Bob Meyer
Assistant Project Manager
cc: Curtis Weeks, Lauran Howard
Monterey County Water Resources Agency provides flood control services and manages, protects, and enhances the quantity and
quality of water for present and future generations of Monterey County.
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Nacimiento Regional Water Management Advisory Committee
Norman E. Flowers, Secretary/Treasurer
June 28, 2001

•
12-1

The Draft EIR/EIS received a very broad distribution in both Monterey and San
Luis Obispo counties and went well beyond the requirements of CEQA and NEPA,
with approximately 200 copies of the document distributed. In compliance with
CEQA regulations, the Draft EIR/EIS was distributed to the California Office of
Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse), which distributed the document to
selected State agencies and it was distributed to individuals and agencies who had
requested receipt of the document. Also, a notice was also published in the Federal
Register pursuant to NEPA regulations and the document was distributed to the
EPA and other federal agencies. In addition, the Draft EIR/EIS was sent to the San
Luis Obispo County Planning Department (4 copies), the Paso Robles Library (4
copies), various homeowner associations around the Nacimiento Reservoir, the San
Luis Obispo County Public Works Department (Hydrology Section) (3 copies), and
the City of San Luis Obispo (Utilities Department) (1 copy). Informational meetings
were held at the Salinas Valley Fairgrounds in King City on July 10, 2001 and in Paso
Robles (San Luis Obispo County) on July 30, 2001. A formal public hearing on the
document was held at MCWRA's offices in the City of Salinas on August 1, 2001.
Notices for the public hearing were published in July 2001 in the following
newspapers: The Monterey County Herald, the Salinas Californian, the King City
Rusder, and the North County Tribune. The public review period started June 8,
2001 and ended August 28, 2001 complying with all public review requirements.
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61DARD OF SUPERVISORS
n

CENTER. Room 370 • SAN LUIS OBISPO. CALIFORNIA 93408-2040 • 805.781.5450

HARRY 1. ov.rrr, Supervisor District One
SJDRLEY BIANCHI, Supervisor District 1Wo
PEG PINARD, Supervisor District Three
KHATCHlK H. "KATCHO" ACJ:1AD.JIAN, Supervisor District FOUT
MICHAEL P. "MIKE" RYAN, Supervisor District FiDe

July 2, 2001.

Ms Edith Jolm.se:n, Ch.arr
Monterey County Board of superviSors
POBox 1728
Salinas, Ca 93.902

RE:

Salinas V alley Water Project -

Dear Crucir Johnsen:
San.Luis Obispo County recently received notice of the availabilitY of the Draft EIR/EIS for. the
Salinas Valley Water Project. .As you may know, om county is in the process of developing a water
delivery project using our water allocation from Lake Nacimiento. A Draft.ErR was circulated in
1997 and based on public review and coniment, changes were Iruide to the" proposed aligilment. At
this time a revised Draft EIR is under preparation. We pointtbis out because the issu~ SUIIounding
these water projects are both complex and interreJated. .As. a result, San· Luis. Obispo. Co-qnty
residents bave expressed an mterest in fully understanding bow yom proposal to construct spillway
improvements and re-operate. the reservoir may affect lake levels and, in tur:q, both our water
allocation and recreational resources.

In response to those citizen concems, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors wishes to
formally request that a public hearing be scheduled in the Paso' Robles area to receive local
comments on the DEIRIEIS for your project. Wbile we appreciate the ef;forts of YOllI staff to'
schedule a July 'Yorkshop in King City the Board feels strongly that a public bearing in San Luis
Obispo County is also needed. The spillway improvements and proposed re-opera.tion of the
reservoir are simp~y t60 important to county residents not to allow them a local opportunity to
present their comments.
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Page 2 of2

If we can be of assistance. to you in this matter, please contact Supervisor Harry Ovitt or his
. Legislative Aide, Clifford Smith, at 80517 81-44 91. We hope to bear from you shortly regarding this
critical issue.

.'

KHATCBlK H. "KATCBO" ACHADJIAN
Chairperson
Board of Supervisors

cc:

SLO Board of Supervisors
Christine Ferrara
Congresswoman Lois Capps
Nancy Rollman
..
Assemblyman Abel Maldonado
Senator Jack O'Connell
CurtisV. Weeks? General Manager, Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Heritage Ranch HOAlCSD
Oak Shores HOAlCSD
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San Luis Obispo County, Board of Supervisors
July 2,2001

•
13-1

The request for a public hearing in the Paso Robles area on the Draft EIR/EIS was
noted and an informational public meeting on this matter was held on July 30, 2001
in the City of Paso Robles. Invitations were provided for attendance at the formal
public hearing, held in Salinas on August 1, 2001, and a number of San Luis Obispo
residents attended the hearing.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-169

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

COUNTY OF MONTEREY

HEALTH DEPARTMENT
MEMORANDUM

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION

DATE:

July 8, 2001

TO:

Curtis Weeks, General Manager, Water Resources Agency

FROM:

Walter Wong, Director, Environmental Health Division

SUBJECT:

Draft Environmental Impact Report for Salinas Valley Water Project

oJ~LtJ~

Surface runoff water from active farmland used for extensive cattle grazing and crop growing
will be collected and impounded. In addition, reservoir water used extensively for body-contact
recreational activities by humans will be discharged into this same impoundment. All of this
impounded water will be applied without further treatment to food crop growing fields, with
over 50% of those fields utilizing sprinkler irrigation, as opposed to drip or other means of rootzone application. The potential for harmful microorganisms such as E. coli, giardia and
cryptosporidia in this impounded water is significant. We should carefully evaluate the risk of
applying this water through sprinkler irrigation of food crops.
Further, this impounded water of questionable microbiological quality is proposed to be blended
with recycled water from the CSIP Project, which has been applied to food crops over the last
three years. Continuous, extensive testing of recycled water produced by the MRWPCA has
demonstrated that recycled water applied to food crops has continually met drinking water
standards with regard to microbiological constituents. All involved agencies and growers
utilizing this recycled water continue maximum efforts to ensure the safety of applying recycled
water to the County's food crops. This is a very important and high..profile use of recycled water
in Monterey County. It is proposed that impounded water of questionable microbiological
quality be applied through the same pipeline as the recycled water, and ultimately on the same
sprinkler-irrigated crops.
It may be possible through sprinkler irrigation of the impounded runoff water to transfer such
organisms as E. coli, giardia and cryptosporidia directly to edible parts of food crops. This may
be of concern in and of itself. However, such an incident would cause serious public distrust of
the use of the recycled water from the municipal sewage treatment plant and potentially threaten
this important program.
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County of Monterey Health Department
Walter Wong, Director, Environmental Health Division
July 8, 2001

•

•
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Microorganism concentrations in the river are expected to be consistent with those
of other surface waters of California because typical agricultural and land use
practices are employed within the watershed. It is noted on page 5.4-15 of the Draft
EIR/EIS that the levels of total coliform bacteria in the Salinas River are anticipated
to be relatively high based on the level of animal grazing, human recreation, and
uncontrolled nonpoint-source runoff that takes place within the watershed. It
should also be noted that the source of a significant portion of irrigation water in
California is untreated surface water. Such water is routinely applied through
sprinkler and other irrigation techniques without significant health and safety
implications.
The MCWRA is also concerned about the quality of Salinas River water for
agricultural use, and proposes to obtain additional water quality data, including
information regarding microorganisms, prior to project initiation.
In response to this comment, page 5.4-26 of the EIR/EIS is changed to add the
following text after the discussion of Impact Alt A-6:
There is a potential that pathogens in the Salinas River could be diverted to the
irrigation system and then applied to crops. A high percentage of irrigation water in
California is applied under similar circumstances with no known adverse health
consequences. Nevertheless, the MCWRA will develop additional data to determine
if any unusual circumstances would create potential health hazards from use of
Salinas River water.
There is a remote potential that pathogens that may be in Salinas River water would
be diverted and applied to crops. This could create a potential health hazard, but
this is not known without additional data and consultation. For this reason, health
hazards from use of diverted Salinas River water are considered potentially
significant (Alt A-6b).
The following mitigation measure is added to page 5.4-38:

Potential Health Hazards from Use of Diverted River Water (AIt B-6b).
The MCWRA will collect and analyze Salinas River water samples at the
location where diversion is proposed. Once samples are analyzed, MCWRA
will consult with the County Health Department and the California
Department of Health Services to determine if water treatment is required.
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If water treatment is required to protect the beneficial uses of diverted river
water, MCWRA will provide for such treatment.
These changes are also listed in Chapter 3.0 of this document.
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July 12, 2001

Mr. Robert Smith
Biologist
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197

Re:

MeH # 070113 -Notice of Completion for Draft Environmental Impact
Report for Salinas yalley Water Project

Dear Mr. Smith:
AMBAG's Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary of notice of your
environmentaI document to our member agencies and interested parties for review .and
comment.
The AMBAG Board of Directors considered the project on July 11,2001, and has no
comments at this time•. However, we arerorwarding the enclosed comments on this
project that we received from other agencies or interested parties.

-b--

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process.
Sincerely,

/vl!- / r--~

_.'.

Nicolas-;JadakiS
Executive Director
Enclosure
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)
Nicolas Papadakis, Executive Director
July 12, 2001

•
15-1

•
No response is necessary as no comments on the Draft EIR/EIS were provided.
The Final EIR/EIS has considered comments forwarded from the Monterey Bay Air
Pollution Control District (see Comment Letter #11).
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SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Noel King, Director
County Government Center, Room 207· San Luis Obispo CA 93408· (805) 781-5252
Fax (805) 781-1229

email address:engr@co.slo.ca.us

July 26, 2001
Attn: Mr. Curtis V. Weeks, General Manager
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas CA 93902
Subject:

Nacimiento Project Report

Dear Mr. Weeks:
Thank you for meeting with us last week. As agreed, I am enclosing a CD of the
Nacimiento Project Report. This describes our proposed project, particularly the intake
options that were evaluated.
Also, I valued the information regarding the Salinas Valley Water Project. It appears
that I will see you on the 30th in Paso Robles.
If you have questions regarding the Nacimiento Project or other Public Works issues,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

/-n.

~\j~~
CHRISTINE M. FERRARA, PE
Utilities Division Manager
Enclosure
File:

CF 230.10.01 - Dams/Nacimiento - General Correspondence

L:\UTILlTY\JUL01\weeksltr.doc.kjs.cf
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16-1

ILETTER

16

San Luis Obispo County, Department of Public Works
Christine Ferrara, PE, Utilities Division Manager
July 26, 2001

•

•
16-1

No response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft EIR/EIS
were raised.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS

DAVID MYERS
GENERAL MANAGER

GARY BALES
r
~MAN

WILLIAM MERRY
DISTRICT ENGINEER

D,... •• ALBERT
JACK BARLICH
WILLIAM GIANELLI
SUE McCLOUD
EDITI-I JOHNSEN
THOMAS MANCINI
DAVID PENDERGRASS
JIM PERRINE

MONTEREY REGIONAL
WASTE MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

RICHARD SHEDDEN
SENIOR ENGINEER
RICHARD NORTON
ADMIN. SERVICES MGR.
ROBERT WELLINGTON
COUNSEL

July 30, 2001

Mr. Curtis Weeks
Monterey County
Water Resources Agency
POBox 930
Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Weeks:
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project. The Project as described has addressed
the original concerns of the District and we have no further comments on the Project.
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns thus far.

tv::r~~

(l

Salinas Valley Water Project

J. David Myers
General Manager
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17-1

I LETTER

17

Monterey Regional Waste Management District
J. David Meyers, General Manager
July 30,2001

•

•
17-1

No response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft EIR/EIS
were raised.
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MONTEREY PENINSULA
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
5 HARRIS COURT, .BLOG. G
POST OFFICE BOX 85
MONTEREY, CA 93942-0085· (831) 658-5600
FAX (831) 644-9560 • http;//www.mpwmd.dst.ca.us

August 7, 2001

Curtis Weeks, General Manager
MCWRA
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455

Subject:

MPWMD Comments on Draft EIRIEIS for Salinas Valley Water Project,
SCH# 2000034007

Dear Mr. Weeks:
The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) thanks you for the
opportunity to review the above referenced document. Based on the project description
provided in the EIRIEIS, we do not have any comments at this time as the water supply
activities are focused outside of the MPWMD boundary. We do note, however, that we are
vitally interested in any future activity or project element that might affect the Seaside Basin,
and ask to be kept abreast of future Salinas Valley Water Project activities. As you know, a
Memorandum of Understanding between our respective agencies specifies that MPWMD has
the management authority of the Seaside Basin, including creation of water distribution systems
within the Basin.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please call me at 831/658-5650 if you
have any questions.
Sincerely,

(\/

A.~

~toA.Avi1a
General Manager
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ILETTER

18

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
Emesto A. Avila, General Manager
August 7, 2001

•

•
18-1

No response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft EIR/EIS
were raised. It is noted that the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
requests to be kept informed on future Salinas Valley Water Project activities.
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SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY

G9l
U

DEPARTMENT OF P·UBLIC WORKS
Noel King, Director
County Govemmerrt Center, Room 207· San Luis Obispo CA 93408 • (805) 781-5252
email address: engr@co.slo.ca.us

Fax (805) 781-1229

August7,2001

MEMORANDUM

r

TO:

Nancy Rollman, Planning

FROM:

Christine Ferrara, Utilities Division

SUBJECT:

Comments on Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Draft EIR for Salinas Valley Water Project

Manager~

Here are our Department's comments relative to the hydrology section of the MCWRA
Salinas Valley Water Project EIRIEIS. These were compiled with the assistance of our
Nacimiento project consultant, Boyle Engineering Corporation.
Page 2-7, Section 2.4.1 Applicants Preferred Alternative: Alternative A
Implementation of Alternative A would result in the following significant unavoidable impacts:
. • Nacimiento Reservoir water level changes, which could affect sport fish
reproduction and habitat (Sections 5.5, 5.9)
• . .. Surface levels change substantially over the course of an average year
(Section 5.8)
• Reduction in lake levels at Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs to the
degree that recreational opportunities are substantially affected during peak
recreation season (Section 5.9)

19-1

Comment: Appears that the water levels of the two reservoirs will change significantly, is
there a graph which depicts the historic and projected reservoir levels by month to illustrate
the impact of the preferred altemative?
Page 2-16, Table 2-1 Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts, 5.8 Visual
Resources
Effects of Aesthetic Value of Nacimiento Reservoir: Implementation of Alternative A would
result in an annual reduction of 16 to 28 feet in surface elevation compared to existing and
future conditions. Implementation of Alternative B will have similar impacts.
Comment: Where was it determinedlcalculated that the reservoir level would decrease by 16
to 28 feet? What is the decrease in surface elevation by month? Will the minimum reservoir
elevation be impacted (decreased) to facilitate additional water deliveries during period of
less than optimal volumes within the reservoir?
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19-2

Page 2·16, Table 2·1 Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts, 5.9
Recreation
Implementation of Alternative A is anticipated to reduce by 38 to 39% the available peak
recreation days during near-term and future conditions ....
Mitigation for the reduction of the number of 730-foot lake level days would not be feasible.

19-3

20 to 21 % of peak recreation days would be adversely affected by lower lake levels in nearterm and future operations.
Comment: How often is lake at or above 730' now? How long is the peak recreation period?
How many days would be available during the peak recreation period? How many days
would be adversely affected during the peak recreation period?

Paged 2·16, 2·17, Table 2·1 Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts, 5.9
Recreation
The numbers of years in which spawning habitat would be affected under Alternatives A and
B would increase in frequency due to fluctuating lake levels.

19-4
These impacts could be partially mitigated by providing additional habitat enhancement
structures in Nacimiento Reservoir below the 760-foot elevation ...
Comment: Is there a graph that illustrates the historic lake levels and the project lake levels
with the implementation of the preferred project? How many days (Historically) is the lake at
or above the 760-foot elevation? When (Month) is the lake typically above the 760' elevation?

Page 5·1, Section 5.0 Effected Environment •••

=

.

D

"Baseline Conditions. The SVIGSM is based on 46 years of hydrologic data compiled for the
Salinas Valley and reflects the period between 1948 and 1994.

19-5
Comment: Why does the model not include data from 1994 to present? Why is such a large
period utilized, wouldn't the model be more sensitive (realistic) if it utilized historical records
from the last 10 years?

Page 5·1, Section 5.0
This is the planning horizon for the project, and generally reflects unconstrained population
growth, land use, and water consumption conditions which are projected to occur in the
future, but also assumes the project has not been implemented.
Comment: Is the use of unconstrained growth, land use, and water consumption conditions
realistic? Should this not be tied to area planning documents if available?
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19-6

Page 5-1, Section 5.0
The SVIGSM has since been updated to more accurately simulate the hydrologic and
hydrogeologic conditions of the Arroyo Seco Cone area, the Nacimiento diversions to San
Luis Obispo County, and ...
Comment: How has the·Nacimiento diversions to San Luis Obispo County been modeled
(Constant Flow, Monthly/Periodic Deliveries)? SLO County should have input as to how this
diversion is modeled.

19-7

'Page 5.1-4, Section 5.1 Land Use and Planning, Paragraph 5.1.1 EXisting
Conditions
San Luis Obispo County General Plan, Nacimiento Area Plan: Maintain and protect a.living
environment that is safe, healthful and pleasant for all residents by conserving nonrenewable
resources and replenishing renewable resources.

19-8

Comment: Will MCWRA proposed action conflict with San Luis Obispo plan goals with
respect to environment?
I

Page 5.3-3/4, Existing Land Use, Precipitation and Overdraft
Average precipitation in the Valley Ranges from 15 to 60-inches in the mountain ranges on
either side ...
Comment: Is more detailed precipitation data available to identify the fact that the inflow to
Nacimiento is greater than the Salinas Reservoir despite approximately equal sized
watersheds (330 AC) and thus support the current mode of operation in which the releases
from Nacimiento and San Antonio are approximately 3:1 (200,000 AF and 70,000AF
respectively) ?

19-9

Page 5.3-5, Current Operating guidelines
The average annual inflow to Nacimiento Reservoir is about three times that of San Antonio
Reservoir.

19-10

Comment: Where is the data to SUbstantiate this comment?

Page 5.3-7, Existing In-Stream Flow Requirements
., .minimum flow requirements in the river channels below the Nacimiento and San Antonio
Dams,a 25 cfs and 3 cfs flow, respectively, requirement is required at the dam.

19-11

Comment: Will the minimum flow requirements be updated pending the re-operation of the
reservoirs?

Page 5.3-8, Hydrologic Study Period
It (1949 -1994) is the longest period that adequate, consistent, and reliable information is
available in hydrologic data, as well as groundwater level data
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19-12

19-12
Comment: Is adequate, consistent, and reliable information not available from 1994 to the
present?

(cont'd)

Page 5.3-11, Impact Analysis Format
The format of the following impact discussion is presented by phase and impact topic rather
than by project component...

19-13

Comment: For the analysis why look at the impact topic as opposed to the impact of a
specific project component. It seems to me that an analysis of the project components or
project alternatives would be more helpful in determining the impacts of the project.

Page 5.3-11, Existing Conditions Plus Project
•. .it is anticipated that no flood control rule curve will be required by DSOD and FERC for
Nacimiento "ReserVoir, because the new spillway would be designed to pass the PMF safely,
without damage to the dam structure.

19-14

Comment: Has this been verified with DSOD and FERC?

Page 5.3-13, Figure 5.3-4
Comment: From this figure one might draw the conclusion that the reservoir levels would be
maintained at a higher elevation due to the lack of a correlation between the reservoir level
(elevation) and storage capacity. It would be beneficial if reservoir elevations where included
in the y-axis.

19-15

Page 5.3-12, Reservoir Re-operation
This would especially be evident during the late winter and early spring periods when lake
levels have historically been maintained at elevation 777feet. During normal and heavier
rainfall years, this has often meant a forced release of water from Nacimiento Reservoir that
. couId-hay.e__o1heLWisebeen stored for conservation uses.

19-16

Comment: This should be emphasized to the public since the re-operation of the reservoir will
provide MCWRA the ability tocaptu[e more wateIduring_the rainy season for use during the
peak irrigation season and thus maintain higher lake levels.

Page 5.3-13, Nacimiento Reservoir Storage Levels - Alternative A and 8
... the average monthly reservoir storage levels in Nacimiento Reservoir would be lower than
under existing conditions. The Nacimiento storage in the summer and winter period is
approximately 50,000 AF and 20,000 AF, respectively, lower under the proposed action than
the eXisting condition.
Comment: What is the corresponding change (decrease) in surface elevation due to the
decreased storage? A graphical representation of the decreased reservoir storage and
surface elevation by average month would be helpful.
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19-17

Page 5.3-15, Figure 5.3-6 Average Monthly Difference in Nacimiento Reservoir
Storage
Comment: Include change in reservoir elevation on y-axis. A graph illustrating the historic
reservoir elevations and projected reservoir elevations with the preferred project would be
helpful in identifying the impacts of the project.

19-18

Page 5.3-16, Reservoir Releases - Alternatives A and B
Higher release requirements for diversion and recharge during the irrigation months would
result in up to nearly 7,000 AF per month of higher total releases observed for the April
through August period.

19-19
Comment: What are the current releases from Nacimiento? What is the relationship of
projected reservoir releases and projected reservoir elevations? A graph with the projected
reservoir elevation and projected total releases by month would be helpful.

Page 5.3-16, Reservoir Releases - Alternative A and B
... releases from Nacimiento would be lower during the winter months under the Existing Plus
Project scenario

19-20
Comment: If releases would be lower during the winter months, will the reservoir level be
allowed to increase pass the 777' elevation? What are the winter months for the purpose of
this report?

Page 5.3-39, Upstream and Downstream of Reservoirs
Under both Alternative A and B, the total annual volume of reservoir releases would not
change substantially, and reoperation flows would be within the existing range of flows.
Therefore, the impact of reoperation on sediment transport is expected to be less-thansignificant, and no significant upstream impacts are anticipated.
Comment: What is the existing range of flows from Nacimiento Dam? If the Nacimiento Dam
spillway is modified to provide the ability to pass the PMF, would this flow not be outside of
the eXisting range of flows and therefore provide some impact upon the sediment transport
below Nacimiento? In addition, it is stated on page 5.3-16 that the higher release
requirements during the irrigation months would result in nearly 7,000 AF per month higher
total releases from April through August, will this be metered out within the existing flow
ranges or will the additional volume release equate to flows which exceed the existing
average flows?

19-21

Page 5.3-42, Reservoir Reoperation - Alternatives A and B
Comment: Provide a graph depicting projected reservoir elevations, historic elevations, and
the corresponding storage volumes for Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs to simplify
the visualization of the impacts associated with re-operation.
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19-22

Page 5.3-62, Sediment Transport Impacts - Alternative A and B
No downstream degradation is anticipated as a result of continuation of flows that are within
the range of flows that have occurred during the more than 40-years of reservoir operation.

19-23

Comment: What are the historic range of flows? Provide a table with flow ranges per month
and projected flow ranges per month with the implementation of the project alternatives. How
will there be no downstream degradation associated with the increased volume (7,000AF) to
be released during the peak irrigation period?

Page 5.8-6 Nacimiento Reservoir - Alternatives A and B
Elevations of surface water at Nacimiento are more variable than San Antonio, with average
elevation ranges of 737' at its low point in the summer/fall and 771 feet in the late spring.

19-24

Comment: With' thEr reoperation of the reservoir, what is the miriimum. elevation the lake will
be taken to and at what point will releases from the reservoir be stopped and will SLO County
be permitted to take water regardless of reservoir elevation?

Page 5.8-20, Figures 5.8-5 and 5.8-6

'

Comment: The figures identify period in which the surface level of the Nacimiento Reservoir
will be well below 720', what is the minimum elevation the reservoir will be taken to? This is
mportant for the design of the intake structure to enable San Luis Obispo County the ability
to utilize their water allocation as determined in the 1959 agreement. In addition, a graphical
representation of the existing reservoir level and projected reservoir levels by month would
provide a means to easily identify the impacts of the proposed project.

L:\UTIUTYlAUG01\SEC5-3CMTS.DOC.LND.CMF
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19-25

I

LETTER

19

San Luis Obispo County, Department of Public Works
Christine Ferrara, PE, Utilities Division Manager
August 7, 2001

•

•

19-1

Revised modeling has been performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and
the results shown for Alternative A in the Draft EIR/EIS have been modified. See
Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0 for a description of the revised simulations
and results. The revised modeling shows that effects of SVWP operations on
reservoir elevations would be less than reported in the Draft EIR/EIS; in other
words, the difference in average lake levels after the project would not be as
substantial as shown in the Draft EIR/EIR; however, the significance thresholds
would still be exceeded and the conclusions on impact significance presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS would be unchanged. See Figures 1-12 under response to Comment
19-22 for monthly model results produced using the revised modeling.

19-2

The Salinas Valley Integrated Groundwater and Surface Water Model (SVlGSM) was
used to estimate changes in reservoir elevations that would result from
implementation of the SVWP. See pages 5-1, 5.3-10, and 5.3-11 of the Draft
EIR/EIS for a description of the SVlGSM and assumptions used in the analysis.
The results summarized in the impact statement on page 2-16 are described by
month (i.e., average monthly changes) on pages 5.8-20 and 5.8-21. Revised modeling
has been performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and the lake level
projections under Alternative A have been modified. See Master Response MR-4
and Chapter 3.0 for a description of the revised simulations and results. The new
model results show that under Alternative A, the average monthly surface elevation
at Lake Nacimiento during the recreation season (May-September) over the 46-year
hydrologic period would be 6 to 14 feet per month less than under existing and
future baseline conditions (rather than 16 to 28 feet). See Tables 5.8-5 and 5.8-6 in
Chapter 3.0, which show the decrease in average monthly surface elevation to
existing and future baseline conditions, respectively.
The minimum reservoir elevation, or dead pool elevation, would not be changed as a
result of SVWP implementation.

19-3

As described in Section 5.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, The peak recreation period lasts
153 days, beginning May 1st and ending September 30th • Under existing conditions,
the average number of 730-foot lake level days available during the peak recreation
period at San Antonio Reservoir is 132 and at Nacimiento Reservoir, that figure is
112. Under the existing plus project and future plus project scenarios of Alternative
A, the number of 730-foot lake level days available during peak recreation period at
San Antonio Reservoir would average 77 and 81, respectively. For Nacimiento
Reservoir, these figures would be 86 and 95, respectively. Therefore, the average
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number of days adversely affected by project operations during the peak recreation
season at San Antonio Reservoir is 55 and 51, respectively, relative to existing
conditions. For Nacimiento Reservoir, these figures would be 26 and 17,
respectively. Please note that these values reflect the revised hydrology analysis.
Refer to Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0.
19-4

As described above, revised modeling has been performed since completion of the
Draft EIR/EIS, and the lake level projections under Alternative A have been
modified. See Master Response MR-4 for a description of the revised simulations
and results. See Figures 1-12 under response to Comment 19-22 for monthly model
results. The revised modeling shows 226 months out of the 552 months of the
simulation period for Alternative A when surface elevations in Nacimiento Reservoir
are greater than 760 feet (41 percent of months). This is in comparison to the 1995
baseline run, in which levels are greater than 760 feet in 273 months of the 552 (49
percent of months). The months when surface levels at Nacimiento Reservoir are
shown to be greater than 760 feet are typically in March through May under
Alternative A and February through June under the 1995 baseline simulation.

19-5

The hydrologic study period analyzed for the SVWP is the 46-year hydrologic period
from October 1948 through September 1994. As described on pages 5.3-7 and 5.3-8
of the Draft EIR/EIS, this is the longest period for which adequate, consistent, and
reliable information on hydrology (precipitation and stream flow) is available;
groundwater-level data is also available for this period. The period includes years of
extreme hydrologic conditions, such as the critically dry periods of 1976-77 and
1989-1991, and wet periods. Using this period allows the analysis of the
performance and operation of the proposed project through periods of extreme
hydrologic conditions as well as "normal" conditions. Extending this period to the
present day would not add climatic stresses that are not already being simulated in
the 46-year hydrologic period.
The commenter suggests that using a shorter period (the most recent 10 years) rather
than this 46-year period would provide more "realistic" results. By contrast, a 10year period would not capture enough variation in hydrology to be adequately
representative of long-term conditions. Using this shorter period in the modeling
would, in fact, result in less reliable model output for the reasons described above
and would add uncertainty regarding the impacts of the SVWP.

19-6

The commenter is correct in asserting that constraints to population growth should
be considered in the EIR/EIS. The statement on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS is
intended to infer the projections are not constrained by water availability. However,
Section 7 of the Draft EIR/EIS more fully discusses the basis for the population
projections. The projections are based on AMBAG forecasts through 2020 and
extrapolated to 2030. These forecasts are not constrained by resources, per se.
However, they are based in large part on plans included in each of the general plans
for cities and the County of Monterey for the region. The general plans each reflect
the constraints unique to each jurisdiction, including agricultural land preservation
and other issues.
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19-7

The Nacimiento Reservoir diversions to San Luis Obispo County have been
simulated as a monthly amount of 1,450 acre-feet (AF) per month for a total annual
amount of 17,500 AFY. This diversion is included in every month of the simulation
period, as long as the reservoir can meet the minimum flow requirement downstream
of the dam. See also Master Response MR-10.

19-8

The proposed action would not conflict with the San Luis Obispo County General
Plan (Nacimiento Area Plan) goal to "maintain and protect a living environment that
is safe, healthful and pleasant for all residents by conserving nonrenewable resources
and replenishing renewable resources." The only physical changes that would occur
in San Luis Obispo County as a result of project implementation would be the
modification of the existing spillway structure at Nacimiento Dam and the
fluctuation in the timing of releases of water from Nacimiento and San Antonio
Reservoirs. These changes are not expected to create an inconsistency with the
Nacimiento Area Plan.
It is true that lake levels will fluctuate to the point that unavoidable impacts
associated with recreational use of the lake and visual resources would occur, and
this is disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS and would not result in wasteful use of nonrenewable resources.

19-9

We are assuming the commenter was referring to the San Antonio, not the Salinas,
reservoir, as the Salinas reservoir is not operated along with Nacimiento, whereas
San Antonio is. The inflow to the reservoirs has been estimated based on the
streamflow gage records upstream of each reservoir, the data on daily lake levels
observed at the dams, precipitation and evaporation data observed at the lakes, and
the daily releases from the reservoirs. The 3: 1 ratio of available space between the
two reservoirs has been calculated based on the long-term inflow calculations. There
are no additional precipitation stations that could provide data that has not
previously been used.

19-10

Please see response to Comment 19-9.

19-11

There is no need to update the minimum flow requirements below the Nacimiento
and San Antonio dams pending the reoperation of the reservoirs under the SVWP.
However, additional release and flow requirements will be required in connection
with the diversion facility and its affects on steelhead. Please see page 5.6-85 of the
Draft EIR/EIS.

19-12

Please see response to Comment 19-5. As described on page 5-1 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, the EIR/EIS analysis and the project have been developed over several
years. The SVIGSM is based on the 46 years of hydrologic data for the period from
October 1948 through September 1994, and the baseline is a compilation of this
data. The SVIGSM was developed over a period of several years and reflects this
record. Changing the baseline to include information from 1994 to the present for
the current EIR/EIS was unnecessary because the 46-year period used is a
reasonable reflection of current hydrologic conditions that reflects the compilation,
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analysis, and averaging of physical, long-term scientific data. Updating the model
would not provide meaningful new data, but would require time and expense, so it is
not warranted.
19-13

The reason that the Hydrology section of the Draft EIR/EIS evaluates impacts by
phase and impact topic rather than by project component is because hydrologic
impacts are evaluated and measured on a basin-wide scale and are inherendy linked
to multiple components. Please refer to page 5.3-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS for
additional information.

19-14

The MCWRA is in the process of reviewing the flood rule curve for Nacimiento
Reservoir with the Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) and the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (PERC).

19-15

Figure 5.3-4 has been revised as requested. Please see Chapter 3.0 for the revised
version. The figure illustrates that the reservoir can store the most/highest amounts
of water in the summer months when the probability of precipitation/inflow is the
lowest. This does not imply that the reoperation of the reservoir would maintain
reservoir levels that correspond to the storage levels in the figure.

19-16

The commenter is correct that the reoperation of the reservoirs would allow the
MCWRA to capture more water during the rainy season for use during the peak
irrigation season. As noted on Draft EIR/EIS page 3-11, the proposed reoperation
could provide approximately 29,000 AFY of additional stored water that would be
available for recharging the groundwater basin and diverting water.

19-17

Figure 5.3-6 depicts the average monthly changes in storage levels at Nacimiento
Reservoir. The corresponding decreases in surface elevation at Nacimiento
Reservoir are not shown graphically in the Draft EIR/EIS, but are shown in Table
5.S-5. Revised modeling has been performed since completion of the Draft
EIR/EIS, and the reservoir storage and surface-level conditions shown for
Alternative A in the Draft EIR/EIS have been modified. See Master Response MR4 for a description of the revised simulations. Revised Table 5.S-5 is included in
Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIR/EIS.

19-18

Please see response to Comment 19-17.

19-19

The 7,000-AF value for additional releases during April through August under
Alternative A refers to Nacimiento Reservoir only. Total releases from both
reservoirs would result in up to 11,000 AF per month (during April through August)
being released above baseline conditions during the irrigation season. Figures 5.3-S
and 5.3-9 in the Draft EIR/EIS show average monthly changes in reservoir storage
under Alternative A (i.e., differences between the baseline and Alternative A) for the
two reservoirs. As noted in response to Comment 19-1, Tables 5.S-2 and 5.S-5
showed the changes in average monthly surface elevations under Alternative A for
San Antonio Reservoir and Nacimiento Reservoir, respectively (i.e., differences
between the baseline and Alternative A). Revised modeling has been performed
since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and the reservoir levels shown for
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Alternative A in the Draft EIR/EIS have been modified. See Master Response MR4 and Chapter 3.0 for a description of the revised simulations and results.
The information the commenter is requesting on releases from Nacimiento
Reservoir under baseline conditions is presented in the following table:
October November December January February

March

April

May

1995 Baseline 2870 22490 12620 17060 21090 10560
1995SVWP 11390 6330 8400 9540 15500 13180
Difference
8520 -16160 -4220 -7520 -5590 2620

8210
9440
1230

June

July

August

September

9960 22300 27340 21580
16510 30220 27690 18300
6550 7920 350 -3280

2380
15650
13270

19-20 For the purposes of the Draft EIR/EIS, the winter months are considered to be
November through March. With implementation of the proposed action, surface
elevation levels at Nacimiento Reservoir would be allowed to increase past the
current flood control rule curve of 777 feet during winter months. Elevations will
be able to be maintained at 789 feet in January and February, 792 feet in December
and March, 794 feet in November, 798 feet in October, and 800 feet in all other
months.
19-21 The ability to pass the maximum PMF does not substantially alter the amount of
water ultimately released from Nacimiento. Instead, it changes the timing of
releases. More water can be held in the winter than current conditions allow. The
range of flows under the 1995 baseline conditions from Nacimiento Reservoir is 0
to 187,425 AF per month (approximately 3,120 cfs on daily basis) and under the
1995 simulations of the SVWP is 0 to 187,440 AF per month (also approximately
3,120 cfs on daily basis). Thus, the spillway modification and reoperation at
Nacimiento Reservoir would not result in changes in the range of flows from this
reservoir versus the baseline condition. In addition, the water released during April
through August from both reservoirs Ouly has the highest average releases with
37,000 AF) would equate to approximately 620 cfs, which is within the normal range
of flows for the Salinas River throughout the year and below the 1,000 cfs threshold
at which sediment transport begins (see page 5.3-62 of the Draft EIR/EIS).
19-22 Revised modeling has been performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and
the reservoir storage and surface-level conditions shown for Alternative A in the
Draft EIR/EIS have been modified. Results of the revised simulations are presented
in Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0. In response to the commenter's request,
Figures 1-12 are provided with this response to show monthly reservoir levels,
storage volumes, and releases at Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs under
baseline and project conditions for both near-term and future scenarios of
Alternative A.
19-23 Please see response to Comment 19-22. Please refer to the table presented in
response to Comment 19-19 for information on average monthly releases from
Nacimiento Reservoir under the proposed project.
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Figure 1: Monthly Simulated Nacimiento Reservoir Storage (Acre-Feet)
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Figure 2: Monthly Simulated Nacimiento Reservoir Storage (Feet)
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Figure 3: Monthly Simulated Nacimiento Reservoir Storage (Acre-Feet)
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Figure 4: Monthly Simulated Nacimiento Reservoir Storage (Feet)
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Figure 5: Monthly Simu lated Nacimiento Reservoir Total Releases
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Figure 6: Monthly Simulated Nacimiento Reservoir Total Releases
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Figure 7: Monthly Simulated San Antonio Reservoir Storage (Acre-Feet)
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Figure 8: Monthly Simulated San Antonio Reservoir Storage (Feet)
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Figure 9: Monthly Simulated San Antonio Reservoir Storage (Acre-Feet)
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Figure 10: Monthly Simulated San Antonio Reservoir Storage (Feet)
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Figure 11: Monthly Simulated San Antonio Reservoir Total Releases
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Figure 12: Monthly Simulated San Antonio Reservoir Total Re leases
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19-24 The minimum elevation that the Nacimiento Reservoir would reach under SVWP
operations is 670 feet, which is the dead pool elevation. Please refer to Master
Response MR-10 for a discussion of San Luis Obispo County's entidement. It
should be noted that the elevations cited by the commenter have been replaced by
revised model results. See Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0.
19-25 Please see responses to Comments 19-1 and 19-24. Please refer to response to
Comment 19-22 regarding the graphical representation of monthly reservoir flows at
Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs under baseline and project conditions.
Please refer to Master Response MR-10 for a discussion of San Luis Obispo
County's entidement.
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER, Room 370 • SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA 93408-2040 • 805.781.5450

HARRY L. OVITT, Supervisor District One
SHIRLEY BIANCHI, Supervisor District Two
PEG PINARD, Supervisor District Three
KHATCHIK H. "KATCHO" ACHADJIAN, Supervisor District Four
MICHAEL p. "MIKE" RYAN, Supervisor District Five

August 21, 200 1

Mr. Bob Myer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902

RE:

Comments on the Draft EIRIEIS for the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP)

Dear Mr. Myer:
On behalf of the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors, the attached comments are made to
address the Draft EIRIEIS for the Salinas Valley Water Project. The proposal to improve the
spillway and re-operate the reservoir at Lake Nacimiento could benefit both counties as a result of
retaining more water in the lake and being able to utilize that water more efficiently. However, as
discussed in Attachment A, Attachment B, and the transcript of the Board meeting, all of which are
enclosed, additional information or clarifications are needed in several areas.
These comments are submitted for your response and consideration.
Sincerely,

KHATCHIK H. "KATCHO" ACHADJIAN
Chairperson

Enclosure
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ATTACHMENT A
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
COMMENTS ON SALINAS VALLEY WATER PROJECT (SVWP)
DRAFf EIRIEIS
AUGUST 21~ 2001

The following comments are made on behalf of San Luis Obispo County on the Salinas
Valley Water Project Draft Environmental Impact ReportiEnvironmental Impact Statement
(DEIRJEIS). The comments are presented in the same order as the chapters and sections are
found in the DEIRJEIS:

INTRODUCTION
REQUIRED APPROVALS
Please note that because the project is proposing to close Lake Nacimiento Drive at certain
intervals during construction, an encroachment permit governing the circumstances under
which the road may be closed, may be required from the San Luis Obispo County
Engineering Department.

20-1

CllAPTE1l3
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The 1998 SVWP EIR supported a conjunctive use approach which-would use surface water
supplies in wet years (preserving groundwater supplies) and rely on groundwater supplies
during periods of sustained drought (page 3-39 of that document). The 1998 SVWP EIR
states on page 4.3-31 that, "diversion would take place during normal and above normal
water years, and would be reduced during below normal and dry years." Please explain why
this operational approach is not proposed in the subject 2001 EIRJEIS. Such an approach
could help to mitigate visual and recreational impacts, which are classified as Class I
impacts.
Please provide an operational release schedule in the project description or in the Hydrology
and Flooding chapter. The EIRJEIS should discuss operational aspects of the project during
a sustained drought. The EIRJEIS does not adequately portray impacts during dry years or
during a drought period. The SVWP EIR should provide additional, detailed information on
how the SVWP project would be operated when lake levels of748' are reached, since that
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20-2

20-3

Salinas Valley Water Project EIRIEIS Comments
August 21, 2001

Page 2

is a reasonable definition of drought as it pertains to this reservoir, based on the existing
California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) agreement. If the MCWRA considers a
different water elevation level to constitute a drought condition, please include that in a
discussion. A proposed reoperation schedule that commits to reduced releases during dry
years should be included in the project description. At one of the informational workshops
provided by the MCWRA, the General Manager stated that ''we will minimize impacts" and
''we can look at the operation schedule"; however, there is nothing described in the ElRIEIS
as to how that would be accomplished.

20-3
(cont'd)

CHAPTERS
5.3 HYDROLOGY AND FLOODlNG
The materials regarding anticipated lake level impact resulting from the project is unclear.
Please provide a graph illustrating simulated lake level impacts.

20-4

Further, this section cites several model updates and rule curves that were used to predict the
impact of the proposed project. In numerous cases, the Draft ElRIEIS states that San Luis
Obispo County's entitlement in Lake Nacimiento has been taken into account. In the
reservoir modeling, during what hydrologic and operational conditions would deliveries of
San Luis Obispo County's full entitlement not be made? How are deliveries to San Luis
Obispo County affected by the proposed project (i.e. does the number of months where full
deliveries are unavailable increase as a result ofthe reoperation)?

20-5

20-6

Other comments on this chapter are provided in the attached memorandum from the County
Public Works Department.
5.4 WATER QUALITY AND PUBLIC HEALTH
Heritage Ranch CSD is not the only source of water quality data. San Luis Obispo County
analyzed water quality from Nacimiento Lake, from 1993 to 1997. This data was
electronically transferred to Kathy Thomasberg on July 20,2001. Please revise Table 5.4-4
accordingly.

20-7

5.9 RECREATION
The SVWP ElRIEIS states on page 5.9-1 that the Nacimiento reservoir was originally
designed and is currently operated as a flood control and water conservation facility,
providing a secondary benefit as a recreational facility. San Luis Obispo County agrees with
that characterization and included a similar description in the Nacimiento Water Project
(NWP) EIR. Nonetheless, even as a secondary benefit, the recreational value of Lake
Nacimiento is important to San Luis Obispo County residents and in that light, as the
comments below will expound upon, it appears that additional information is needed to
better understand the potential changes to lake levels and subsequent impacts to recreation.
In addition, mitigation measures are possible to reduce/minimize impacts to lake levels.
Page 5.9-13 of the DEIR states that, "The Monterey County Parks Department uses a widely
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I

20-8

Salinas Valley Water Project EIRIEIS Comments
August 21, 2001

Page 3

accepted threshold of730 feet as minimum elevation, below which recreational opportunities
can be substantially reduced." Please include a copy ofthe Pete Soderberg letter (in response
to the NOP) in the appendices. San Luis Obispo County has never seen a copy of that letter
and as was acknowledged in the EIRIEIS, there is a difference in threshold levels in the two
counties' EIRs.

20-8
(cont'd)

The SVWP DElR should include a graphic figure showing the areas affected by lake level
- fluctuations at the approximate 730' level, so that the area which would become dry lake bed
can be illustrated to the public. A copy of a figure provided by Monterey County Parks
Department shows Lake Nacimiento under 740'-720' conditions (attached Exhibit 1). At
that point, the entire Las Tablas Creek is closed off and what is left of the lake is divided in
half. Attached as Exhibit 2, is a table entitled" Lake Nacimiento Water Surface Elevations
at which Boat Docks Can No Longer Function" from the NWP ElR which shows that
impacts can be observed at the 760-foot elevation, ie, the use of boat launches is impaired,
and that the Heritage Ranch dock cannot be used below a 735-foot elevation. Clearly,
physical impacts to lake levels are occuring at higher elevations than 730 feet. It would also
be appropriate to include a chart similar to the attached Exhibit 3 which shows what is
occuring at various elevations in the reservoir, to provide a frame of reference for the pUblic.

20-9

The SWVP EIRJEIS should contain a graph or a spreadsheet that depicts the actual and
theoretical lake levels with and without the proposed project throughout some historical
studyperiod, so that the public can see the lake level impacts resulting from the reoperation
during nonnal rainfall years as well as dry and drought years. A graphic which was
presented in your agency's recent infonnation workshops (July 10 and July 30,2001) in a
powerpoint presentation, may be a good source for this infonnation. Attached Exhibit 4
shows Appendix D in the NWP ElR which provided this infonnation (for a 16 Yz year period)
in the first three columns for the NWP. The other columns can be used to then illustrate
certain conditions at different specific threshold levels. Also attached as Exhibit 5 is a figure
from-the NWP -EIR which_graphicallyshows~eJake levels with and without the proj ect for
a similar time period.

20-10

A relationship between Nacimiento Lake level and recreational ''units'' is presented in this
section. Were other indicators that may affect recreational activity considered such as air
temperature, holidays coinciding with weekends, or overall economic indicators? In other
words, lake levels may not be the only factor affecting recreational activity at Lake
Nacimiento.

20-11

Please acknowledge that the summertime releases do not include San Luis Obispo County's
entire allocation because we are taking our water over a period of 12 months, not just in the
summer. If this infonnation was not included in the hydrologic model, then lake level
impacts may have been overstated.
This section concludes that no mitigation to recreational impacts is feasible. Please consider
Salinas Valley Water Project
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20-12

I

20-13

Salinas Valley Water Project EIRIEIS Comments
August 21, 2001

Page 4

the following in tenns of reducing/minimizing impacts to both visual and recreational
resources:
(A)

Reduce diversion rates during below nonnal and drought conditions; and,

(B)

Extending the public/homeowner association boat ramps to a lower elevation,
thereby allowing continued access to the lake for recreational activities.

We noted that in the fonnal comment letter on the NWP EIR, MCWRA stated that, ''the
Agency is in strong agreement with the proposed mitigation measure that water conservation
measures be imposed when the lake level reaches 748-feet." (contained as Attachment A to
Monterey County Board of Supervisors Comment Letter on the NWP EIR, dated October 14,
1997). If the MCWRA maintains a position that participants in the NWP water project
should adopt mandatory water conservation measures when levels at Lake Nacimiento reach
748 feet (or some other appropriate level), then the SVWP should adher to similar mandatory
conservation measures.
5.10 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULAnON
The proposed mitigation measure to limit road closures at the dam spillway (Section 5.10.3)
is sufficient. However, the key to the measure's success will be the notification to area
residents of planned closures. This County is especially concerned about the fairly large
community of Oak Shores, and request that the mitigation measure include the establishment
of a direct communication link with the Community Association at Oak Shores.
The Department of Public Works is very supportive of the proposed mitigation measure
related to roadway damage due to construction traffic. One additional mitigation measure
needs to be included, that transit mix trucks not be permitted to spill concrete on the roads,
which is particularly a concern on the steep grade of Nacimiento Lake Drive.
On page 5.10.4, the discussion of "planned improvements" could be clarified. San Luis.
Obispo County is collecting traffic impact fees for cumulative impacts associated with the
major developments at Heritage Ranch and Oak Shores, based on the environmental analyses
for those projects. The fees will go toward major improvements of Nacimiento Lake Drive
from Gateway Drive to Paso Robles. However, the rate of development in these areas (and
corresponding rate of cash flow) has slowed greatly from when the fee system was first
developed, and there is not currently enough money in the fund for an improvement proj ect,
nor is there likely to be for the foreseeable future. The improvement project could be
considered to be "planned" but not "programmed" at this point.
The mitigation measures spell out specific time periods for limiting two-way closures of
Nacimiento Lake Drive during the spillway modification. However, there is no comparable
limitation for one-way closures, and there needs to be, due to high number of people which
could be affected on certain days during the peak season. The following mitigation measure
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20-13
(cont'd)

20-14

20-15

20-16

20-17

20-18

Salinas Valley Water Project EIR/EIS Comments
August 21, 2001

PageS

should be added: "One-way traffic closures shall not occur on Fridays or weekends during
the peak recreation season (May 1 through September 30), or during any morning and
evening peak times (7-9 AM and 4-6 PM) on Monday through Thursday."
Further, the discussion on lane closures says that "prolonged closures may occur between 12
midnight and 5 AM" while Section 5.12 says "construction activities are anticipated to
occur ...between the hours of7 AM and 6 PM on weekdays and between 8 AM and 5 PM on
weekends". These sections are in conflict.

20-18
(cont'd)

20-19

CHAPTER 7
7.2 GROWTH INDUCING IMP ACTS
The Draft EIR presents figures regarding employment percentages pertaining to agricultural
businesses affected by the proposed project. Employment figures also should be included
pertinent to recreation related activities at Lake Nacimiento.

20-20

OTHER COMMENTS
Economic and Social Impacts
A number of comments were made at the July 30, 2001 workshop held in Paso Robles,
regarding various economic analyses that should be done to address the following:
o

analyzing adverse impacts to tourism revenues and the local economy as experienced
by individuals, business and public agencies resulting from the physical and fiscal
results of the project; and,

o

analyzing adverse impacts on property values at Lake Nacimiento resulting from
changes to lake levels and views from properties and facilities at Lake Nacimiento.

20-21

The MCWRA should explain the context in which economic information is required under
CEQA (Section-151JI:>--and_NEPA, iLapplkahle,and_ther~1io;nale for why economic
analysis was not included in the DEIRIEIS. If the proposed project results in economic or
social impacts which in turn result in a physical impact, that would need to be discussed in
the-DEIRIEIS.

Exhibit 1 - Lake Areas Affected When Lake Levels are 740' to 720'
Exhibit 2 - Table showing water elevations and boat dock elevations
Exhibit 3 - Reference depicting what occurs at various elevations in the reservoir
Exhibit 4 - Appendix D from NWP EIR
Exhibit 5 - Graphic showing lake levels with NWP

D: lNacimientolDocumentslattachmontcoEIR-S. wpd
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Table 5.11-3 Lake NacimientO Water Surface Elevations at which Boat Docks Can

No Longer Function

:.~t~~~~:·:;·....... ': .;',: ..

c"

;?:i:r~~i.e~~~~~ii:~,):t#~i~Sea:Ie#«:1}\~:~:<~:<:.;.·;;

MCPD Condo Dock

77T

MCPD - Lake Nacimiento Resort Main Launch

76T

Herit3.::,oe Ranch

735'

Oak Shores

725'

MCPD North Ramp

719'

MCPD - Lake Nacimiento Resort Main Launch

680'

Source: Monterey County Parks Department 1996.
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Table 5.11-2. Surface Area and Reservoir Capacity by Elevation at Lake
Nacimiento

8001

350,000

5,370

790

300,000

4,890

780

252,300

4,450

77ft

209,330

4,010

76CY

171,800

3,590 .

750
, 74(t

140,900

3,200

190,000

2,770

73(f

84,100

2,350

720

60,850

1,910

710

44,500

1,510

700

26,900

930

689

22,000

760

680

16,000

580

670'

10,000

460

6

Note: Elevations have been rounded to nearest foot with adjustments made to estimate capacity and surface
area. Based on MCWRA data 10189 - 10190.
1 Spillway elevation.
:2 During winter months., maximum elevation is slightly above
feet. due to flood rule curve limiting
storage to 240,000 af.
3 Approximate elevation of primary public boat launches.
4 Elevation 748 and below is considered a "drought condition" per agreement between MCWRA and the
Ca1ifomiaDepartment ofFIsh and Game.
S Elevation at which the lake looks like a "mud puddle" and shoreline appears denuded.
6 . "Minimum pool" defined in 1959 Agreement between MCWRA and SLOFCWCD.
7 LocatiOn ofMCWRA inlet at dam.
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APPENDIXD

MONTH
Jan-75
Feb-75
Mar-75
Apr-75
May-75
Jun-75
Jul-75
Aug-75
Sep-75
Oct-75
Nov-75
Dec-75
Jan-76
Feb-76
Mar-76
Apr-76
May-76
Jun-76
Jul-76
Aug-76
Sep-76
Oct-76
Nov-76
Dec-76
Jan-77
Feb-77
Mar-77
Apr-77
May-77
Jun-77
Jul-77
Aug-77
Sep-77
Oct-77
Nov-77
Dec-77
Jan-78
Feb-78
Mar-78
Apr-78
May-78
Jun-78
Jul-78

MIN. FLOWS 10CFS(j,) .
ZERO@
HISTORICAL THEORETICAL CHANGE EXISTING
EXISTING
ELEVATION ELEVATION·. IN FEET SETIlNG@ 748'NWP@ SETIlNG® 689' N W.PI§;
771
771
0
790
789
-1
793
792
-1
793
792
-1
790
789
-1
786
784
-2
779
-2
m
773
771
-2
767
770
-3
765
768
-3
766
763
-3
;.3
765
762
764
761
-3
763
760
-3
762
759
-3
';.3
754
757
.I
750
743
-7
.I
.I
740
732
-8
.I
.I
729
721
-8
.I
717
710
.I
-7
714
.I
.I
699
-15
.I
.I
710
690
-20
.I
./
707
682
./
-25
.I
./
.I
709
683
-26
.I
.I
709
683
.I
-26
./
.I
710
681
./
-29
./
.I
.I
709
680
-29
.I
708
.I
.I
676
-32
.I
./
705
.I
672
-33
.I
./
./
702
672
-30
"./
./
.I
698
672
-26
.I
./
.I
689
.I
672
-17
.I
.I
673
.I
.I
672
-1
./
./
.I
672
672
0
.I
.I
711
710
.I
-1
770
769
-1
781
781
0
791
791
0
798
798
0
800
800
0
795
795
0
790
790
0
782
782
0
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APPENDIXD

HISTORICAL
MONTH .ELEVATION
Aug-7S
777
772
Sep-78.
771
Oct-78
Nov-7S
769
Dec-78
776
Jan-79
782
Feb-79
788
Mar-79
791
Apr-79
790
May-79
785
779
Joo-79
Jul-79
772
766
Aug-79
Sep-79
763
760
Oct-79
764
Nov-79
767
Dec-79
Jan-80
785
Feb-SO
787
789
Mar-SO
Apr-SO
789
May-SO
787
783
Joo-SO
777
Jul-SO
774
Aug-SO
Sep-SO
771
771
Oct-so
Nov-SO
770
775
Dec-SO
772
Jan-81
Feb-Sl
783
7S3
Mar-81
Apr-81
7S0
774
May-81
767
Joo-81
758
Jul-81
Aug-S1
750
745
Sep-S1
747
Oct-81
Nov-Sl
751
768
Dec-81
771
Jan-82
Feb-82
781

MIN: FLOWS 10 CFSQ)
ZERO®
THEORETICAL CHANGE EXISTING.
EXISTING
ELEVATION IN FEET SETTING@ 748'NWP@ SETTING® 689' 1'" VV J:'I§.
777
0
772
0
,
771
0
769
0
776
0
782
0
78S
0
790
-1
7S9
-1
7S3
-2
777
-2
770
-2
763
-3
760
-3
757
-3
/ -3
761
763
-4
785
0
786
-1
788
-1
788
-1
786
-1
781
-2
775
-2
771
-3
768
-3
771
0
770
0
775
0
772
0
,
782
-1
782
-1
779
-1
772
-2
764
-3
754
-4
,/
745
-5
,/
,/
739
-6
,/
,/
741
-6
,/
746
-5
763
-5
771
0
781
0
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APPENDIXD

MONTI!
Mar-82
Apr-82
May-82
Jun-82
JuI-82
AU!l-82
Sep-82
Oct-82
Nov-82
Dec-82
Jan-83
Feb-83
Mar-83
Apr-83
May-83
Jun-83
Jul-83
AU!l-83
Sep-83
Oct-83
Nov-83
Dec-83
Jan-84
Feb-84
Mar-84
Apr-84
May-84
Jun-84
Jul-84
Aug-84
Sep-84
Oct-84
Nov-84
Dec-84
Jan-8S
Feb-85
Mar-8S
Apr-85
May-85
Jun-85
JuI-85
Aug-85
Sep-85

ZERO@
..MIN. FLOWS 10 CFS<D
.EXISTING
HISTORICAL THEORETICAL CHANGE EXISTING.
ELEVATION ELEVATION IWFEET sirrrrNG® 748'NWP@ SETTING® 689' l~VVJ:'l.9i
799
799
0
799
0
799
798
798
0
796
796
0
790
790
0
784
784
0
777
m
0
0
775
775
772
772
0
" 787
787
0
783
783
0
792
792
0
800
800
0
795
795
0
795
795
0
/-1
788
787
780
779
-1
772
771
-1
772
771
-1
777
776
-1
781
780
-1
770
769
-1
770
769
-1
770
768
-2
770
767
-3
-4
768
764
-4
765
761
759
754
-5
./
751
745
-6
./
./
744
737
-7
.
./
./
739
732
-7
./
./
740
733
-7
./
./
748
742
-6
./
749
743
-6
754
749
-5
754
759
-5
757
751
-6
./
751
744
-7
./
./
745
737
-8
./
./
733
720
-13
./
./
721
702
-19
./
./
./
709
672
-37
./
-23
./
./
695
672

.
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APPENDIXD

MONTH
Oct-S5
Nov-S5
Dec-S5
Jan-86
Feb-86
Mar-S6
Apr-86
May-S6
Jun-86
Jul-86
Aug-86
. Sep-86
Oct-86
Nov-86
Dec-86
Jan-87
Feb-87
Mar-87
Apr-87
May-87
Jun-87
Jul-87
Aug-87
Sep-87
Oct-87
Nov-87
Dec-87
Jan-88
Feb-88
Mar-88
Apr-88
May-88
Jun-88
Jul-88
Aug-88
Sep-88
Oct-88
Nov-88
Dec-88
Jan-S9
Feb-89
Mar-89
Apr-89

MIN. FLOWS 10 CFS<D
ZERO@
EXISTING·
mSTORICAL THEORETICAL CHANGE EXI~TING
ELEVATION ELEVATION· IN FEET SETTING@ 74S'NWP@ SETTING® 689'~
695
672
../
.I
-23
.I
689
705
-16
.I
.I
.I
r
717
706
.I
.I
-11
779
770
-9
792
792
0
793
793
0
792
791
-1
790
789
-1
784
783
-1
780
779
-1
774
775
-1
·774.2
774.2
0
777.2
772.2
·5
770.6
770.6
0
769.2
769.2
0
770.5
770.5
0
774.5
774.3
-0.2
776.1
775.7
-0.4
774.6
775.3
-0.7
773.4
772.3
-1.1
767.1
768.9
-1.8
759.3
7615
-2.2
754.1
751.2
-2.9
748
744.3
.I
.I
-3.7
744.8
740.4
.I
-4.4
.I
7483
739.6
-8.7
./
7483
743.8
-45
./
746.5
751.3
-4.8
../
746.2
751.3
-5.1
./
750.6
745.2
-5.4
./
742.9
748.8
-5.9
./
737.4
743.9
-6.5
.I
./
735.6
727.5
-8.1
.I
.I
712
-12.6
724.6
.I
.I
710
693
.I
.I
-17
.I
672
6953
-23.3
.I
.I
./
672
-16.9
.I
688.9
./
.I
.I
672
-22.7
.I
694.7
.I
.I
7025
683
-195
.I
.I
.I
686
7062
-202
.I
./
694
-17.2
.I
711.2
.I
693
-18.8
711.S
.I
.I
.I
676
700.7
-24.7
.I
.I
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APPENDIXD

HISTORICAL THEORETICAL
MONTH ELEVATION ELEVATION
May-89
672
686
Jun-89
675.6
672
Jul-89
673.1
672
Aug-89
672.4
672
Sep-89
672
671.7
Oct-89
672.65
672
Nov-89
672
673.4
Dec-89
673.7
672
Jan-90
682.8
680
Feb-90
688
693.5
Mar-90
687
69435
Apr-90
672
693.9
May-90
672
69335
Jun-90
672
692.45
Jul-90
691.85
672
Aug-90
691.1
672
Sep-90
690.4
672
Oct-90
690
672
Nov-90
689.85
672
Dec-90
689.4
672
Jan-91
672
689.1
Feb-91
690.1
672
739
743.95
Mar-91
Apr-91
745.65
739.2
May-91
744.65
739.5
Jun-91
764
725
724.4
Jul-91
710
Au!!-91
693
711.25

ZERO@).
MIN. FLOWS 10 CFS(j)
EXISTING
CHANGE EXISTING
·INFEET SETIING® 748'NWP@ SETIlNOO 689i NWP@
./
./
-14
./
./
./
./
./
-3.6
./
./
./
./
-1.1
./
./
./
-0.4
./
./
./
./
03
./
./
./
./
./
-0.65
./
./
./
./
. -1.4
./
./
./
-1.7
./
./
./
./
./
./
-2.8
./
./
./
-5.5
./
./
./
-735
./
./
./
-21.9
./
./
./
-2135
./
./
./
-20.45
./
./
./
-19.85
./
./
./
-19.1
./
./
./
-18.4
./
./
./
-18
./
./
./
-17.85
./
./
./
-17.4
./
./
./
-17.1
./
./
./
-18.1
./
./
-4.95
./
./
-6.45
./
./
-5.15
./
-39
./
-14.4
./
./
-18.25
./

200

TOTAL

73

86

13

44

"
(i) Minimum release of 10 cis ~ per agreement between Monterey County and California

®
@

@
@

®

Department ofFlSb and Game, when lake is at elevation 748 down to elevation 689.
Number of times flow has been reduced to 10 cis lDlder existing conditions.
Number of times flow would have been reduced to 10 cis with NWP.
No release is required when lake level is at elevation 689 or below.
Number of times no downstream releases were made under existing conditions.
Number of times no downstream releases would have occurred with NWP.
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ATTACHMENT B
Salinas Valley Water Project Draft EIRIEIS
Additional Comments

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Why does the Draft EIR fail to include a project alternative describing a comprehensive
urban and agricultural water conservation program? Reducing water demand could
achieve the project goal of allowing more groundwater to remain in the north Salinas
Valley area. The Draft EIR touches on an alternative that would be a regulatory approach
to limiting water withdrawals, but it does not describe a water conservation program that
would reduce pumping. In fact, the Draft EIR reaches the unsupported conclusion that
other "physical solutions" are unlikely to emerge from further study (p. 4-11). A program
subsidizing urban and agricultural water conservation measures might achieve the project
goals with less expense and fewer environmental impacts.
Is the Draft EIR based on an outdated hydrologic model? Many presumptions about each
of the alternatives and its impacts are based on the hydrologic model. The model was
prepared years ago and has only been partially updated since that time. Using an outdated
model results in inaccurate baseline environmental conditions for the Draft EIR.
Why does the Draft EIR use different versions of the hydrologic model to compare the
environmental effects of different project alternatives? This may save money but it
makes it impossible for the decision-makers to accurately compare the impacts ofthe
different alternatives.
None of the proposed alternatives address the problem of seawater intrusion in the
MarinaIFort Ord area. The project is expected to benefit the Castroville portion ofthe
groundwater basin, but the seawater intrusion problem also encompasses the area around
the City of Marina and Fort Ord (now proposed for civilian re-use). The Draft EIR does
not consider the potential impacts of addressing only part of the seawater intrusion
problem. Page 1-9 states that "an expanded distribution system might be needed to
deliver Salinas River water to areas outside of the CSIP area". Where is a description of
that distribution system? Could this project aggravate the problem in the MarinaIFort
Ord area? Will more Nacimiento releases be required later to address the MarinaIFort
Ord area?
The EIR references an expanded distribution system for "expanded deliveries" numerous
times throughout the document (pages 2-3, 2-17,3-12,23,24,5.1-7,21,5.2-9, 17,5.342,5.4-23,5.5-18,39,5.7-7, 12,5.8-13,23, 5.10-13). Where are these additional
releases described in detail and where would the water come from to allow for "expanded
deliveries"? If the water is coming from Lake Nacimiento, why aren't these additional
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20-22

20-23

20-24

20-25

20-26

impacts analyzed in the Recreation chapter?

6.

7.

8.

Nitrate reduction is no longer proposed as a project component yet it continues to be a
serious problem in the groundwater basin. The Draft EIR must address the consequences,
if any, of failing to include nitrate management. Do high nitrate levels impact the ability
of this project to use a blend of new and reclaimed water? Will high nitrate levels require
the use of additional Nacimiento water in the future?

20-27

Monterey County is currently involved in an update of its general plan. Is a draft of this
plan available for public review? If so, the Draft EIR must consider project impacts, if
any, associated with adopting the update. What planning mechanisms are in place to
prevent new urban growth from defeating the purpose of bringing additional water to the
Salinas Valley? Looking at the issue from a broader perspective, how will moving water
to the north end of the valley affect delivery to the south part of the valley, in terms of
projected uses for agricultural and urban land uses and water demand in the south part of
the valley? Where will additional water supplies come from to serve the southern end of
the valley?

20-28

Is MCWRA the proper lead agency? We have some indication that the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has paid for this environmental work and that the
project is being proposed as a means of avoiding an adjudication by SWRCB. Also, the
proposed seasonal in-stream diversion will need to be permitted by SWRCB. Is it
possible that SWRCB is really the appropriate lead agency for CEQA purposes?

9.

The Draft EIR does not accurately describe San Luis Obispo County's plans and policies
for the Nacimiento Lake area nor does it document the historical use and the terms of our
water entitlement agreements. The preparers should meet with staff ofthe San Luis
Obispo County Department of Planning and Building to correct these errors.

10.

Should the Draft EIR be recirculated? Significant new information will need to be
generated in order to respond to these comments and the comments of others.
Meaningful public participation will require the recirculation ofthe document.
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20-29

20-30

20-31

TRANSCRIPT
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AUGUST 21, 2001
AGENDA ITEM D-l
Present:
Supervisors:

Harry L. Ovitt
Shirley Bianchi
Peg Pinard
Michael P. Ryan
K. H. "Katcho" Achadjian, Chairperson

Staff:
Vicki Shelby, Clerk
Nancy Rollman, Environmental Specialist
Christina Ferrara, Public Works
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~he

EIRIEIS

TRANSCRIPT
Clerk:

First hearing item this afternoon is Item D-l. This is a request by
the Planning Department to submit comments to Monterey County
Water Resources Agency regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement for the Salinas
Valley Water Project. Recommend approval and instruct the
Chairperson to sign.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Thank you, Ms. Rollman.

Ms. Rollman:

Thank you. Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Board. I am Nancy Rollman, Environmental Specialist with the
Planning Department. The Monterey County Water Resources
Agency is proposing the Salinas Valley Project for which this
Environmental Impact ReportiEnvironmental Impact Statement has
been prepared. The project is being proposed as a means to stop
seawater intrusion and to supplement water supply in the Salinas
Valley in Monterey County. The proposed project as described in
the EIR includes structural and program-based components located
at Lake Nacimiento and throughout Monterey County. These
include:
1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

Nacimiento Dam spillway improvements that would create a
larger spillway that could release more water during a large
rain fall;
Reoperation of both the Nacimiento and San Antonio
reservoirs to store more water in winter and spring and to
release more water during the irrigation season;
Increased recharge of the Salinas groundwater basin by
increasing the irrigation season dam releases;
Construction of an in-stream diversion facility within the
Salinas River channel to impound river water from April
through October for delivery to agricultural users; and
There would be a limitation on groundwater pumping in
areas where project water is delivered.

Staff reviewed this EIR with the following interests in mind: To
assure that the County's water entitlement of 17,500 acre feet per
year has been reflected in their project, to assure that impacts to
recreational· aspects of the lake have been analyzed to communicate
a clear and concise picture of what those impacts would be, and for
traffic concerns on Lake Nacimiento Drive during construction of
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the spillway improvements. Staff has prepared a list of detailed,
technical comments which is found in Attachment A of your Staff
Report. These comments speak to our concerns regarding a lack of
specific information on lake levels which could affect the reliability
of our water entitlement, as well as recreational uses. Since the
time that the Staff Report was prepared, additional comments have
been formulated which staff has just distributed to the Board as
Attachment B. These comments cover other broader issues. Staff
is recommending that your Board transmit three items in our
comments to Monterey County Water Resources Agency:
Attachment A, which is contained in the Staff Report, Attachment
B, which was just distributed, and the proceedings from this Board
meeting. In this way the Water Resources Agency will respond to
the comments in certifYing the Salinas Valley Water Project Draft
EIRIEIS. That concludes staff's presentations and I would be
happy to answer any questions, and I believe Christine Ferrara is on
her way here. She is the Utilities Director from Public Works
Department. She is also involved in reviewing this document.
Chairperson Achadjian:

Thank you Ms. Rollman. When she does come, if we have
questions for her, we will ask her at that time. At this time, any
questions or comments for Ms. Rollman? Supervisor Pinard?

Supervisor Pinard:

Yes. It seems like there is an underlying issue here that I'm not
sure the EIR really has dealt with from Monterey County and that is
what has caused this change in the overdraft situation. Basically,
what I am referring to is the management of their own water that
they import in, that they use from the basin, that they use for
agriculture. I'm not seeing that there is much here about how they
use whatever resources are available to them about recharging their
own basin. We have tertiary treatment plants, we used all the latest
issues in some of our areas on trying to recharge groundwater
basins. And, I'm not sure that this is really being reflected in what
their EIR is saying. To put it another way, we know that water is
scarce all over and it is imperative that everybody use every means
possible to recirculate their own water as much as possible besides
just taking it out of the ground. And, I'm not seeing that discussion
here about tertiary plants, agricultural practices. It just seems to me .
that there is a lot of withdrawal of water from the Monterey County
basin and now they are looking to the Nacimiento reservoir to be
the answer to it when actually there may be a lot more of the
internal practices that can affect that as part 1. Part 2 is if they
haven't made these changes and they aren't making these changes,
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20-32

what's going to keep this problem from getting worse in the future.
And then they are going to be looking to Nacimiento, based on this
EIR, based on other concerns and say well now you need to solve
our problems again. And so, it's the future impacts of all of this
that is under discussion. It's not just this little issue. For number
one, it's not a little issue. But it is not just this isolated issue. The
implications I think are important everywhere and we need to be
held to the same criteria of conservation and best practices in
management. But, this issue is coming up with Monterey County
first and I am really concerned about what those implications are
for them and then what they'll be for us later on. I don't know if
Christine heard any of that, but. I needed to kind of state that
concern out there and put that on the record, because I think those
are a lot of the essence of some of these questions that need to be
out there and that certainly San Luis Obispo County is entitled to
the answers too.
Ms. Rollman:

I can take a shot at responding to some of that. The EIR which we
didn't get into in our comment letter, the EIR has a great deal of
background regarding what Monterey County is doing and they do
have a reclaimed water project in process right now, which this
project will add to. They haven't addressed water conservation and
that is one of the comments that you see in Attachment B. But,
they also talk about a lot of future probable improvements to
agricultural technology, which will help to reduce water usage in
that area.

Supervisor Pinard:

Ok. The basic issue still is they're causing an overdraft of their
own basin and what is causing that and how can they stop doing
that so the situation that's occurring doesn't get worse. Because
there's not that much more water in California to solve that
problem. Ok.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Supervisor Bianchi.

Supervisor Bianchi:

I would agree that probably there needs to be a segment dealing
with agricultural water conservation, but I haven't noticed the City
of Salinas going gungho on its water conservation, nor has there
been any attempt by the City of Salinas to be little more rational in
its water use, I guess is what I was going to say. I think that needs
to be included in here as well, because eventually we keep adding
cities and people and taking away the land on which to grow the
food to feed them. So I think urban conservation use needs to be in
4
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20-32

(cont'd)

20-33

here as well. But, I was really pleased on item number 8, where it
says the Draft EIR does not accurately describe San Luis Obispo
County's plans and policies for the Nacimiento Lake area. And
then, and I think this is a really good suggestion: The preparer
should meet with staff of the San Luis Obispo County Department
of Planning and Building to correct these errors. And I think an
initial offer of cooperation or a system of cooperation is really a
good thing to have. Just talking with people does not mean that
you are either giving in to them or you are going to hit them in the
nose later. It just means that you want to talk to them to see
whether you can come to some degree of understanding. So that's
my comment.
Chairperson Achadjian:

Are there any further comments?

Supervisor Bianchi:

You may hit them in the nose later, but that's another issue.

Ms. Rollman:

And I could respond to that by saying that since we are submitting
the proceedings from this meeting as part of our comments, that
your comments will be noted.

Supervisor Bianchi:

Well, you don't have to put them all in.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Ok, seeing no other lights, we go to the public at this time. Frank
McKee, our first speaker and that is the only request to speak at
this time.

Mr. McKee:

Mr. Chairman, members of the Board. First, a word about
Nacimiento itself

Chairperson Achadjian:

Mr. McKee, for the record, would you please give us your name.

Mr. McKee:

Frank McKee. I am a resident of Templeton and a property owner
at Nacimiento.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Thank you.

Mr. McKee:

Regarding Nacimiento, there are about 75,000 dams in the National
Inventory of Lakes and Dams. Nacimiento is in the top one-half of
one percent. Out of75,000 dams, there is not more than 300 in the
entire United States that is larger than Nacimiento. There are
120,000 paid visits to both lakes where Monterey County collects
fees from families. There are at least 1,800 mail addresses around
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20-35

the lake in seven communities and those people contribute several
thousand users of the lake. I was kind enough to get an answer
from the Assessor's office and they evaluate the property at
Nacimiento at $334,000,000. Real estate people tell me that a
reasonable, fair-market value for those parcels around the lake is
approaching $700,000,000. There is no question that Nacimiento
and San Antonio are major facilities - far more than most of us
realize in the national category.
Regarding the report, I will sort of reiterate some of the points that
have been made here, but that report in essence is an umbrella
report. It contains several projects which could stand alone, and
they have been bundled for convenience. In reality, the bundle is to
stop the seawater intrusion, provide all the water they need with
virtually no curtailment of usage which now stands at 463,000 acre
feet a year. And that's a flat number and they project 30 years from
now it might go down a few percent. The modification of the
spillway is a flood control criteria. It does not add one drop of
water to the lake, because they are going to drop it down and bring
it right back to the same level. The impoundment along the 4 112
miles of the river is a project that could stand alone and they are
doing that in conjunction with the Corp of Engineers. That's a selfsustaining project. The surface distribution of the water is a
project. They have not yet diverted water from the lake and
distributed it to the surface. So, there is a whole bunch of selfstanding projects that, I consider the reoperation is not a project.
Reoperation is a declaration on their part that they are going to use
all the water they need to get the job done without taking anybody
out, from pumping out of the ground unless the well itself is
contaminated. Those are the only wells they are going to cut off.
Chairperson Achadjian:

Mr. McKee would you summarize please.

Mr. McKee:

Yes. So, in summary, I believe that the issue is not the 30,000 acre
feet that they spend so much time on this report, but rather its a
long term draw down of those lakes. That is the issue that I ask
you to consider.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Thank you sir. Supervisor Pinard.

Supervisor Pinard:

Yes, a question for Mr. McKee. Oh, Harry, go ahead.
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(cont'd)

Supervisor Ovitt:

Well, I was going to ask him if he might take a seat up front here
and let the other public speaker go and then we can ask questions
of Mr. McKee. Because I have a series of them, I think he, Mr.
McKee is very modest. He lived at Nacimiento Lake. He was part
of the Nacimiento Water Advisory Committee and has not as long a
history as I've got with the lake, but a good view on it.

Mr. McKee:

Mine is 30 years.

Supervisor Ovitt:

I know.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Linda Hall.

Ms. Hall:

Yes. Linda Hall. I just have one quick question and I'm wondering
if staff could address the issue as to whether or not in this
conversation with Monterey and with this EIR, if you are also
dovetailing with the requirement that's come down within the last
year or so at a State level for an EIR on the water in the entire
State of California. If you are, I assume you are aware of that and
if that does dovetail with this issue. Thank you.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Thank you.

Ms. Rollman:

I'm not awar.e of that.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Thank you. Seeing no other requests to speak, bring it back to the
Board. Supervisor Ovitt.

Supervisor Ovitt:

Well, I'll go ahead and let Ms. Pinard ask her question first because
she wanted to ask a question of Mr. McKee.

Supervisor Pinard:

Ok. Mr. McKee, if you would come back up to the podium.

Mr. McKee:

Sorry, my _ _ broke.

Supervisor Pinard:

Well, actually no, ifthere is something else that you think we need
to know, I would like to be sure that you have the time to state
that, because this is our ability to have input into this process and if
we miss something now, I don't to be coming back to someone
later and saying well, gee, you know, this should have been brought
up then. So, question number one: Was there anything in addition
that you wanted to be sure to alert us to so that we can be sure it is
on the record.
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Mr. McKee:

Well, I want to reiterate that an awful lot of emphasis in this book is
placed on that 30,000 acre feet. And, I just cannot believe that
after 50 years of overdraft there is now 500,000 acre feet of
saltwater in those aquifers. And, they're talking about solving that
problem by diverting about 30,000 acre feet a year and half of that
goes into wells. It isn't gonna happen. I'm not a hydrologist, but
common sense tells you that it isn't going to happen. But what is
going to happen is they are going to draw down those lakes as long
as they can to overt doing anything. Now, they have said that the
State might require 30-50% cut in their pumping. The Salinas
Valley cannot stand a 30-50% cut in pumping. They have got to
solve that problem. They would put half ofthe farmers out of
business and that's not right. So, I just think that there is, if you
will, a somewhat of a smokescreen to get everybody working on
30,000 acre feet when in reality their intent is to use the lakes to
solve the problem at minimum expense and little impact on
Monterey County.

Supervisor Pinard:

Ok, I wanted, I'm really glad you articulated that, because I think
that is a suspicion that I have shared in terms of that this seems to
be an effort to make determinations that's going to come back to
haunt us in the end for a totally different reason. And, I'm hearing
you and your experience articulate it so much better, but I just have
that gut reaction to what I'm reading that all is not what it seems
and your use of the word smokescreen is exactly right on.

Mr. McKee:

Well, let me just close by saying that I have now followed this, as I
have said for 30 years. I have been to several hundred meetings in
Monterey County, not just a few. They are fine people. They are
taking care of themselves, but there is no question in their mind and
I think this report reflects it, that as far as San Luis Obispo County
is concerned, it is a source of water and that's it.

Supervisor Pinard:

For Monterey.

Mr. McKee:

That's right.

Supervisor Pinard:

Right. Thank you very much and Supervisor Ovitt had something.

Supervisor Ovitt:

No, I think that is pretty much it, the only other thing I was going
to ask Frank, in your conclusion, you were talking about the actual
operation of the darn and I didn't know if you wanted to elaborate
on that because, again, you were there, I think, when we set up the

8

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-230

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

20-37

operations committee and finally got Mr. Madruga and everybody
together to talk about how we should operate that dam. When you
look at what their proposed project is to, basically, it in essence
lowers the spillway from the 800 acre feet to the 792. And then,
their charts don't reflect, basically, the operation that we have now
with the average water being, averages - I hate that word, but
anyway I'm using it - being at about the 700 and something level,
770, 780 level. I don't know if you just wanted to comment, I
know you used to comment to me on it, so I might mention the fact
that Frank spent a lot of time tending meetings at the Monterey
County Water Advisory organization and would report back to me
as to what was going on up there over the last eight years, at least
on that.
Mr. McKee:

Well, in this case I have attempted not to dwell on those short-term
levels, because I really consider them to be an interim thing. And,
whether they cut it off at 780 or 730, it really depends on a drought
cycle. Basically, when they need the water, if it doesn't rain, there
is a place they are going to get the water and that is those two
reservoirs. It is as simple as that. And, if you read through this
report, there are 16 major references in this report to additional
service distribution. And yet, they never quantify it. They never
schedule. They never look at the mitigation of additional
distribution. It is a nebulous thing. But, that's what's going to
happen. So, I don't dwell, if you will Supervisor Ovitt, on the first
20 or 25,000 acre feet of water.

Supervisor Ovitt:

I guess my point is that, and I brought it up with staff, is that the
talk at these various levels, one is the flood management level.

Mr. McKee:

Right.

Supervisor Ovitt:

Now that could be the first 110 or 150, depending on where we're
at to date. But the operation curve, that's probably the best thing,
but then the issue is, then they talk about the conservation level, but
they never talk about the capability of water releasing, flood
management, that they're also taking care of some of the
conservation issues at the same time. There's never been the
blending, it's always been two separate areas.

Mr. McKee:

Right. But it also says we will monitor the situation and make
additional releases as required. That's what you got to concern
yourself about.
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Supervisor Ovitt:

And we have brought up the issue about, in a sense, about the fact
that they don't talk about Marina and Fort Ord and that's those
extra areas for redistribution that you're speaking of

Mr. McKee:

Right. They have their problems. They have people up there who
feel more strongly than some of you folks do, believe me. I mean,
it's a major issue for them. And for us.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Thank you.

Supervisor Ovitt:

Thank you Frank.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Mr. Ryan.

Supervisor Ryan:

Well, if we're done with public, I wanted to recommend that we
send the staff comments with the attachment that we received here,
this Attachment B that has another nine subjects that we're
covering there.

Supervisor Pinard:

I'll second and I'd also like to make an addition. Frank mentioned
a couple of areas that were saved nebulously. You know. Where it
says additional distribution or an additional release may be
warranted. We need them to define what those circumstances are.
lt can't, that is such a, I mean that negates the whole EIR, that
somebody in some office gets to say, well we just want more and
that's exactly what he's talking about.

Supervisor Ovitt:

If I might interject, were you talking about, its under Number 4 and
probably the language could be added to that that would talk about
the expanded redistribution system.

Supervisor Pinard:

I would quote their own sentences, since staff is familiar with the
EIR and ask them to please explain each of those. You got it a
little general in Number 4. But if you really want accountability
that you can hang your hat on later, then go through the EIR and
quote the sentences that they say and could you please explain and
analyze when this would be taken into account and how.

Supervisor Ovitt:

The water captured by the downstream diversion situation was only
to cover the distribution system that's currently there. Or was it to
cover the expanded the distribution? And that's the question that I
think is being asked. Do they have to come back and get more
water in order to go to the expanded distribution.

10

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-232

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

20-39

20-40

Ms. Ferrara:

Christine Ferrara, Public Works Department. In their alternative,
preferred alternative, proposed project, they are not proposing any
additions to that distribution system, but in one of the alternatives
that's proposed to the project, they do include an expanded
distribution system. And I think that's what Mr. McKee was
referring to is that it's not very well quantified, that alternative
needs some flushing out.

Supervisor Ovitt:

Could we add that in around Number 4?

Ms. Ferrara:

We could add that in. I also wanted to mention that within the next
month, I'm going to be coming to this Board asking for an update
of the safe yield analysis that we've done, looking at an eye with
this County, 17,500 acre foot entitlement. And as part of that we'll
be looking very carefully at what the proposed reoperations of that
reservoir is, so not only do we put it in here as an EIR comment,
but in a very practical sense, we've got to get details about that
reoperation from Monterey, so that we're assessing our own impact
on our own entitlement accordingly.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Okay, before I get to Supervisor Bianchi, we had a motion was,

Supervisor Bianchi:

No, I wanted to add, I wanted to make sure that my words,
20-40

Chairperson Achadjian:

Okay, let me bring that under discussion, because, I don't know
how clear this is going to be to the Madam Clerk and my feelings
are that we are going too far ahead of a motion and a second. So,
there was a motion by Supervisor Ryan, seconded by Supervisor
Pinard.
.

Supervisor Pinard:

With an addendum.

Supervisor Bianchi:

Well I, this is under discussion.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Wait, wait, give me a second here. Have you followed us so far
Madam Clerk?

Clerk:

Well, at this point you have a motion on the floor that's to,
basically adopt the staff recommendations with the Attachment A
and the Attachment B. Supervisor Pinard is asking for, she
seconded the motion, asking for additional language to the motion,
but I'm not real clear as to exactly what words you're putting
where.
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Supervisor Pinard:

Alright, let's finish discussion and then we'll go back and reframe
the motion.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Okay. Supervisor Bianchi.

Supervisor Bianchi:

Mine is real simple. I just want to add the words at the very top
line, the end of the, well, it's the beginning of the second line,
would be describing a comprehensive "urban and agricultural water
conservation program." That's it.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Supervisor Ryan.

Supervisor Ryan:

Yeah. Mine is in Number 6 and there is a question there, the Draft
EIR must consider project impacts, if any associated with adopting
the update of this EIR. And then it says to what planning
mechanisms are in place to prevent new urban growth from
defeating the purpose of bringing additional water to the North
Salinas Valley and I believe it's a bit wider than that. I think that
we need to know how moving this water to the north effects the
delivery of water to the south part of the Valley. Because I believe
that you're going to look at their present EIR and it's going to talk
about the use of Nacimiento water to supply agriculture and urban
uses coming down that Salinas corridor and if they are now
changing that water to the north Valley, how does that effect their
EIR and their projected usage of both agriculture and urban for the
south part of the Valley.

Supervisor Ovitt:

Would that be accomplished by just taking the word north out.
This refers to the whole Salinas, the Salinas Valley is basically all
of, everything from Bradley all the way to Monterey Bay.

Supervisor Ryan:

I don't see the word north in there.

Supervisor Bianchi:

It's the very first of the very last line of Number 6.

Supervisor Ryan:

Oh, okay.

Supervisor Bianchi:

First word of the last line.

Supervisor Ovitt:

Yeah.

Supervisor Ryan:

I don't know if you would or not. That would help it, but I think
you're talking about some current use that they've identified this
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20-40
(cont'd)

Nacimiento water for the south end of the County to meet their
needs and if they start moving that same water and identifying that
for the north part of the Valley, then what are they backfilling their
present EIR in the south with?
Chairperson Achadjian:

Supervisor Pinard.

Supervisor Pinard:

I just want to finish up what Mike is saying and then add my own.
There is no magic number here as to how many questions you can
ask. And so, rather than keep trying to bundle a question, yeah,
take that one simply on its own. Because that gets to the issue of
backfilling, and that's exactly what comes out of it when you start
asking, identify what's the impact in the north. Well, if they shift it
here, they've got a huge impact in the north, but they've shifted the
water to the south, so you can't let anybody get away with playing,
kind of that game where, what's the game I'm thinking of, where
you put the pea under which one and say where are you following
it. Oh, come on, somebody out there. Shell game, thank you.
Thank you. Okay, so the question I had didn't need to be added to
anyone, it can stand on its own. And, what I'm suggesting is that
this motion is not to get every word exactly the same, it's to give
you the direction of each of the questions that we're trying to go
for. And, as you massage these, you may actually see where the
word north is in and you need to cover that. I'm not trying to undo
Mike's question. I think it's very valid and needs to be there as its
own question. And then also the one about the additional
distribution question is fair enough on its own question. We'll flush
each of these out. And then also on Number 8, another one that
occurs to me, where you say the Draft EIR does not accurately
describe San Luis Obispo County's plans and policies, well, it's not
just plans and policies. There's also a whole series of history and
agreements of historical use and those have weight. So, maybe that
comes under policies, but sometimes the more words you throw in
when you try and identify what has been past practice is this really
important to do. So, again, I'll leave it to you to massage that, but
I think you need to be a little bit more liberal on the questions that
you're asking. You can't ask too many in terms of protecting our
interests. So, I would ask that those four, ifit's agreeable, I don't
hear any others, from the motion maker to add to the motion as
direction to staff The first concur? Mike?

Supervisor Ryan:

Yes.
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(cont'd)

Supervisor Pinard:

Okay.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Madam Clerk, before I go any further, do you need any further
clarifications.

Supervisor Ryan:

Like what the questions are?

Clerk:

Okay, let's see if I've got at least an idea. How's that? The first
one I heard Supervisor Pinard say was talking about, wanting a
definition of what these additional releases are. Distributions,
releases. The second one was Supervisor Bianchi adding language
to Number 1, which is the comprehensive urban and agricultural
water conservation program. The third one is if we're drawing
from, bringing in additional water for the purpose of the north
Salinas Valley, how is that effecting urban and ag for the south
Valley, southern Valley, south or southern. And the last one is
again, being much more liberal in how we use "questions and
addressing Number 8 with the policies and plans for our County
versus, I assume Nacimiento Lake, for the Nacimiento Lake area.
Is that the last one? The last one I was a little confused on.

Supervisor Pinard:

Actually, the being more liberal in the questions was probably if
something occurs to you afterward, the specific direction on that
was to just to add in historical use and agreements.

(cont'd)

Clerk:

So the fourth one was historical use and agreement.

Supervisor Pinard:

Right.

Clerk:

Thank you.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Also have received direction from the Counsel that we send a copy
of the proceedings that took place here today. I don't know if that
has to be part of the motion or direction. Part of the motion.

Clerk:

Also the letter that is drafted for your signature needs to be
amended also so it will need to be retyped, because it only
addresses Attachment A and you now have this Attachment B.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Okay, Supervisor Ryan. Sending a copy, would that be part of
your motion?

Supervisor Ryan:

Yeah, that's be part of the motion.
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Chairperson Achadjian:

And the second concurs?

Supervisor Pinard:

Yes.

Supervisor Ryan:

And one other thing on 6. On the south end of the Valley, they
identified current use ofthat water, if we're moving it to the north
end and utilizing it, as it's currently used in the south end, and
identified as some long-term water for south end, is it going to
change.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Any further discussion on the motion? Supervisor Ovitt?

Supervisor Ovitt:

Let me offer a suggestion on where to put that language. The one
on the redistribution system that was the first one. You go into
Item Number 4, four, sixth sentence down, it says the Draft EIR
never considers a potential impacts of addressing only part of the
seawater intrusion problem and in that case I was going to put in
there, or make the suggestion that it would be either like an i.e. in
paragraphs or parenthesis that it would be the expanded
redistribution system, because it's not including impacts of
addressing the other parts of the problem and the other part of the
solution to the seawater intrusion was the expanded distribution
system, if I recall. And again, in that expanded distribution system,
is the MarinaIFord Ord, ties it all together. It's all in that same
area, is what I'm trying to say. So the language you're talking
about can be put in there and address everything you're talking
about.

Supervisor Pinard:

Well, Harry, the only thought is that sometimes if you start getting
one paragraph down to 15 different lines and then the thought often
gets lost. Sometimes keeping your sentences, and that's why I was
going to keep the distribution question really simple, just make
them answer it.

Supervisor Ovitt:

Yeah, but Number 4 basically, when you're talking about the Ford
OrdlMarina area is talking about a majority of that redistribution
area.

Supervisor Pinard:

Yeah, I just, I want to be sure they don't start hiding behind lengthy
questions and lengthy paragraphs and let's make sure they answer
that one, because it came up both from Mr. McKee and from a lot
of us in terms of what's going on. Where it's heading.
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20-40
(cont'd)

Chairperson Achadjian:

Any further discussion? Madam Clerk. You're okay. Sure. All
those in favor signify by saying aye.

All Supervisors:

Aye.

Chairperson Achadjian:

Any opposed? (No response.) It's unanimous. Next item please.
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I 20-40
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LETTER

20

San Luis Obispo County, Board of Supervisors
Khatchik H. "Katcho" Achadjian, Chairperson
August 21, 2001

•

•

20-1

It is noted that an encroachment permit may be required for work along and closure
of Lake Nacimiento Drive. MCWRA will attain all necessary permits prior to
implementation of the proposed projects and will adhere to all permit conditions.

20-2

The operational alternative to the proposed project, Subsurface Diversion and
Increased Use of Recycled Water (Alternative B), is essentially the project proposed
previously by the MCWRA and evaluated in the 1998 draft EIR. Both the proposed
project (Alternative A), which is described in Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and
Alternative B (described in Chapter 4.0) would include the diversion of surface water
during normal and above-normal water years and more reliance on groundwater
during dry years when surface water supplies are unavailable due to reservoir water
elevations dropping below the outlet works. Hence, both involve a "conjunctive
use" approach. Alternative A and Alternative B would have the same impacts on
visual resources and recreation because water surface elevations at Nacimiento and
San Antonio reservoirs would be affected to about the same extent under the two
alternatives. However, Alternative A is the preferred action because it would have
fewer environmental impacts, overall, than Alternative B and would also achieve the
project objectives of stopping seawater intrusion and providing adequate water
supplies.

20-3

A drought is not identified by an elevation level that is reached in a reservoir but by
climatic conditions such as precipitation and runoff into the reservoirs. Under the
SVWP, the operations of the reservoirs in periods of drought would be conducted in
order to maximize the stream recharge component of the project and to meet water
right obligations. Surface water diversions and recreational opportunities would
likely be curtailed when there is a prolonged drought condition that results in low
reservoir levels.
Operation of the SVWP in dry years would depend on a number of factors,
including results of groundwater monitoring, level of demand for water, and amount
of recycled water available to meet water demand in the CSIP area. Because the
MCWRA is unable to anticipate these various factors, specific operations cannot be
specified at this time.

20-4

Please see response to Comment 19-22.

20-5

Please see Master Response MR-10.
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20-6

Please see Master Response MR-l0.

20-7

Table 5.4-4 has been amended to include the additional data provided by San Luis
Obispo County and is included in Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR/EIS.

20-8

In response to the commenter's request, a copy of the Pete Soderberg letter (in
response to the 1998 NOP) is included in Appendix B of this Final EIR/EIS.

20-9

The exhibits presented by the commenter are applicable to the proposed project and
are herein incorporated to the Draft EIR/EIS. As depicted in the comment
attachments (Exhibits 2 and 3), recreation opportunities are substantially diminished
based on boat ramp availability at the 730-foot elevation level. Further, at 730 feet
elevation, less than half of the maximum surface area of the lake is available. This
further substantiates the conclusions in the Draft EIR/EIS that the project's increase
in lake level reductions is a significant impact to recreation and visual resources.
Please see Master Response MR-2.

20-10 Please see responses to Comments 19-1 and 19-24. Please refer to response to
comment 19-22 regarding the graphical representation of monthly reservoir flows at
Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs under baseline and project conditions.
20-11

Although the proposed project has the potential to affect lake levels at Lakes
Nacimiento and San Antonio, it would not affect other factors influencing recreation
(i.e., air temperature, holidays, economic indicators). Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS
only evaluates how changes in lake levels resulting from project implementation
would affect recreational activities at the aforementioned lakes. However, please also
see Master Response MR-2.

20-12 Please see Master Response MR-l0.
20-13 Please refer to Master Response MR-2. Note that reducing diversion rates during
below normal periods would result in an insufficient amount of water to meet the
objective of halting seawater intrusion. During droughts when water levels in the
lake fall below the oudet works, no diversion will occur, but at that point lake levels
will be far below 730 feet and the recreational/visual impact will result.
20-14 Please see response to Comment 3-4 or see Master Response MR-5.
20-15

MCWRA will be required to attain an encroachment permit for construction work
near the dam spillway. Note that all two-way closures are proposed to be limited to
15 minutes, 4 times a day (see page 5.10-18 of the Draft EIR/EIR. All public
notification requirements included as part of permit conditions will be stricdy
adhered to. The Community Association at Oak Shores may request project-specific
information from MCWRA as needed.

20-16 The commenter's request to include an additional mitigation measure that prevents
transit mix trucks to spill concrete roads is noted. However, it is impossible to
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guarantee that transit mix trucks would not spill concrete on the project roadways
during construction activities. The Draft EIR/EIS includes mitigation measures for
construction-related safety hazards from tracking of mud or gravel, which would
require the construction contractor to clean paved roads leading to and from the
construction site during the construction period. The mitigation measure would
also apply to concrete spills on roadways.
20-17 It is noted that San Luis Obispo County currendy collects traffic impact fees for
projects at Heritage Ranch and Oak Shores, which are intended for roadway
improvements along Nacimiento Lake Drive, and that the fund is not capable of
implementing any roadway improvement projects at this time, nor in the foreseeable
future. This does not alter the conclusions in the Draft EIR/EIS.
20-18 The commenter's request to include an additional mitigation measure that addresses
one-way traffic closures is noted. The following mitigation measure has been added
to the EIR/EIS (see Chapter 3.0 of this document). Page 5.10-18 of the DEIR/EIS
is revised to include:
Construction-Related Road and Lane Closures (AIt A-1, AIt A-3, AIt B-1, AIt
B-5).
•
One-way traffic closures shall not occur on Fridays or weekends during the
peak recreation season (M:ay 1st - September 30th), or during any morning or
evening peak times (1-9 AM and 4-6 PM) on Monday through Thursday.
20-19 Typical construction activities would occur between 7 AM and 6 PM. However,
there are times when it is more practical to perform construction activities during
nighttime hours. In these instances, construction activities that may require
prolonged closures, defined as closures longer than 15 minutes, would be limited
between 12 AM and 5 AM.
20-20 The commenter is requesting employment data pertinent to recreation-related
activities at Lake Nacimiento. According to Water World Resorts, there are a total
of 120 recreation-related jobs (60 full-time and 60 part-time) at Lake Nacimiento
Resort (Heath, pers. comm., 2001). In addition, there are approximately 70
recreation-related jobs in the local area, including Monterey County parks personnel.
For a more detailed discussion, please see Master Response MR-6.
20-21 Please refer to Master Response MR-6.
20-22 Please see Master Response MR-5.
20-23 The commenter questions whether the model used for the Draft EIR/EIS analysis is
outdated and notes that it been only "partially updated," but does not specify in what
sense the model may be outdated. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluation is not based on an
outdated model. The model is up to date and provides a solid foundation for
prediction of the Basin's hydrology. The model simulates conditions based on the
46-year hydrologic period from October 1948 through September 1994 that
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represents a wide range of hydrologic and climatic conditions. Extending the
hydrologic period an additional six years from October 1994 to September 2000 was
not deemed necessary because projected land and water use estimates used in the
analysis have not changed, and a review of the extra hydrologic data indicated that
incorporating the data into the extensive set of data already being used in the model
analysis was not warranted. The purpose of using the model is to assess the impacts
of the SVWP under a wide range of hydrologic and climatic data, which the existing
model accomplishes with the 46-year hydrologic period. See also response to
Comment 19-5, Master Response MR-1 and Master Response MR-4.
20-24 Please see Master Response MR-1.
20-25 The preferred alternative is intended to halt seawater intrusion to all areas of the
Salinas Valley, including the Marina/Fort Ord area. As noted in Figures 5.3-22, 5.323,5.3-51, and 5.3-52, the SVWP would benefit the Marina/Fort Ord area in the
same manner as the Castroville area.
The expanded distribution system is described and evaluated at a conceptual level in
the Draft EIR/EIS (see pages 3-23 and 3-24 for a preliminary description). If
monitoring of project effectiveness were to indicate that an expanded distribution
system is necessary in the future to meet the project objectives, a more detailed
analysis of monitoring data would be conducted to determine where an expanded
distribution system would be placed to achieve optimum benefit. At that time, a
project level environmental analysis would be conducted to assess the impacts and
effectiveness of different distribution system alternatives and describe in greater
detail the location of the distribution system. Given that the need for such a system
is highly speculative, and may never be needed, additional detail and analysis at this
time is not warranted. See also response to Comment 3-9.
It must also be noted that the project's "impacts" on seawater intrusion are only
beneficial. Thus, if the project were not as effective as modeled in some areas of the
basin - and this Is not expected - the "impact" would be that the beneficial effects
were not as great as hoped. But in no cases would adverse impact to groundwater
quality be expected.
20-26 Please see response to Comments 3-9 and 20-25 regarding the expanded deliveries.
The effects of conditions under expanded deliveries are evaluated in Section 5.9. See
the references to future (2030) conditions. For example, Tables 5.9-8 and 5.9-10
provide information on reservoir surface elevations under 2030 conditions with and
without the project. The recreation impacts summarized on pages 2-16 and 2-17
apply to both the existing and future SVWP scenarios. As can be seen, 2030
conditions slightly reduce the magnitude of impacts to recreation (and visual
resources), as more of the diverted water would be composed of recycled water than
current conditions (because more recycled water would be available).
20-27 A nitrate management workplan to stop nitrate contamination in the Basin is not
included as part of the current project but is the subject of separate planning efforts
by the MCWRA. Section 4 of the 1998 Draft of the Salinas Valley Water Project
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Nitrate Management Program outlines the five-year program MCWRA is currently
using. At the end of this first five-year period, the program will be evaluated for its
effectiveness. It is during this time that strategic planning for the next five-year
phase of nitrate management will begin.
It is not anticipated that nitrate management will affect the long-term use of recycled
water such that more water from Nacimiento would be needed in the future. As
shown in Table 5.4-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, nitrate concentrations in recycled water
are lower than the Salinas River, and together the concentrations are far below
existing well concentrations and drinking water standards.

20-28 The information presented in the Draft EIR/EIS represents the best information
available at the time of its preparation. At that time, Monterey County's General Plan
Update was in preparation and not available for public use. Because Monterey
County subsequently released for public review a first draft of its general plan update
on December 18, 2001, (6 months after the Draft EIR/EIS was released)
information provided in this update need not be incorporated into the Final
EIR/EIS. According to §15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, "An EIR must include
a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project,
as they exist at the time of the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from
both a regional and local perspective. This environmental setting will normally
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant. It is also important to note that while the General
Plan Update for Monterey County is available for public review, the EIR for the
General Plan has not been completed and the General Plan is only a draft
(Anderson, pers. comm., 2002). Until it is adopted, the potential growth resulting
from the plan cannot be relied upon.
As to the issue of "moving water to the northern end of the valley," the south end of
the Salinas Valley, like the north end, relies on groundwater, and the basin is
recharged by water in the Salinas River, including releases from Nacimiento and San
Antonio reservoirs. As described on page 5.3-8 and 5.3-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
modifications in releases from these reservoirs from reoperation will increase
groundwater levels in all areas of the Basin (including the Upper Valley Subarea,
which is the south valley). This would provide for a better balance of groundwater
in the south valley area. In other words, more water would be available for beneficial
uses, including agriculture.

20-29 MCWRA has the discretionary authority to approve the Salinas Valley Water Project.
As such, it is the appropriate CEQA Lead Agency. The SWRCB is a Responsible
Agency under CEQA due to its permitting authority for water rights for the project,
as well as its oversight over seawater intrusion.
20-30 The Draft EIR/EIS describes those policies in the San Luis Obispo County General
Plan, Nacimiento Area Plan, that are applicable to the proposed project, including
Policy 1 for the Environment and Policy 18 for Public Services. Please refer to page
5.1-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Also, the historical use and terms of San Luis Obispo's water entidement agreement
("1959 Agreement") with the MCWRA is discussed on page 5.3-5 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Please see Master Response MR-10.
20-31 The commenter has requested considering whether the Draft EIR/EIS should be
recirculated for additional review based on the generation of "significant new
information". Recirculation is not needed.

As evidenced by this document, the Draft EIR/EIS generated a substantial number
of comments and the responses have resulted in generation of a large amount of new
information. But the question is whether this should be considered significant new
information that requires recirculation.

NEPA Requirements
Section 1502.9(c) of the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations hold
that a supplement to a document (which is the same, in this case, as recirculation)
must be prepared under the following circumstances:
(i)

The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are
relevant to environmental concerns; or

(ii)

There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action and its
impacts.

CEQA Requirements
CEQA is much more specific in identifying the kind of information that would
require recirculation for additional public review. CEQA Guidelines §15088.5
describes the conditions under which recirculation is required. Provided below is the
relevant discussion from the Guidelines.
"(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information
is added to the EIR after public ... (review of the draft EIR) ... but before
certification. As used in this section, the term "information" can include changes in
the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information.
New information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate
or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's
proponents have declined to implement. "Significant new information" requiring
recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
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(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental
impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded ...

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.
Is Recirculation Required?
In considering the CEQ NEPA Regulations, it can be concluded that a supplement,
and therefore recirculation for public comment, is not required. There are no
substantial changes in the proposed project. None of the environmental
circumstances surrounding the project have changed. And, while there is a large
amount of information that amplifies on the impacts of the project, none of the
information provided by this commenter, or any other commenter, results in a
change in the significance of any identified impact. Thus, based on NEPA, a
supplement (which would require recirculation) is not warranted.
Consideration of the CEQA Guidelines leads to the same response. While there are
numerous comments on significant environmental impacts, no new significant
environmental impacts are identified by this or any other commenter. Information
is added to amplify on previously identified significant impacts, but this information
does not change the significance or make more severe a previously identified impact.
A number of additional alternatives and mitigation measures are identified in
comment letter 20 and in other comments throughout this document. However, in
no case has a suggested new, feasible alternative or mitigation measure, considerably
different from others previously analyzed, and which would clearly lessen the
impacts of the project, been identified and rejected by the lead agency. A number of
new alternatives and mitigation measures are suggested by commenters, and in each
case the feasibility and ability to lessen environmental impacts is considered. In
some instances, new mitigation has been added to the EIR/EIS; in others, a new
alternative or mitigation is considered but rejected for one or more of the following
reasons: (1) environmental impacts would not be lessened, (2) the mitigation or
alternative is not feasible for cost, legal, or technical reasons, or (3) the alternative or
mitigation is not feasible because it would substantially hamper the ability of the
project to meet its primary objectives of halting seawater intrusion. For these
reasons, it is concluded that recirculation is not warranted under CEQA.

20-32 The commenter suggests that the MCWRA may not be using a variety of means to
meet its water needs, but this is not an accurate portrayal. For instance, substantial
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conservation is practiced in the region (see Master Response MR-5). Added to that,
the MCWRA completed Phase 1 of its long-term goal to halt seawater intrusion on
April 15, 1998. On this date, the MCWRP, consisting of the CSIP and the Salinas
Valley Reclamation Project (SVRP) became operational and began producing
recycled water for use in irrigated crops. During calendar year 2000, over 11,000 AF
of recycled water was used for irrigation in lieu of groundwater pumping. However,
additional supplemental water is needed to halt seawater intrusion. The purpose of
the SVWP is to provide that additional supplemental water supply to halt seawater
intrusion. See also responses to Comment 3-4. Regarding the use of Nacimiento
Reservoir, please also see Master Response MR-6.
Regarding "implications" to San Luis Obispo County, MCWRA has an agreement
that up to 17,500 AFY of Nacimiento Lake water is for San Luis Obispo County's
diversion for beneficial uses, and this project would not alter that agreement. Please
see Master Response MR-10.

20-33 The Salinas Valley, and particularly the City of Salinas, has a very low per capita
water consumption rate compared to that of other areas of the state. Please see
Master Response MR-5 for more information on water conservation in the Salinas
Valley.
20-34 Please refer to response to Comment 20-30.
20-35 The commenter's statements regarding property values surrounding Nacimiento
Reservoir and San Antonio Reservoir are noted; please refer to Master Response
MR-6 for a discussion regarding project impacts on regional and local economics and
property values.
As for the statement regarding the project components, the project requires all five
physical/programmatic components (modification of the Nacimiento spillway;
reoperation of Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs; Salinas River recharge,
conveyance, and diversion, distribution/delivery of water; and delivery area pumping
management) to meet the objective of the proposed project of halting seawater
intrusion; none of the aforementioned components could individually halt seawater
intrusion. Thus, they are considered as one project.
Also, please refer to MR-9 concerning the impoundment.
Also, please refer to response to Comment 3-8 concerning how all components of
the project are needed to accomplish project objectives.

20-36 While not entirely clear, it appears that the commenter is referring to the 1995
Monterey Agreement, which was designed to facilitate water transfers among
contractors of the State Water Project. In September 2000, the Third District Circuit
of Appeals ruled that the EIR prepared for the 1995 Monterey Agreement was
invalid and that DWR, as the lead agency under CEQA, must prepare a new
Monterey Agreement EIR based on the provision and transfer of "real" water and
not "paper" water as had been done in the previous EIR.
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The Monterey Agreement has no bearing on the proposed project and is not
considered in this EIR/EIS.

20-37 The results from the hydrological model used to evaluate the proposed action
indicates that seawater intrusion would be halted with the proposed diversion,
continued recharge of the Basin, and use of recycled water in the short-term and,
potentially, in the long-term although an expansion to the delivery system could be
required in the future. Please refer to Section 5.3 (Hydrology and Flooding) for a
complete description of hydrological impacts.
No information is provided that refutes the conclusions of the hydrologic analysis.

20-38 If an expanded distribution system is necessary in the future to meet the project
objectives, a more detailed analysis of monitoring data will be conducted to
determine where an expanded distribution system would be placed to achieve
optimum benefit. At that time a project level environmental analysis will be
conducted to assess the impacts and effectiveness of different distribution system
alternatives and describe in greater detail the location of the distribution system.
Please see the discussions on pages 3-23 and 3-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS concerning
why a future delivery system is only conceptually planned and evaluated at this time.
20-39 The preferred Alternative addresses impacts on all areas of the Salinas Valley,
including the Marina/Ft. Ord area. As noted in Figures 5.3-22, 5.3-23, 5.3-51, and
5.3-52 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the SVWP would halt seawater intrusion in the
Marina/Fort Ord area. Please see response to Comment 20-25.
20-40 No further response is necessary as no environmental issues are raised. Proposed
wording changes to the County's comments on the Draft EIR/EIS were
incorporated into their comment letter and responded to in response to Comments
20-1 through 20-39, above.
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Monterey' CountY. Parks
P.o. BOX 5249, 855 E. LAUREL DRIVE, BLDG "G"
SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93915
(831) 755-4895
JOHN J. PINIO
Director of Parks

District Engineer
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers .
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197

August 22, 2001

Dear Mr. Smith,
The Monterey COilllty Parks Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project, dated June 2001, and has
the following comments:

•

•

Table 5.8-2 shows the proposed change in average monthly surface elevation at Lake San
. Antonio will be 31 feet. This represents a reduction of over 100, 000 acre-feet. This
condition would result in the North Shore launch ramp being marginally suitable and most
of the shoreline camping areas being high and dry. Attendance would decrease
dramatically (50%- 70%) and direct revenue losses would be expected to exceed
$500,000 to $700,000. In addition, the South Shore facility would suffer losses in the
25% - 40% range with direct revenue losses ofup to $300,000. Revenue losses at Lake
San Antonio alone could exceed $1,000,000 for the parks operations. The concession
operator would also experience severe revenue losses. Mitigation measures should be
considered to offset these losses.

Table 5.8-5 shows the proposed change in average monthly surface elevation at Lake
Nacimiento will be 21 feet. This represents a reduction of approximately 66,000 acre-feet.
This will result in many of the private launch ramps becoming non-serviceable late in the
summer and will result in lower visitations and revenue losses in the range of 20% - 30%.
This could reduce parks revenues by as much as $200,000. The concession operator
would suffer significantly greater losses. Mitigation measures should be considered to
offset these losses.
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21-1

21-2

•

•

•

Section 5.9-3 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts states that it would not be
feasible to mitigate for the reduction in the number of730-foot lake level days at either
Lake San Antonio or Lake Nacimiento. We propose that potential mitigation measures
were not given serious consideration and need to be re-evaluated in consultation with the
Monterey County Parks Department, the concessionaire at both Lake San Antonio and
Lake Nacimiento, and the landowners around Lake Nacimiento.

Section 5.6 Fish Biology states that the project with alternates A and B will have a lessthan-significant impact on the fisheries at Lake San Antonio and potentially significant
impacts on the fisheries at Lake Nacimiento. We question the conclusion that lower lake
levels of32 feet and 21 feet respectively and increased releases of 100,000 acre feet and
66,000 acre feet respectively can have less-than-significant and only potentially significant
impacts on the lakes fisheries. We also question the degree to which mitigation measures
were given serious consideration and recommend that additional mitigation measures be
considered.

There appear to be gross inconsistencies between the various tables and descriptions of
the amounts of additional water to be released from the lakes. With respect to the
reoperation of the reservoirs, additional release figures are listed in numerous sections.
These figures don't seem compatible with the amounts stated as additional water needed.
In addition, the projected lake levels don't seem compatible with the amounts projected to
be released from the lakes. The correlations between the amounts of additional releases,
the resulting projected lake levels, and the additional water to be introduced into the CSIP
and groundwater basin needs to be reevaluated.

Sincerely,

~~
JohnPinio
Director of Parks
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21-3

21-4

21-5

I

LETTER

21

Monterey County Parks
John J. Pinio, Director of Parks
August 22, 2001

•
21-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on park revenues and on the local economy near San Antonio
Reservoir.

21-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on park revenues and on the local economy near Nacimiento
Reservoir.

21-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for a discussion and proposed addition of
specific mitigation measures.

21-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-7. The commenter does not support any
additional mitigation and no other potential mitigation appears available in addition
to what is discussed in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

21-5

The commenter states that there are "gross inconsistencies" in the presentation of
reservoir-release information, amounts of water needed, and projected reservoir
levels in the Draft EIR/EIS. Because the commenter does not state which specific
information appears to be inconsistent, it is not possible to provide a detailed
response. Please note that the amounts released from the reservoirs also include the
amounts needed to meet minimum instream flow requirements in accordance with
the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the MCWRA and California
Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) (see page 5.3-4). With regard to the
information presented on reservoir levels, please note that revised modeling has been
performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and the reservoir levels shown in
tables and figures in the Draft EIR/EIS have been modified, although none of the
conclusions in the Draft EIR/EIS have been altered by this modification. See
Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0 for the revised simulation results.
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HERITAGE RANCH COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
4870 Heritage Road
Paso Robles, CA 93446
Phone (805) 227"6230 • FAX (805) 227-6231
August 24,2001
District Engineer
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps ofEngineeers
San Francisco District
353 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Re: DEIRIDEIS, Salinas Valley Water Project
Dear Mr. Smith,
Upon reviewing this document, based on my education, experience, and knowledge, the
proposed improvements will not be effective in stopping intrusion. My real concern and
the purpose of this letter, has to do with what is nothing short of significant fiscal chaos
that would result from the reduced water levels as set forth in Table 5.8-5.
These proposed levels are nothing short of "economic homicide" for lakeside
communities, including the Village of Heritage Ranch. Property values reportedly will be
reduced in excess of $100 million in exchange for a project that cost some $16 million
and designed to gain a mere average 27,000 acre feet of water per year. This exchange is,
from an inclusive fiscal perspective, clearly upside dawn!

22-1

While it maybe true that CEQA does not require consideration ofJiscal impacts.from a
proposed project, to tum a blind eye to what is so clearly a significant fiscal impact on the
property owners and businesses in San Luis Obispo County would be a major travesty.
I would also comment regarding the issue of water use priorities (flood, conservation and
recreation), the irrefutable and inescapable fact remains that for many years, entire
communities, as well as significant commerce now exist due solely to the presence of
Lake Nacimiento. This must be recognized and considered within the approval process
for this project.

22-2

22-3

Kit Carter, District Manager
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I

LETTER

22

Heritage Ranch Community Services District
Kit Carter, District Manager
August 24, 2001

•

•

22-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the economic and property
value effects of the project at both Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio. It is
important to note that the objective of the project is to halt seawater intrusion, in a
basin that produces over $2 billion in agricultural crop value annually and in an area
where more than 150,000 people rely on groundwater. Please see Master Response
MR-1.

22-2

The operation policy for Lake Nacimiento was recommended by the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency Reservoir Operations Committee and adopted by
the MCWRA Board of Directors on April 24, 2000. The water use priorities
established by the Reservoir Operations Committee, aside from flood storage
capacity, are conservation and recreation. The importance of recreational uses of
Nacimiento Reservoir was acknowledged and covered in great detail in the Draft
EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS analysis concluded that making the conservation
releases necessary to halt seawater intrusion and meet demand for water would
significandy affect recreation. The MCWRA would attempt to mitigate the impact of
reservoir reoperation on recreation to the extent possible. Mitigation to reduce the
impact is included in this Final EIR/EIS. See Master Response MR-2 for additional
discussion.

22-3

The commenter's request that any reoperation plan incorporate a minimum elevation
of 740 feet is noted. The hydrologic model indicates that lake levels would be
required to fall below the 740-foot level, substantially below in some years, to meet
the objectives of the project. Thus, the request to hold reoperation to a 740-foot
level is not a feasible mitigation measure. The revised modeling performed since
completion of the Draft EIR/EIS shows that effects of SVWP operations on
reservoir elevations would be less than reported in the Draft EIR/EIS; however, the
significance conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EIS have not changed. See
Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0 for a description of the revised simulations
and results.
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MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT
11 RESERVATION ROAD· MARINA, CA 93933-2099

Home Page: www.mcwd.org
TEL (831) 384-6131 • FAX (831) 384-2479

August 27, 2001
Mr. Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Subject:
~111

RECEIVED
AUG 3 0 2001
WATER BESOURCL
AGENCY

Salinas Valley Water Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft
Envirorimental Impact Statement (DEIRfDEIS)

Dear~ll\1eyer:
The Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) congratulates the MCWRA and the ACOE on
the publication of the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) DEIRIDEIS. This important
document includes much useful information, and it represents the next step in a lengthy
and complex process to achieve the objectives stated in the opening chapter: (l) to halt
seawater intrusion, (2) to provide adequate water supplies to meet 2030 needs, and (3) to
improve the hydrologic balance in the Salinas groundwater basin.
The MCWD hereby provides the following written comments on the DEIRfDEIS:
1. It is doubtful that the proposed project will halt seawater intrusion. As stated
numerous times throughout the. document, the proposed project - which includes a
delivery component that provides Salinas River water to only the agricultural users within
the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) area (approximately 12,000 irrigated
acres as shown in Figure 3-3) - has been designed to halt seawater intrusion in the
Salinas groundwater basin. The text on page 2-1 states seawater intrusion is to be halted
by hydrologically balancing the basin. Intrusion is seen in Figures 1-2 and 1-3, and
encompasses an area far greater than the CSIP area. Delivery to the CSIP area will not
likely halt intrusion; and, in particular, these planned deliveries will have an insufficient
effect on intrusion in the MarinalFt Ord area. Figure 1-3 which depicts the extent of
intrusion in the critical 400' aquifer distinctly shows there are two primary areas along
the coast where intrusion enters the basin: one near Castroville, and one near Marina.
The most recent intrusion data (1999) prepared by the MCWRA and as seen in Figures 12 and 1-3, indicates significant movement of saline water from the Monterey Bay in the
MarinaiFt Ord area from earlier data. The amount of (1999) movement may be
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23-1

Mr. Bob Meyer
August 27, 2001
Page 2

attributable to the fact that monitoring and data collection in prior years did not include
the MarinalFt Ord area as comprehensively as it did the CSIP area. Nevertheless, the
Agency's 1999 data clearly indicates there is a real and possibly urgent problem in the
MarinalFt Ord area. Decreasing pumping in the CSIP (Castroville) area may help the
overall groundwater basin begin to recover thereby decreasing intrusion in the basin, but
if the project is implemented as designed, with only delivery to the CSIP area, the
MarinalFt Ord area will not receive the level of protection required to halt intrusion. As a
result, the wells that currently provide 100% of the Ft. Ord potable water supply will be
in danger of contamination.

23-1

(cont'd)

On page 7-5, the document states, "Further, more municipal/industrial growth is
expected in the Salinas/MarinaiFt Ord area, where seawater intrusion is a more
immediate issue, than in more southerly areas of the Salinas Valley." We would agree
with this statement and note that while decreasing pumping between Salinas and the coast
should improve the situation in the 400' aquifer for the Salinas area, this project would do
little to control or halt intrusion in the MarinalFt Ord area.
Page 2-3, states that, " ... hydrologic modeling shows that the project may not halt
seawater intrusion in the long-term future (2030). If this were to occur, additional
distribution capacity will be created in a new pipeline and water would be delivered
outside the CSIP area to ensure project objectives are met and seawater intrusion is
halted." We suggest that the available data clearly indicates that the project will not halt
intrusion today in the MarinalFt Ord area, and that the Agency will be ill-advised to delay
the expansion of the delivery system by any amount oftime, much less 30 years.
Page 2-3 also states, "The hydrologic model used for the project shows that seawater
intrusion would be halted in the short term, but may not be fully halted in the long term
(2030). Seawater intrusion is not halted through deliveries to only the CSIP area in the
long term. An expanded delivery system and expanded deliveries would be necessary to
halt seawater intrusion in the long-term future." We request that the hydrologic model
used for the project be specifically run to depict how this project would halt seawater
intrusion in the short term in the MarinalFt Ord area.
Page 5.2-9 states, "This expanded distribution system would parallel the existing CSIP
pipeline from the proposed diversion facility to a new turnout point, as displayed in
Figure 3-3." Where the document discusses an expanded distribution system for the
project (Alternative A), it indicates a parallel pipeline in an easterly direction to Highway
183, and then presumably south toward Salinas (see Figure 3-3 Legend: "Parallel
Pipeline (If needed))". Figure 4-1 (Alternative B) more appropriately indicates the
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Mr. Bob Meyer
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Page 3

location of potential pipeline alignments that would be required to move diverted Salinas
River water to areas of distribution in Salinas, Marina and Ft Ord. Page 4-9 states that
Alternative B includes three delivery options: 1 Maximize agricultural deliveries, 2 Maximize Urban Deliveries, and 3 - Combination of Agricultural and Urban Deliveries.
We believe that delivery option 2 or 3 would be needed and designed to deliver diverted
water to the MarinalFt Ord area to ensure intrusion is halted in this area.
Page 3-23 states, " ... without the preferred project the current groundwater problems in
the basin are projected to continue in the future. Therefore, preferred project water is
needed to offset groundwater pumping in order to meet the stated project
objective/needs ... " We generally agree with this statement. Project water is needed to
help achieve the stated objectives. We disagree with the preferred project's delivery area.
Page 3-23 continues, "It is MCWRA 's strategy to target delivery of diverted SVWP water
so that it is (sic) has the greatest potential to efficiently meet the proposed project's
objectives/needs. This would best be accomplished by making deliveries in the northern
area of the Basin and correspondingly reducing withdrawals from the 180- and 400-Foot
Aquifers in that area." We would agree that it is critical to carefully target the diverted
SVWP water so that it has the greatest potential to meet the project's objectives/needs.
We strongly disagree with the proposed CSIP delivery area. The project's delivery
system should be designed now as part of the preferred project to halt the advance of
seawater intrusion toward the Salinas and the MarinalFt Ord areas.
Page 3-23 continues, " ... the MCWRA determined that most or all of the primary project
objective could be met by delivering water to agricultural uses already using a
combination of MCWRA recycled water and groundwater." We request to see output
from the hydrologic model that demonstrates that most or all of the intrusion in the
MarinaiFt Ord area would be halted by delivering diverted SVWP water to the CSIP
system.
Page 3-23 continues, " ... While the SVIGSM indicates that seawater intrusion will be
halted by the project (in conjunction with the CSIP deliveries) based on (1995) demands,
with a projected increase in water demands (primarily associated with urban
development) in the north valley area in the future, seawater intrusion may not be fully
halted based on 2030 projections. For the year 2030, the modeling indicates seawater
intrusion may be 2,200 AFY with surface water deliveries only to the CSIP area. This is
substantially less than the 10,500 AFY of intrusion that would occur without the project"
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Again, we request hydrologic model output that demonstrates intrusion in the MarinaiFt
Ord area 180' and 400' aquifers would be halted based on 1995 demand. While the
reduction of nearly 8,000 AFY of intrusion would be significant, the remaining
(modeled) 2,200 AFY does not come close to meeting project objectives. And, these
gross numbers do not address the need to halt intrusion along the entire coast line,
specifically in the MarinaiFt Ord area.
Page 3-24 states, " ... The project could potentially halt intrusion in 2030 with deliveries
only within the CSIP system ... However, SVIGSM modeling does demonstrate that the
delivery of an average 18,300 AFY ofSVWP water in combination with recycled water to
CSIP and agricultural uses outside of the CSIP area would fully halt seawater
intrusion." We believe that in order to meet the project objective of halting intrusion,
this level of diversion and the incorporation of an expanded delivery system - outside the
CSIP area (as identified as Phase 2 during the Public Hearing) - will be required. The
longer the Agency waits to come to this conclusion, the more irreversible the damage will
be in areas of the basin's aquifers.
2. The Preferred Monitoring Program is insufficient. On pages 3-25 and 3-26, the
preferred monitoring program is briefly described. It states, in part, " ... the MCWRA is
proposing to tailor, and supplement where necessary, existing monitoring
efforts ... Monitoring will occur over time. It will determine if the proposed project is
successful in halting seawater intrusion based on current demands and in the future, with
deliveries to only the CSIP area. If the SVWP is not successful at meeting project
objectives, additional facilities (e.g., expanding the distribution / delivery area) would be
considered at a future date." As stated above in our preceding comments, the MCWD
believes that the preferred project (Alternative A) as proposed and described in this
document would fail to achieve the primary objective: to halt seawater intrusion in the
basin. The coastal monitoring program is an integral component of any SVWP
alternative. Current, accurate information about the status and location of intrusion must
be available to all water users in the basin. We believe that the "tailoring" and
"supplementing" of the existing monitoring will have to be significant to produce a
strong program that is capable of providing accurate, comprehensive information about
intrusion all along the coast and as far inland as is necessary. Only such a complete and
integrated monitoring system - that fully includes the MarinaiFt Ord area - will be
capable of providing reliable data to be used to help determine the need for additional
facilities or management strategies. As an enhanced monitoring program is essential to
the success ofthe SVWP, it should be more fully described in the DEIRIDEIS.
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3. The hydrologic modeling conducted in support ofthe preparation of the DEIRIDEIS is
not sufficient. At the bottom of page 5-1, the document provides three reasons why the
SVIGSM was not updated to do reruns of Alternative B. Paraphrasing the three reasons,
the documents states that (1) impacts on the reservoirs and river are similar to Alternative
A; (2) its costly to do model runs; and, (3) Alternative B is no longer the preferred
alternative, and the model's accuracy is sufficient to compare Alternatives A and B.
Further, on page 5.3-11 the document states, in part, "Nevertheless, the results of the
1998 EIR modeling of Alternative B compared with hydrologic conditions defined using
the same model yield generally the same relative level of change as would result from
using the updated model. "
23-11

Before this project can be supported as the preferred project to halt seawater intrusion in
the basin, it must be demonstrated that the project is capable of halting intrusion. Not
merely in gross, basin inflow-outflow calculations, but demonstrating intrusion will be
halted across the entire coastallbasin interface. Ultimately, the Agency must not be
persuaded to opt for the least expensive alternative without convincing data that
demonstrates that once implemented it will completely solve the problem. The water
users in the Salinas Basin can not afford to wait to learn whether or not the proposed
preferred project -- delivering diverted Salinas River water to only the CSIP area -- can
achieve the primary objective of halting intrusion. This is an especially imperative issue
for the water users in the MarinaJFt Ord area. Without a delivery system to provide
diverted water to the MarinalFt Ord area to be used to reduce the amount of ground water
pumping in this area (as in the CSIP area to the north, between Salinas and the coast)
intrusion is likely to continue its inland movement in the 180' and 400' aquifers. This
would have significant and costly impacts on MCWD operations for our Marina and Ft
Ord customers, who pay Zone 2/2A assessments, and who, presumably, will be asked to
help pay for this SVWP.
4. MCWD Allocation. Page 7-9 states that MCWD has access to 4,400 AFY of Basin
water. The 1996 Annexation Agreement and Groundwater Mitigation Framework for
Marina Area Lands identifies: 3,020 AFY as MCWD's limit of potable groundwater
from the Basin for land in the Marina area outside the former Ft Ord Military
Reservation; to be increased by 920 AFY if the Armstrong Ranch is annexed into the
Zones; and further increased by 500 AFY if the Lonestar property is annexed into the
Zones. The EIRIEIS should likewise clarify this 4,440 AFY total possible MCWD
allocation.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-258

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

23-12

Mr. Bob Meyer
August 27, 2001
Page 6

In summary, the MCWD supports a Salinas Valley Water Project that (1) can obtain the
required permits for all components, (2) can be reliably operated in accordance with
stated procedures, (3) includes a delivery system that delivers new supplemental water
supplies to targeted areas designed to uniformly halt seawater intrusion along the coast,
(4) hydrologically balances the basin, (5) provides adequate water supplies to meet 2030
needs, and (6) is supported by equitable assessments or charges based on demonstrable
cost-benefit analysis among participants.
Our primary concern is that the SVWP described in this DEIRIDEIS will not achieve the
majority of these objectives or benchmarks. When the MCWD annexed into Zones 2/2A
in 1996 by signing the Annexation Agreement and Groundwater Mitigation Framework
for Marina Area Lands, along with the MCWRA, City of Marina, Armstrong and
Lonestar, the District voluntarily agreed to limit its groundwater extractions in the basin
and to conserve and help manage the basin's water resources. In exchange for this
voluntary limitation and commitment, and the $2.45 million in required annexation fees
which were dedicated to the Basin Management Plan (BMP) process, the MCWRA
agreed to a BMP that includes benefits for the Marina area, including consideration of the
Marina area for a Basin alternative to groundwater pumping in the Marina area. Three
years prior to that, in 1993, the US Army annexed the lands of the former Ft Ord into
Zones 2/2A at a cost of over $7 million and agreed to take no more than 6,600 AFY from
the Salinas Basin. In that agreement, the County committed to providing the Ft Ord lands
a replacement water supply system to provide a long-term, reliable water supply and
protection for the residents and property owners of the former military installation.
The DEIRJDEIS does not seriously consider the MarinaiFt Ord area for a BMP/SVWP
alternative to groundwater pumping as called for in the 1993. and 1996 annexation
agreements. Rather, the Agency has described a project that will provide distinct direct
benefits to the CSIP growers, and, hopefully identifiable benefits to the Salinas area in
slowing or halting intrusion in that portion of the Pressure Area.. M CWRA' s strategy as
stated in the DEIRIDEIS is to put this project in-place in the Castroville area now and
wait for years as a more comprehensive monitoring program is completed to see if
seawater intrusion is halted. It is doubtful that this project will halt intrusion in the
MarinalFt Ord area as can be seen by overlaying the DEIRIDEIS Figures 1-2, 1-3 and 33. Clearly, reduced pumping in the CSIP area will have an insufficient effect to the
south. In order to halt the southern intrusion front, pumping in the 180' and 400' aquifers
will need to be curtailed and/or a supplemental source of water supplied, specifically to
replace or augment the existing Ft Ord wells.
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The MarinaiFt Ord area has been identified by the County as an area of great economic
importance. The redevelopment of the former military installation lands depends
primarily on the availability of a reliable, sustainable source of water. Without such a
water source, the thousands of new housing units, the hundreds of thousands of square
feet of new educational/commercial/industrial space, and the thousands of new jobs
planned for the former installation will be jeopardized.
Finally, by focusing on the proposed project components as described - (Nacimiento
Spillway ModificationlReservoir Reoperation, River Diversion, and CSIP Delivery) - as
the solution to seawater intrusion in the basin; as the means to balance the basin
hydrologically; and, as the source of water supply to 2030; we believe the Agency sends
an incorrect message to the public: that this relatively inexpensive project will be
sufficient to achieve these objectives. Hydrologic balance may be achievable in the
Castroville area, but that has never been the objective of the BMP process. The Agency
has historically sought to design, build and operate a project that would protect all basin
water users. Certainly, the documented presence of accelerating intrusion in the
MarinaiFt Ord area, the more than $10 million paid to the Agency which enabled the
BMP/SVWP, the voluntary commitments in the MarinalFt Ord area to limit groundwater
extractions (the only such voluntary commitments in the entire basin), and the critically
important role this area is slated to play in the County's economy, all argue for an SVWP
that provides a complete solution. We can not wait many more years while more square
miles of irreplaceable aquifer storage is polluted to conclude that the MarinaiFt Ord area
must be included in a comprehensive solution.
The MCWD respectfully requests that the MCWRA consider moving forward with the
SVWP and that the Agency commit to immediately designing, evaluating and
incorporating an expanded delivery system, identified as Phase 2 during the Public
Hearing, that will bring supplemental water to where it is perhaps needed most: the
MarinaiFt Ord area. The MCWD can not support a project that does not include delivery
of supplemental water to this area.

'~/iincerely,

i<tt<
.

Michael D. Armstrong
General Manager
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ILETTER 23
Marina Coast Water District
Michael D. Armstrong, General Manager
August 27, 2001

•

•

23-1

Please see response to Comment 20-25. As discussed, the SVIGSM shows that
seawater will be halted under short-term conditions in the entire basin, including
Marina/Fort Ord, and that the system may need to be expanded to extend deliveries
in the long term. It is acknowledged that this is based on modeling, which is a
predictive tool. However, there are no other tools available to better evaluate the
ultimate fate of intruded seawater, and the commenter offers no substantial evidence
to support the conclusion that seawater will not be halted.

23-2

Please see response to Comment 20-25. The expanded delivery system would be
proposed to be implemented at such time that monitoring of SVWP performance
indicated that it was not effective in stopping seawater intrusion (if such a result were
found), based on an extensive monitoring system (see Section 3.2.7 of the Draft
EIR/EIS).

23-3

Please see response to Comment 20-5. Because it would be speculative at this time
to design a distribution system based on unknown future conditions, only a
conceptual system is considered in this EIR/EIS.

23-4

The commenter's preference for delivery option 2 or 3 under Alternative B is noted.
As discussed above and previously, it would be premature to commit to any specific
delivery options if seawater intrusion is not halted in the future. Hydrologic
modeling shows that seawater intrusion is halted in the short term and may not be in
the long term. The modeling calculates the fate of over 300,000 AFY in the Salinas
River and determines seawater intrusion would be halted, with 1,000 AFY flowing in
the groundwater basin out to the ocean. In the long-term (year 2030), modeling
shows that seawater intrusion is predicted to occur at a rate of 2,200 AFY without an
expanded distribution system. However, it needs to be recognized that these are
modeled results only and both results (short term and long term) show that the
project operates on the margin of whether seawater intrusion would be halted.
Given this conclusion, it would be imprudent to commit to design and construction
of a system that further expands deliveries when it is not known if an expanded
system will be needed and, if so, where. Hence, the MCWRA is committing to an
extensive monitoring system (see Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.2-7), the purpose of
which is to determine project success and any needed adjustment, including an
expanded distribution system. See also response to Comment 20-25.

23-5

Please see responses to Comments 20-5 and 23-4.
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23-6

Please see responses to Comments 20-5 and 23-4.

23-7

Figures 5.3-20, 5.3-21 (short term), 5.3-49 and 5.3-50 (year 2030) show the data from
the modeled output results that reflects both annual average and modeled hydrologic
information on the fate of seawater intrusion. The attached tables show the same
information that is included in the figures. Raw data output from the models is
available for review at the MCWRA offices, 893 Blanco Circle, Salinas.

23-8

Please refer to response to Comment 23-7.

23-9

Please see responses to Comments 20-25, 23-2, 23-4, and 23-7.

23-10 The MCWRA will redesign the current monitoring network to maximize ground
water data accuracy and minimize data collection efforts. A consultant has produced
a report that was received by the MCWRA Board of Directors in 2001 that proposes
a phased implementation of a new network. Also considered are data needs and
MCWRA resources (staff and funding). With the implementation of the SVWP, the
current ground water network would be refined (engineered to better represent the
ground water profile); this could mean expansion, or the elimination of some
redundant wells to be coupled with the addition of other wells.
23-11

Alternative A was not identified as the preferred alternative in place of Alternative B
solely as a result of cost issues. Aspects of some of the Alternative B components
presented potential regulatory and operational barriers and placed in question the
feasibility of those components and the success of future operations and
maintenance. See, for instance, comment letters 6 and 9. Monitoring of the
effectiveness of Alternative A would be conducted before and after implementation
to determine whether expansion of the delivery areas would be necessary in the
future. Please refer to response to Comments 23-1 and 23-4 concerning the
precision of modeling.

23-12 The Draft EIR/EIS has been amended to clarify the total possible MCWD
allocation. Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of this document.
23-13 The latest information available to date suggests that Alternative A would halt
seawater intrusion. There is no evidence to the contrary in this or any other
comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIR. It is also acknowledged that modeling
is predictive and that results show success, but marginally. This is why a monitoring
program is also proposed. Please see Master Response MR-1 and response to
Comments 20-25, 23-1, 23-2, and 23-4. This is not to suggest the MCWRA will stop
its planning efforts aimed at halting seawater intrusion. It does suggest, however,
that the best available information shows Alternative A will halt seawater intrusion
(although an expanded distribution system may be needed).
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j.wsp
Edward Quevedo, Esq.
Director, Environmental Management and
Sustainability Programs
WSP Environmental North America
343 Sansome Street, Suite 450
San Francisco, California 94105
Phone: +001.415.402.2207
Fax:
+001.415.433.6730

28 August 2001
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197

Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (or the
Salinas Valley Water Project, SCH #2000034007
Dear Sirs:
This firm is general counsel to the Nacimiento Regional Water Management Advisory
Committee (NRWMAC). These written comments are submitted by NRWMAC on the
Draft Environmental Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement for the Salinas
Valley Water Project (the Project), SCH #2000034007 (the DEIR), under the provisions
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code,
the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and associated regulations
(collectively, the Governing Statutes). NRWMAC hereby incorporates by reference its
various oral and written comments on various previous versions of the DEIR and the
Project.
NRWMAC applauds the action ofthe Monterey County Water Resources Agency
(MCWRA) in developing plans for better management of the Salinas River Basin.
Unfortunately, numerous fatal flaws doom the DEIR to inadequacy. Principally, the
DEIR fails to honestly and accurately take account of impacts of the Project on northern
San Luis Obispo County (SLO) and the region surrounding Lake Nacimiento (the Lake).
In particular, it is timely and appropriate to make the modifications to the Lake
Nacimiento spillway contemplated by the DEIR and the Project description. NRWMAC
supports these modifications.
The fundamental misguided and legally unacceptable element of the Project is the socalled "reoperation" of Lake Nacimiento. This fatuous and oft-used euphemism for
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Written Comments ofthe Nacimiento Regional Water Management Advisory Committee
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project
28 August 2001
Page -2drastic reductions in lake levels at Nacimiento will have dramatic and legally indefensible
adverse environmental and economic consequences for the communities around the Lake
and for Northern San Luis Obispo County.
Another fundamental flaw dooms the DEIR and the Project. The DEIR fails to fully
consider and discuss another project alternative that would greatly enhance available
water resources in Monterey County. This alternative is construction of additional
impoundment and recharge areas along the Salinas River in Monterey County (the
Conjunctive Use Alternative, or CJA). Employing the CJA would result in substantial
enhancement of stored water in the Salinas Basin during the winter months. It would also
aid in moving management of the Basin toward a Safe Yield position
Finally, the DEIR and the Project ignore an obvious and appropriate (indeed, legally
required) approach to mitigation of the myriad adverse environmental impacts of the
Project. Such a course of mitigation is possible and if the Project is implemented it must
be adopted under the Governing Statutes. This mitigation would be a program of
agricultural water conservation, water metering, and appropriate water pricing in
Monterey County. Such a program would result in conservation of water resources and
some element of mitigation of the substantial adverse environmental impacts on Lake
Nacimiento and northern San Luis Obispo County.

24-1

(collt'd)

24-2

24-3

As will be detailed below, in light of the many clear and fatal flaws in the DEIR and the
Project concept, the Governing Statutes and settled California and federal law require that
the DEIR be withdrawn and substantially revised.

During the revision period, a careful and honest study of the full range of adverse
consequences of the Project must be undertaken by the MCWRA. NRWMAC believes
that such an evaluation may demonstrate that the central goals of the Project can be
achieved by eliminating the reoperation of Lake Nacimiento element of the Project, and
substituting for it a program of agricultural water conservation, water metering. and
appropriate water pricing in Monterey County.

1.0

Public Senices

The DEIR inaccurately states that "the proposed action would not have a measurable
effect upon or result in the need for new or altered governmental services for fire
protection...." See p. 1-12. In fact, the Project would greatly increase the need for SLO
to provide fire protection services to residents and other operations surrounding the Lake.
Depletion oflocal water resources from the Lake would render non-functional, or
dramatically decrease the functionality of existing infrastructure for fire protection
around the lake, necessitating that SLO put in place appropriate protective measures.
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2.0

Utilities

The DEIR inaccurately states that "the proposed action would not result in a need for
new, or alterations to existing, communication systems, sewer systems, or solid waste
disposal practices." See p. 1-13. In fact, the Project would dramatically reduce the
availability of potable water to residents and other operations around the Lake, requiring
replacement of these services and making available of additional water resources.
The DEIR acknowledges that Lake Nacimiento is already a drinking water supply, and is
a potential supply for larger areas of San Luis Obispo County. See. P. 5.4-13. But, as
with many of the adverse environmental impacts on San Luis Obispo County and the
Lake, the DEIR downplays the importance ofthe Lake as a water supply.

24-5

Furthermore, the DEIR declines to offer obvious mitigation for loss of potable drinking
water supplies, which would result from the Project. Mitigation is possible and if the
Project is implemented it must be adopted under the Governing Statutes. 1bis mitigation
would be a program of agricultural water conservation, water metering, and appropriate
water pricing in Monterey County. Such a program would result in conservation of water
resources and some element of mitigation of the substantial adverse water resources and
related utilities impacts on Lake Nacimiento and San Luis Obispo County.

3.0

Inexcusable Delay of Action by MCWRA

The DEIR attempts to depict a crisis situation regarding seawater intrusion, requiring
implementation of the Project to offset the crisis. See pp. 1-1 and if. In fact, the
MCWRA and its predecessors have delayed and procrastinated for decades taking proper
local action to stem seawater intrusion. Such prior action could have obviated the drastic
consequences proposed by the Project.
The DEIR notes at p. 1-2 that the seawater intrusion problem is over 50 years in the
making (1946 State DPW Report). Better management in past decades would have
obviated the need for the Project with extreme and unacceptably high impacts in San Luis
Obispo County.
The MCWRA has not made a reasonable attempt to operate the Salinas Basin in a Safe
Yield balance. In fact, the MCWRA has not undertaken a diligent and appropriate study
to determine the Safe Yield ofthe Basin. To permit the MCWRA to implement this
Project at this time would reward this pattern of failure of sound management and neglect
by the MCWRA and its predecessors, insulating them from past inadequate practices at
the expense of the residents, wildlife, endangered species, natural and human habitat, and
the economy of San Luis Obispo County.
Conservation by agricultural users, by domestic and municipal users, and better
management of intruded areas, purchasing of out of area water, etc. all could have
mitigated the "problem" identified by the DEIR.
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Page -4None ofthese steps have been taken~ In particular, failure to institute metering and
appropriate pricing of agricultural water in Monterey County are clear errors of
management by the MCWRA. To this day, such water usage metering and fair pricing
are still not being done.
The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in 1996 recognized this
failure of management and proper action by MCWRA when it initiated proceedings to
adjudicate the Salinas Basin. The Project is, among other things, a thinly veiled, and
highly ill considered, last minute attempt to forestall this adjudication.

24-6
(com'd)

NRWMAC notes that agricultural deliveries from the well-designed Monterey County
Water Recycling Projects (MCWRP) began in April 1998 and are laudable advances.
But more should have been done, and much earlier.

4.0
Effects on Aesthetic Value of Lake Nacimiento
The DEIR acknowledges this impact. See p. 2.16. However, it substantially downplays
this impact and declines to offer obvious mitigation. Mitigation is possible and if the
Project is implemented it must be adopted under the Governing Statutes. This mitigation
would be a program of agricultural water conservation, water metering, and appropriate
water pricing in Monterey County. Such a program would result in conservation of water
resources and some element of mitigation of the substantial adverse Aesthetic impacts on
Lake Nacimiento.
5.0
Effects on Recreation at Lake Nacimiento
The DEIR acknowledges this impact. See p. 2.16. However, it substantially downplays
this impact and declines to offer obvious mitigation. Mitigation is possible and if the
Project is implemented it must be adopted under the Governing Statutes. This mitigation
would be a program of agricultural water conservation, water metering, and appropriate
water pricing in Monterey County. Such a program would result in conservation of water
resources and some element of mitigation of the substantial adverse Recreational impacts
on Lake Nacimiento.
6.0
Effects on Species and Habitat at Lake Nacimiento
The DEIR acknowledges this impact, and notes the wintering of Bald Eagles and other
Sensitive Species at Lake Nacimiento. See p. 5.5-10. However, it substantially
downplays the adverse impacts of the Project on these and other species, and declines to
offer obvious mitigation. The substantial reduction in Lake levels contemplated bv
the
J
reoperation of the Lake would reduce habitat for these species and inevitably adversely
effect species well being.
Mitigation is possible and if the Project is implemented it must be adopted under the
Governing Statutes. This mitigation would be a program of agricultural water
conservation, water metering, and appropriate water pricing in Monterey County. Such a
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Page -524-9

program would result in conservation of water resources and some element of mitigation
ofthe substantial adverse Species and Habitat impacts on Lake Nacimiento.

(cont'd)

Another stark flaw in the DEIR is its failure to list the area around Lake Nacimiento as
among the Sensitive Biological Resources affected by the Project. See p. 5.5-13. This
flaw must be corrected in a redrafted DEIR.

24-10

At a minimum, the DEIR must be withdrawn and revised to provide for mitigation of the
Project by acquisition and development of habitat sufficient to replace habitat, which will
be lost or damaged by reoperation of Lake Nacimiento.

24-11

7.0
Domestic Water Use
The DEIR provides a detailed account of domestic water use in Monterey County. See
pp.5.4-30-37. But the DEIR ignores domestic water use of affected waters at the Lake
and in Northern San Luis Obispo County. Under well-settled California law, domestic
and recreational water use, and the aesthetic and species-enhancing uses of surface waters
of the State, are recognized beneficial uses of water. Yet, the DEIR all but ignores the
validity and importance ofthese water uses within the Lake region and Northern San Luis
Obispo County. As noted above, domestic water supply to the Lake region and the north
county area would be substantially and permanently impacted by the Project. The DEIR
must be substantially redrafted to take account of and study these impacts, and provide
appropriate mitigation.

24-12

Conclusion
In conclusion, in light of the many clear and fatal flaws in the DEIR and the Project
concept, the Governing Statutes and settled California and federal law require that the
DEIR be withdrawn and substantially revised in order to accurately, and in a legally
sufficient manner, take account ofthe adverse environmental impacts of the Project.
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24-13

Written Comments of the Nacimiento Regional Water Management Advisory Committee
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project
28 August 2001
Page -6-

Such careful and honest study of the full range of adverse consequences of the Project
may demonstrate that the central goals of the Project might be achieved by eliminating
the reoperation of Lake Nacimiento element of the Project and substituting for it a
program of agricultural water conservation, water metering, and appropriate water pricing
in Monterey County.
We appreciate the opportunity to submit these written comments and look forward to
them being addressed in a revised DEIR. In the meantime, you may contact Mr. Nonn
Flowers, member of the board of directors ofNRWMAC, at 805.238.3685, or the
undersigned, if you wish to discuss the contents of these written comment or if you have
any other questions for us.
Sincerely,

't;~;: (J~I &sp
~ Edward L. Quevedo, Esq.
cc:

Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board
Ms. Lois Capps, U.S. Representative
Jack O'Connell, State Senator
Simon Salinas, Assemblyman
Abel Maldonado, Assemblyman
San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner
Monterey County Agricultural Commissioner
Hon. Frank Mecham, Mayor, City of Paso Robles
City of Paso Robles Chamber of Commerce
Hon Mike Arrambide, Mayor, City of Atascadero
Ms. Nancy Rolhnan, AICP, Environmental Specialist, San Luis Obispo County
Hon Harry Ovitt, Member, San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
Hon. Mike Ryan, Member, San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
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LETTER

24

Nacimiento Regional Water Management Advisory Committee
(via WSP Environmental North America)
Edward L. Quevedo, Esq.
August 28, 2001

•
24-1

The commenter does not indicate the basis for stating that the reservoir reoperation
component of the SVWP is "legally unacceptable" and that the impacts of this
component would be "legally indefensible." The EIR/EIS meets the requirements
of CEQA and NEPA regarding disclosure of impacts. The EIR/EIS describes the
anticipated benefits and potential impacts of the proposed project, including impacts
on recreation fish biology, terrestrial biology, visual resources, and traffic at Lake
Nacimiento. The lead agencies' decisions regarding project approval will take these
factors into consideration. Where feasible mitigation is available to reduce the
impacts of the project, such mitigation is included in the EIR/EIS. See Master
Response MR-6 for a discussion of the potential economic effects of the project.
See Master Response MR-2 for a description of mitigation that has been considered
to reduce the effects of the proposed project on recreation.

24-2

The commenter suggests the EIR/EIS is flawed because it did not address a new
alternative that is being suggested in this comment. The suggested alternative is
vague and appears to borrow from elements of alternatives previously considered by
the MCWRA. It includes recharge, which is included in the preferred alternative and
construction of impoundments, which were considered in Alternative B and in the
1998 Draft EIR (See Master Response MR-8). There is no discussion of how the
water would be delivered from the channel to the impoundments, the quantities, and
how this would balance the basin. Further, without any details it is not possible to
determine what the environmental impacts of this alternative would be, how those
impacts would compare to the other alternatives considered, and if the objectives of
the project can be met. No other response can be provided.
The preferred project, Alternative A, i§. a conjunctive use project. It includes
recharge of the groundwater basin as well as diversion of river water.

24-3

Please see Master Response MR-S.
The commenter makes reference here and throughout this comment letter to
"Governing Statutes," but does not reference which statutes are relevant to the
comments. Without a more specific reference, no response can be provided.

24-4

The commenter does not explain how the fluctuations in lake levels, which occur
under current conditions but would be more frequent and pronounced with the
project, would render fire protection resources non-functional. If this were the case,
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these resources would be non-functional under existing conditions. No other
response can be provided without additional information. See also response to
Comment 162-7 and Master Response MR-2.
24-5

San Luis Obispo County provides communities, such as Heritage Ranch, water from
its annual allotment of 17,500 acre-feet from Nacimiento Reservoir. The proposed
project will not affect that allotment. See Master Response MR-10 regarding this
issue. Regarding conservation, please see Master Response MR-5. Regarding
"Governing Statutes", see response to Comment 24-3.

24-6

This comment, regarding the timing of the MCWRA's efforts to address seawater
intrusion and hydrologic balance in the Basin, do not raise any issues related to the
adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS analysis. Therefore, no further response is required.
Please refer to Section 1.3 on pages 1-4 through 1-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a
summary of the evolution of the SVWP, particularly in the last two decades. See
Master Response MR-1.
It bears noting that the Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs were constructed by
the predecessor to the MCWRA primarily to aid in halting seawater intrusion and for
flood control and was a first step in solving a problem identified long ago. The
MCWRA completed phase 1 of its long-term goal to halt seawater intrusion in April
1998. As noted by the commenter, in April 1998, MCWRP, consisting of the CSIP
and the Salinas Valley Reclamation Project (SVRP) became operational. During
calendar year 2000, over 11,000 AF of recycled water was used in lieu of
groundwater pumping. Additional supplemental water is still needed to halt seawater
intrusion, and the SVWP is proposed to provide that additional supplemental water
supply.

24-7

The Draft EIR/EIS identifies a significant and unavoidable impact to visual
resources at both reservoirs as result of reservoir reoperation.
The commenter proposes mitigation measures such as water conservation, water
metering, and appropriate water pricing. Please see Master Response MR-5.

24-8

Please see Master Response MR-5 regarding conservation as mitigation for lake level
impacts and Master Response MR-2 regarding mitigation for recreational impacts.

24-9

The Draft EIR/EIS adequately addresses the project's effects on bald eagles and
other sensitive species at Nacimiento Reservoir. The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges
that the project could result in a very slight decrease in the food availability for bald
eagles but that this impact would be less-than-significant. Potential impacts on other
sensitive species in the project area were also determined to be less-than-significant.
CEQA and NEPA do not require mitigation for impacts that are determined to be
less-than-significant. Therefore, no mitigation is necessary to mitigate impacts to
bald eagle or other sensitive terrestrial species. In addition, there are no sensitive fish
species in Nacimiento Reservoir. See also response to comment number 21-4.
Regarding "Governing Statutes," see response to Comment 24-3.
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24-10 The habitats surrounding Nacimiento Reservoir were not listed as sensitive biological
resources because they are common locally and statewide. The biological resources
associated with the area around Nacimiento Reservoir, including the plant and
wildlife species that characterize this area, are described in the Draft EIR/EIS (page
5.5-9 and 5.5-11). The habitats in the vicinity of Nacimiento Reservoir include
annual grassland, blue oak woodland, and chaparral.

Terrestrial habitats surrounding Nacimiento Reservoir would not be significantly
affected by the proposed project. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed
spillway modification and reoperation would not increase the high water level (i.e.,
area of innundation) at Nacimiento; rather, it would allow storage of higher (within
the historic range) water levels for longer periods of time. Because the lake level
would not be increase, impacts on terrestrial habitats surrounding the lake would be
less-than-significant. Likewise, impacts on wildlife that depend upon these terrestrial
habitats would be less-than-significant.
24-11

Please refer to response to Comment 24-10.

24-12 Please refer Master Response MR-5.
24-13 The commenter does not indicate the basis for stating that the Draft EIR/EIS has
"many clear and fatal flaws." The Draft EIR/EIS meets the requirements of CEQA
and NEPA regarding disclosure of impacts. The Draft EIR/EIS describes the
anticipated benefits and potential impacts of the proposed project. The lead
agencies' decisions regarding project approval will take these factors into
consideration. Where feasible mitigation is available to reduce the impacts of the
project, such mitigation is included in the EIR/EIS. See Master Response MR-6 for
a discussion of the potential economic effects of the project. See Master Response
MR-2 for a description of mitigation that has been added to reduce the effects of the
proposed project on recreation. Please see response to Comment 24-3 concerning
"Governing Statues." This same response is applicable to the unreferenced "Settled
California and federal law" and cannot be responded to.
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Monterey Regional Water
.Pollution Control Agency
"Dedicated to meeting the wastewater an~ recycled water needs
of our member agencies, while protecting the environment. "
Customer Service: P.O. Box 2109 [5 Harris Court, Bldg. OJ, Monterey, CA 93942-2109
(831) 372-2385, 449-6366 or 722-9288, FAX: (831) 372-6178 Website: www.mrwpca.com

August 28, 2001
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environment Impact Statement, Salinas
Valley Water Project, Monterey County, California

Dear Mr. Smith:
The Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) supports the
Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP).
We are proud of our partnership with the Monterey County Water Resources Agency that
has resulted in the successful Monterey County Water Recycling Projects, which are now
supplying over 11,000 acre-feet of recycled water each year to help reduce seawater
intrusion. The new water supply that would be provided by the SVWP is needed to
finally eliminate seawater intrusion in the Salinas Valley.

25-1

The SVWP will also help assure the long-term availability of recycled water for use in
urban areas where water shortage problems also exist.
The MRWPCA submits the following comments on.the Draft EIRIEIS:
General Comments

1. Use of recycled water as part of any of the alternatives needs to take into account the
need to provide a portion of the recycled water produced by the Salinas Valley
Reclamation Plant (SVRP) for urban uses. MRWPCA, in eooperation with the
Marina Coast Water District, is planning an urban reuse project with projected
demands of 1,500 AFY by 2005, and 3,000 AFY by 2010. Recycled water to supply
the urban reuse demand is included in .the terms of the 1992 Agreement between
MRWPCA and the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) for

Joint Powers Authority Member Entities:
Boronda County Sanitation District, Castroville Service Area 14, County of Monterey, Del Rey Oaks, Fort Ord, Marina Coast Water District, Monterey,
Moss Landing County Sanitation District, Pacific Grove, Salinas, Sand City, and Seaside
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25-2

Mr. Robert Smith
August 28, 2001
Page 2

construction and operation of the MCWRP. An amendment to this Agreement that
will further clarify the quantities and timing of urban uses will likely be approved in
October 2001.
2. Little is mentioned in the EIRIEIS regarding the impacts of major flows, and
flooding, from the Salinas River on the facilities that comprise the preferred
alternative (Alternative A). As an essential element of this alternative, the diversion
structure and the nearby pumping station would be heavily impacted by a major
flood, such as recently occurred in this location in 1995. Presumably debris and silt
would inundate the area immediately upstream of the divenlion structure, and the
pump station, and would likely clog the fish screens and pump station intake
structure. It would take time to clean and repair these facilities before the system
would again be operable. A late season flood would leave little time before the start
of the normal peak irrigation season in the spring. This needs to be taken into
account, to ensure that the growers in the CSIP area continue to receive adequate
water deliveries to maintain their crops.
3. Once the preferred alternative is operational, there should be an immediate reduction
in the amount of water that has to be provided to the CSIP by the existing
supplemental wells. This would improve the local seawater intrusion situation in the
CSIP area, and particularly in the immediate vicinity of these wells. However, this
will also impact the sodium absorption ratio (SAR) of the water provided to the
growers, since the SAR ofthe diverted river water will presumably differ from the
SAR of the wells. This needs to be addressed, as the growers have a high concern for
the SAR of the water supplied to them, because of its effects on crop productivity and
on the soil.
4. No mention is made of treating the river water before diverting it into the CSIP under
Alternative A. With many growers using drip irrigation systems, it is essential that
the water they are supplied contain negligible amounts of suspended solids. The
Salinas river water appears to often have much higher levels of turbidity and
suspended solids, including appreciable amounts of algae, than either the recycled
water or well water the CSIP growers are currently receiving. This is shown in the
data and discussion on pages 5.4-lO through 5.4-16. This needs to be addressed and,
if necessary, treatment facilities should be included in this alternative.

25-2
(cont'd)

25-3

25-4

25-5

Comments on Specific Pages of the EIRIEIS
Page 1-7: Footnote 2 to Table 1-2 indicates that approximately 13,300 AFY will be
delivered by the MCWRP. There is no indication of how this quantity was determined.
We believe that it overstates the amount that will be provided, based on historical
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25-6

Mr. Robert Smith
August 28,2001
Page 3
25-6

operational data of the MCWRP, unless the recycled water plant is operated in the winter·
months, and plant modifications are constructed.
Pages 2-2 and 2-3 (Regarding the Surface Diversion/Impoundment and Delivery
components): It would be desirable in this section of the document to describe the
concept of blending of the diverted river water with the recycled water, so as to provide a
homogeneous blend of the two waters to all users of the CSIP. This would be responsive
to grower concerns regarding variations in water quality from turnout to turnout, and also
would help provide a more stabilized SAR for the water that is delivered. This
information is included elsewhere in the document, but is not summarized or mentioned
in this section.
Pages 2-4 and 2-10: Under the description of Recycled Water Storage and Delivery for
Alternative B, we believe the storage of recycled water through injection into the 400 ft.
aquifer is not the best choice of storage locations. We believe storage in the 180 ft.
aquifer, in the already heavily intruded area near the intersection of Highway 1 and
Mo1era Road, is a more desirable and feasible location. We believe obtaining permits
and approvals from the regulatory agencies would be much easier in this location. In
addition, injection in this location may not require a redesignation of the aquifer as nonpotable, because it is already heavily seawater intruded.
Page 3-12: The maximum the delivery of recycled water from the SVRP, when the
design flow of29.6 MGD is reached, will be approximately 60 cfs. This is slightly
higher than the maximum flow of 50 toSS cfs cited in the report.
Page 3-14: The screen (slot) opening of 0.175 mrn in the fish screen seems extremely
small to avoid continuous plugging, given the amount of sediment and other solids
present in the Salinas river water.
Figures 3-7 through 3-9: It would be easier to understand the design intent depicted in
these figures, ifthe profiles and sections shown in Figures 3-8 and 3-9 were referenced to
cut sections shown on Figure 3-7.
Page 3-22: The second paragraph discusses controls that would be involved in operation
of the pump station. These controls would have to be integrated into the controls
currently associated with operation of the CSIP, so that delivery of recycled water and
diverted river water into the CSIP can be properly controlled. Also, as noted in the
comment above, it would be desirable to provide for controlled blending ofthe river
water and recycled water to produce a homogeneous blend.
The third paragraph indicates that "it is anticipated that irrigation practices will
change to provide more flexibility in operation." No explanation is provided for this
expectation, and we are not aware of any intent on the part of growers to change current
irrigation practices.
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(cont'd)

25-7

25-8

25-9

25-10

25-11

25-12

25-13

Mr. Robert Smith
August 28, 2001
Page4

Page 3-23: Total annual average deliveries of approximately 23,000 AFY to the CSIP
exceed historical demand levels, according to MCWRP project records. Those records
indicate that the total (recycled+well water) annual average CSIP demand will only be
about 19,050 AFY. Also, as noted in the comment above, we are not aware of the basis
of the projection of 13,300 AFY of recycled water. Operational records indicate that an
average of only about 12,700 AFY of recycled water can be produced and utilized by the
CSIP, unless storage facilities or other modifications to the SVRP are constructed.
Page 3-24: We are not aware of the basis of the projection of 16,000 AFY of recycled
water that is cited on this page and in the footnote at the bottom of the page.
Increased pumping from supplemental wells will increase seawater intrusion. It
would seem that increased river diversions, rather than increased pumping, would more
effectively achieve the project objective of halting seawater intrusion.
It is not clear whether the future 42-inch pipeline to serve the expanded CSIP
distribution system would be interconnected to also receive recycled water. This should
be clarified, and the impacts on delivery of recycled water to the existing CSIP should be
determined.

The route of this proposed pipeline is not shown on Figure 3-3, but it is shown on
Figure 5.3-33.

25-14

25-15

25-16

25-17

25-18

Page 4-9: Same comment regarding subsurface storage as on pages 2-4 and 2-10/

25-19

Figure 5.3-5: It is not clear why the anlount ofrecharge in the lower reaches ofthe river
is reduced in spite of the increased reservoir releases under Alternative A. The text states
one of the benefits of the alternative is increased recharge, yet this seems to conflict with
what is shown in this figure.

25-20

Pages 5.3-16,5.3-17,5.3-47.5.4-18: Same comments regarding quantities of recycled
water as on page 3-23.
In reference to page 5.3-47 and the 25,600 AFY ofprojected recycled water
delivery by 2030 to the CSIP, we are not aware of any projections to provide that
quantity of recycled water without first constructing storage facilities. Those facilities
should be included in these alternatives, if this level of recycled water supply will be
required.
Pages 5.4-20 and 5.4-21: The text states that blending recycled water with Salinas river
water will greatly improve the quality of water being delivered to the CSIP. However, no
comparison is made to the current quality of the blended water, comprised of recycled
water and well water. This data needs to be shown to justify this statement.
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25-21

25-22

25-23

Mr. Robert Smith
August 28, 2001
Page 5

Table 5.4-9 shows only one set of data. However, the quality of the Salinas River
water surely varies seasonally, and perhaps annually as well. This table needs to be
expanded to show the range of constituent concentrations over all 12 months of the year.
It also needs to account for the projected monthly changes in blending percentages of
recycled and river water, in order to have a true understanding of the quality of water that
will be delivered to the CSIP growers.
'

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments .. We look forward to receiving
the responses you will be providing to them.

'~~~Q~
r~~

Robert S. Jaques
Director of Engineering Planning and Technology

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-276

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

25-24

LETTER

25

Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
Robert S. Jaques, Director of Engineering Planning and Technology
August 28, 2001

•

•

25-1

The commenter's support of the proposed project is noted. No response is
necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft EIR/EIS were raised.

25-2

The MCWRA has entered into agreements with the MRWPCA and the Marina Coast
Water District (MCWD) regarding recycled water supplies from the SVRP. The
agreements presently provide MCWD with up to 300 AFY of recycled water that is
available during the summer irrigation season. The remaining portion of the recycled
water supply to MCWD is to be provided during the non-irrigation season, requiring
storage by MCWD. This non-irrigation season supply of recycled water is consistent
with the proposed operation of the CSIP project, wherein recycled water is to be
blended with diverted Salinas River water during the irrigation season. The proposed
use of recycled water for urban irrigation purposes by the MCWD is consistent with
these planned uses.

25-3

The proposed diversion structure would be an inflatable structure that could be
raised and lowered in a very short period of time (hours). The in-stream portion of
the structure, when deflated, would lie flat on the streambed and would not cause the
collection of debris carried by flood water. The pump station and other facilities
controlling the air bladder of the diversion structure would be located one foot
above the 100-year floodplain as delineated by FEMA. If flooding caused debris to
clog the fish screens and pump intake, the MCWRA would conduct manual cleaning
prior to operation of the diversion facility, and this can occur in a very short
time frame. If flooding were to occur, there is a high likelihood that diversions of
surface water for irrigation would not be needed in the near term (due to ample
rainfall); in such a case, there would be sufficient time for cleaning of the fish screens
to occur before diversions were resumed.

25-4

Table 5.4-9 shows estimates of the water quality of the blended water that would be
delivered to agricultural users under the preferred alternative (Alternative A). The
sodium adsorption ratio (SAR) of the recycled water is 4.68 (5.7 adjusted SAR),
whereas the SAR of Salinas River water is 1.05 (1.13 adjusted SAR). It is estimated
that the SAR of the blended water would be 3.05 (3.63 adjusted SAR). As outlined
in Table 5.4-1, permeability is a problem when adjusted SAR levels are 6.0 or higher.
The blended water would be well below this value, however. Adjusted SAR levels
for specific ion toxicity from root absorption, which affects mostly tree crops and
woody ornamentals, should be below 3.0. Annual crops are found to be insensitive
to this route of SAR exposure. See also response to Comment 25-23 below.
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25-5

The MCWRA is also concerned about the water quality of the Salinas River for
agricultural water, and is proposing to obtain additional water quality data prior to
project initiation. Although not included in the project at the present time, treatment
could be incorporated if it is found to be necessary. See also response to Comment
14-1, which adds this potential mitigation measure to the Draft EIR/EIS.

25-6

As noted in response to Comment 3-3, the total flow available from the plant varies,
but is estimated to be approximately 21,000 AFY, based on flow for each month
during the year. Irrigation requirements within the CSIP service area are at a
maximum during June, July, and August, and are essentially zero during November,
December, January, and February. Based on the irrigation requirements within the
CSIP service area, the average annual recycled water use is estimated to be
approximately 13,300 AFY; therefore, this is the amount assumed for purposes of
project evaluation to be generated for delivery in the CSIP area. For the most recent
irrigation season, recycled water use was approximately 11,000 AFY.

25-7

One of the significant benefits of the proposed project is that it improves the
consistency of blended water quality for all users in the CSIP area, given that all
water would be blended at the point at which the diverted river water is pumped into
the CSIP pipeline and mixed with the recycled water. The penultimate sentence in
item 3 on Draft EIR/EIS page 2-3 has been modified as suggested by the
commenter. Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of document. See also response to
Comment 25-4 regarding SAR in the blended water.

25-8

Because the 180-foot aquifer is already intruded in the subject area, there was
concern that withdrawal of injected water would also result in withdrawal of high
IDS water, so the 400-foot aquifer was selected. Please note that because there are
numerous uncertainties regarding the operation of the subsurface storage component
of Alternative B and numerous potential impacts associated with Alternative B that
are not associated with Alternative A, the MCWRA is no longer pursuing Alternative
B, and Alternative A is its preferred project. The MCWRA is therefore unlikely to
develop this project concept further. See also response to Comment 6-5.

25-9

The commenter's correction of the maximum amount of recycled water delivery is
noted. This difference does not substantively affect the operations or effects of the
proposed project, and would not alter its environmental impacts.

25-10 The screen opening is based on NMFS criteria for protection of steelhead smolt. Air
backwash facilities are included in the diversion facility layout to provide the ability
to clean the fish screens on a regular basis.
25-11 As suggested by the commenter, Figures 3-7, 3-8, and 3-9 have been revised such
that the profiles and sections of the proposed diversion structure shown in Figures
3-8 and 3-9 are referenced to the cut sections shown on Figure 3-7. Please refer to
Chapter 3.0 of this document.
25-12 The second paragraph on page 3-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised based
on the commenter's suggestions. Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of this document.
Salinas Valley Water Project

2-278

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

25-13 Changes in cultural irrigation practices have already occurred in the project area in
the last few years due to the provision of recycled water to the Castroville Seawater
Intrusion Project (CSIP) service area. It is anticipated that irrigation practices will
once again change as a result of the proposed project by introducing another
alternative water source to the CSIP service area. The surface water provided by the
impoundment area proposed under Alternative A would encourage a reduction in
groundwater pumping, which is the ultimate cause of seawater intrusion into the
Salinas Valley aquifers.
25-14 Based on information in Farm Water Report (October 1998), the CSIP area has an
annual demand of approximately 30,000 AFY. This is consistent with estimates of
2.5 acre-feet/acre use considered for this area.
25-15

Recycled water deliveries to the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project have increased
from about 7,500 acre-feet in Fiscal Year 1998-1999 to about 11,000 acre-feet in
Fiscal Year 2000-2001. Total urban water needs for the Salinas Valley are anticipated
to increase from 45,000 acre-feet per year in 1995 to 85,000 acre-feet per year in
2030 (a 90% increase) based on projected growth. A sufficient quantity of
additional flow from urban areas to the Salinas Valley Reclamation Project will occur
to provide the additional 5,000 acre-feet of recycled water for use in the Castroville
Seawater Intrusion Project service area.

25-16 Supplemental pumping from private wells would be utilized only when deliveries of
blended surface water and recycled water would not be sufficient to meet irrigation
needs. Even with the supplemental pumping, the Alternative A is still expected to
halt seawater intrusion.
25-17 The 42-inch pipeline contemplated for future expanded deliveries of SVWP water
would be interconnected with the existing recycled water delivery system (i.e., the
CSIP delivery system). The hydrologic model for the SVWP demonstrates that the
delivery of an average of 18,300 AFY of SVWP water in combination with recycled
water to CSIP and agricultural uses outside of the CSIP area would fully halt
seawater intrusion in 2030. If it is determined that such an expanded delivery system
is needed in the future, impacts on the delivery of recycled water to the existing CSIP
system, would be analyzed at that time. If necessary, the expanded distribution
system would be designed and constructed so that it would not adversely affect
operation of the existing CSIP system.
25-18 As in Figure 3-3, an arrow is shown in Figure 5.3-33 to show the general location of
expanded deliveries, if such deliveries are needed. The dotted lines in the latter
figure show watercourses.
25-19 Please see response to Comment 25-8.
25-20 The signs shown for the recharge values in Figure 5.3-5 are reversed. For example,
the peak irrigation season recharge values should be shown as positive rather than
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negative because recharge is higher with Alternative A compared with baseline or
existing conditions. See Revised Figure 5.3-5 in Chapter 3.0 of this document.

25-21 Please see response to Comment 24-14.
25-22 The requirements for future storage of recycled water are noted. In terms of the
potential need for expanded deliveries in 2030, we note that the potential need is
15,900 AFY of the 25,600 AFY the MCWRCP is projected to be producing, and it is
not known if storage is required for the 15,900 AFY alone. Importantly, this is not
the currently proposed action, but is identified so that decision makers are aware of
what could be required in 2030 if seawater intrusion is not halted. Additional
environmental review would be required if expanded deliveries are needed.
In terms of impacts if storage of recycled water is needed in the future, Alternative B
identifies impacts of storing water.

25-23 Table 5.4-9 shows the estimated water quality of the blended water (recycled plus
Salinas River) under the SVWP. It is difficult to estimate the quality of delivered
water under present operations. The quality of this water can vary greatly within the
CSIP area because of the locations of the groundwater wells used to supplement the
recycled water supply. One benefit of blending the recycled water with the river
water is to produce water that is of better quality than pure recycled water and of
greater consistency than under present practices.
To halt the intrusion of seawater and future degradation of the groundwater used in
the blended water in the CSIP area requires the elimination or substantial reduction
of the pumping of groundwater. The use of river water will help not only to
recharge the groundwater basin, but also to continue to provide very good quality
water to agricultural users within the CSIP service area.

25-24 It should be noted that the surface diversion would be utilized only during the
irrigation season (April to October), not year around. The Draft EIR/EIS reflects
available water quality data. Even if it varies at different times of the year, the
blended water is shown to be of sufficiently good quality that it is expected that
water quality standards would be met over the entire irrigation season. Also, please
see response to Comment 14-1.
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CITY Of EL PASO DE ROBLES
"Thr;.Pass of the Oaks"

OFFICE OF THE

MAYOR'

July 31, 2001

Mr. Curtiss Weeks
General Manager
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902
Dear Curtiss:
I wanted to take a moment and extend my thanks for your presentation on Monday
evening. I know that coming down here was like walking into a fielp. of land mines, yet
you handled yourself very well under the conditions. Obviously, this is more of an
emotional issue than one of informed decision-making on the part of homeowners. I
would like to apologize for some of the rude behavior. I can assure you that this is not
the normal attitude you would witness in our community.
I hope that my comments and request for further fiscal impact analysis was not
offensive. If it was, it wasn't meant to be and I sincerely apologize. I always respect the
situation in which staff is often placed; and to your credit, YP..? handled this session
quite well. I am sorry I couldn't stay and speak with you IJ'personally extend my
thanks and apology but it appeared as though there were a number of folks seeking
your attention.
Thanks again and once again I hope you do not judge the City of Paso Robles by what
you witnessed Monday night.

Frank R. Mecham
Mayor
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LETTER

26

City of Paso Robles
Frank R. Mecham, Mayor
July 31, 2001

•
26-1

No response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft EIR/EIS were
raised. A fiscal impact analysis has been performed for the proposed project to evaluate the
economic impacts associated with reoperation of the Nacimiento and San Antonio
Reservoirs under Alternative A. Please see Master Response MR-6.
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July 31, 2001

Robert Smith, District Engineer
Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, California 94105-2197
RE:

DElRIDEIS Salinas Valley Water Project (SCH# 2000034007)

Dear Mr. Smith:
1bis office has reviewed the· above referenced document. It is requested that additional
information and analysis on potential project affects on operation of the City's sewer treatment
plant and percolation basins be provided. These basins are located adjacent to the Salinas.Rivet
in the Forebay Area. During the winter months when groundwater elevations are higher,
percolation rates are slower. The City is concerned that increased summer water releases and
corresponding increases in groundwater levels may adversely affect capacity of the City's
wastewater treatment system
I am available to discuss these issues with you at any time.
8311678-3963 Ext. 110.

Please feel free to call me at

Sincerely,

Peter Sevcik, P .E.
City ManagerlPublic Works Director
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LETTER 27
City of Soleded
Peter Sevcik, P.E., City Manager/Public Works Director
July 31, 2001

•
27-1

Soledad is in the middle of the Forebay Subarea, and it potentially could experience
an increase in groundwater levels under operation of the proposed action. However,
the estimated increase is approximately 0.5 foot. It should be noted that
groundwater recharge already occurs in this subarea and that most of the focus of
Alternative A would be to raise the groundwater levels of the Pressure and East Side
Subareas. It is not anticipated that the project operations would have any
appreciable impact on the operation of the City of Soledad wastewater facilities.
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City of Salinas
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT· 200 Lincoln Ave.· Salinas, CA 93901 • (831) 758-7206· FAX (831) 758-7215

August 7, 2001
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Subject:

Draft EIRIEIS on Salinas Valley Water Project

Dear Mr. Meyer:
Thank you for requesting comments from the City of Salinas on the EIRIEIS for the
proposed Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP). We have reviewed the document. In
general it appears to be a thorough and well thought out report on the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed project and alternatives. There are a few comments, as follows:
1)

2)

3)

Water quality and public health. A major concern to the City with any alternative is
its effect on the water quality and resulting public health impacts. The EIRIEIS
indicates that the present situation of groundwater overdraft and salt water intrusion
in the Salinas Valley Ground Water Basin will not continue. This is an important
component of sustaining long-term water availability for both the citizens of Salinas,
and the surrounding agricultural areas so important to the City's economy.

28-1

Water quality and public health. The City shares concern about any alternative that
may have a potential' adverse impact on potable water quality. Recycled water
option(s) appear to create this possibility, although it is not clear what affect this
could have on City of Salinas water supplies. It would be helpful to discuss who
affected parties might be, and possible mitigations (additional treatment?) to reduce
potential impacts.

28-2

Land use. Regarding the impacts of reductions in cultivated acreage (Alternatives C,
D, E), even with no direct conversion of prime farmland to non-agricultural uses,
there appear to be likely urban growth implications. Additional discussion should be
provided on these potential impacts.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

~
Ben Berto
Senior Planner
CC:

Planning Manager
Public Works Department
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LETTER 28

City of Salinas
Community Development Department
Ben Berto, Senior Planner
August 7, 2001

•

•

28-1

The commenter confirms the importance of the project objectives. No response is
necessary, as this comment does not raise any issues on the environmental analysis in
the Draft EIR/EIS.

28-2

Under both alternatives that include the delivery of recycled water, in combination
with surface water, to the CSIP area (Alternatives A and B), the delivered water
would be for agricultural (non-potable) use only. Recycled water would not be
supplied by the SVWP for urban or domestic use, such as drinking water. The
SWRCB and others have expressed concerns regarding the operation of the
subsurface storage component of Alternative B and its possible effects on potable
uses. As contemplated, operations under Alternative B would ensure that all existing
pumping for domestic uses with the impact and buffer areas of the subsurface
recycled water storage area would be replaced by a potable water system operated by
the MCWRA. That system would provide groundwater pumped from outside the
area of re-designation (described on page 5.4-32) to the existing customers within the
re-designated area. It is estimated that approximately five existing domestic users are
located within the area of re-designation. The MCWRA recognizes that additional
evaluation would need to be completed to ensure that this component of Alternative
B would function as described and intended. Please see response to Comment 6-5
regarding this issue. Note that Alternative B is not being pursued as the preferred
alternative; Alternative A is.

28-3

As discussed in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternatives C, D, and E would
not include any physical components, and thus would not direcdy convert prime
farmland to non-agricultural uses. The commenter suggests that the EIR/EIS
should provide additional discussion on the potential urban growth implications
associated with this conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. This
discussion is already provided for Alternatives C, D, and E in Section 7.2.2 of the
Draft EIR/EIS on pages 7-5 through 7-8.
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City of Sali nas
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT· 200 Lincoln Avenue' Salinas, California 93901 • (831) 758·7241

August 23, 2001

District Engineer
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Str:eet
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Re:

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement For
The Salinas Valley Water Project SCH#2000034007

Dear Mr. Smith:
The City of Salinas (City) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments as
they pertain to the Draft EIRIEIS for the proposed Salinas Valley Water Project
(SVWP). We have reviewed the document and have a few comments, which
range from general comments to specific comments.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions
regarding the City's comments, please contact the City's Water Resources
Planner, Leo Havener, at (831) 758-7237.
Respectfully,

.

~ay--

Fair,-p~. ~

ohn K.
ublic Works Director/City Engineer
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. , City of Salinas
• , • Salinas Valley Water Project
Draft EIRIEIS Comments

City of Salinas Comments To The Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement For The Salinas Valley
Water Project SCH#2000034007
The City of Salinas (City) appreciates tne opportunity to provide comments as
they pertain to the Draft EIRIEIS for the proposed Salinas Valley Water Project
(SVWP). We have reviewed the document and have a few comments, which
range from general comments to specific comments. They are as follows:

General Comments
•

•

•

•

The City supports the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA)
and their efforts to reduce or halt seawater intrusion in the northern end of the
Salinas Valley. With the seawater intrusion first being identified by the State
of California in 1946 as described in Bulletin Number 52, it has been a long
time coming to a potential solution. The Castroville Seawater Intrusion
Project (CSIP) was the first attempt to stop seawater intrusion, and while it
may have slowed the seawater intrusion, it continues to move inland.
Therefore, a complete long-term solution for both agriculture and urban areas
should be considered to eliminate seawater intrusion and nitrate pollution to
improve water quality and water quantity.

29-1

The City Storm Sewer System has a drain located at the Salinas River south
of Davis Road. The proposed SVWP appears not to have an impact on the
existing drain. However, due to the fact that the drain has been there and in
service for many years, if the proposed SVWP should create a problem for
the drain in the future, any and all costs related to a solution should be paid
for by the project and not by the City.

29-2

The City Industrial Waste Treatment Facility (IWTF) is located adjacent to the
Salinas River on the east bank, north of Davis Road. Again, the proposed
SVWP appears not to have an impact on the eXisting facility. However, due
to the fact that the IWTF has been there and in service for many years, if the
proposed SVWP should create a problem for the facility in the future, any and
all costs related to a solution should be paid for by the project and not by the
City.

29-3

Although, within the SVWP there is a clear "intent" on the part of agriculture to
reduce or eliminate groundwater pumping in the CSIP in-order to reduce or
halt seawater intrusion, there is no clear commitment, such as to destroy
wells in the CSIP area in exchange for surface water. Therefore, agricultural
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29-4

•
.' ..
'.u

City of Salinas
• Salinas Valley Water Project
,. Draft EIRIEIS Comments

groundwater pumping may still occur in conjunction with water being provided
to agriculture by both the CSIP and SVWP.
•

Consider a discussion on the financial impacts throughout the entire Salinas
Valley for the benefit of the SVWP.

29-4
(cont'd)

29-5

Specific Comments
1.3
•

•

•

History & Background
Page 1-8, The Salinas Valley Ground Water Basin Adjudication Team,
" ... mission is to be accomplished by working with local stakeholders and
decision-makers to reach consensus on a solution to the seawater intrusion
and nitrate contamination problems in the Salinas Valley"
- To follow the Team's mission, the SVWP should include and address
nitrate issues, as well as seawater intrusion.

Page 1-9, ..... distribution to agricultural sectors only (no urban deliveries)."
This is a clear statement that the urban areas receive no additional water
from the SVWP.
This statement will be topic of discussion when it comes time to determine
who is going to pay for this project.

Page 1-9, "If seawater intrusion continues in the future due to increased
demands in the coastal urban areas, an expanded distribution system might
be needed to deliver Salinas River water to areas outside the CSIP area."
This statement is grossly inaccurate by blaming the "coastal urban areas"
for "ALL" the future seawater intrusion. While agriculture will continue to
utilize the wells in the CSIP area by continuing to pump groundwater in the
Pressure and East Side sub-basins.
Even with the SVWP agriculture has not committed to destroy any existing
wells in the CSIP area.
Who receives water and benefits from the "future ... expanded distribution
system?"
Who would pay for the "expanded distribution system?"
How much water from the "expanded distribution system" would be
available to the City's benefit?
The above statement should be modified to read as follows: "If seawater
intrusion continues in the future due to increased groundwater pumping
demands in the coastal areas, an expanded distribution system might be
needed to deliver Salinas River water to areas outside the CSIP area. It
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29-6

29-7

29-8

has not been determined who would fund the building of the expanded
distribution system and/or receive water from the system."

•

Page 1-9, "A nitrate management workplan to stop nitrate contamination in
the Basin is not included as a part of the current project but is the subject of
separate planning efforts by MCWRA. The nitrate management program was
initially developed as part of the Salinas Valley Water Project, Project Plan
Report Draft, October 1998."
Due to the fact that the "nitrate management program was initially
developed as part of the Salinas Valley Water Project" combined with the
fact that the wells within the City are being polluted by nitrates, the City
believes the project requires MCWRA to incorporate and address nitrate
issues.

29-9

1.5.2 Population & Housing Vs. 1.5:4 Public Services
•

•

1.5.2 Page 1-12, "The proposed action would .not directly alter the distribution
or density of a population, nor would it create a demand for additional
housing." Furthermore, ..... ,and no project features would alter growth plans
or support additional growth beyond what is currently planned."

29-10

1.5.4 Page 1-12, "As previously noted, the proposed action has the potential
to induce growth by providing additional water supplies, which would create
an additional indirect need for public services."

These two statements on the same page appear to contradict themselves and
should be consistent from one section to the next. The water required for the
propos~d SVWP is to benefit agriculture only. Therefore, the SVWP provides no
benefits or actual water "to induce growth" in the urban areas.
-

2.1
•

Overview - Need For Action
Page 2-1, "The SVWP represents the local consensus approach to protecting
the Basin's groundwater resources."
To date, there has been no effort made by the MCWRA or any agency to
conclude that there is a consensus for the SVWP
This statement should be modified to more accurately reflect the true view
of agriculture in the northern part of the county. Example:
"The SVWP represents the attempt by the MCWRA and agriculture in
the northem part of the county to develop a local consensus approach
to protecting the Basin's groundwater resources, for agriculture only."
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29-11

2.2.1 Proposed Action and Applicant's Preferred Alternative (Alternative
A) - Description
4. Delivery - Page 2-3, "Hydrologic modeling shows that the project may not
halt seawater intrusion in the long-term future (year 2030)." And" ... additional
distribution capacity will be created in a new pipeline and water would be
delivered outside the CSIP area to ensure project objectives are met and
seawater intrusion is halted."
- With the SVWP modeling indicating it may not halt seawater intrusion and
the statement being silent as to who will receive the water, the City
suggests that the MCWRA consider the SVWP expanded distribution
system at this time, and provide additional water to be made available for
the urban areas.
5. Pumping Limitations - Page 2-3, "In areas where project water is
delivered, groundwater pumping would be limited to peaking capacity and
deliveries during drought."
- An expanded discussion of how this will differ from the current operation
as it relates to groundwater pumping in the CSIP area should be included
A clear definition and a full explanation as to what constitutes a drought is
necessary in order to understand the operational criteria that will be
incorporated into the SVWP

29-12

29-13

7.2.3 Proposed Action Implementation & Growth-Inducement
Page 7-8, ", .. .is not based on whether it is delivered to agricultural users or
urban uses. Both of the uses draw the same water from the same
9roulldw~ter basin. Reducing withdrawal of groundwater in the northern
Salinas Valley, whether through replacement of agricultural or urban
pumping, has the same effect."
- Ine City does not agree with this statement, and believes it to be
misleading. While the wells that provide water to the City draws from the
400' and 900' aquifer's, agricultural wells are mostly in the 400' aquifer
with some undestroyed wells in the 180' aquifer. Furthermore, as reported
in the MCWRA Ground Water Extraction Summary Reports (1995-98),
based on the annual average of total amount of groundwater pumped,
agricultural lands in the Pressure and Eastside Zones pump nearly 600%
(nearly 6 times more) more water than water pumped by the urban areas
within the same Zones. Therefore, this is an extremely misleading
statement. It should be corrected to reflect the actual reality and
conditions of the area, and clearly state that agriculture uses considerably
more water than urban areas, thereby, agricultural pumping has
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'U."

City of Salinas

;A. Salinas Valley Water Project

II!

Draft EIR/EIS Comments

•
considerable more effect on groundwater than urban areas, not that
..... agricultural or urban pumping, has the same effect."

Page 7-9, "It can only be said that less, and possibly far less, of this
population growth would occur without the project."
- This statement completely contradicts the statement made in 1.5.2 on
Page 1-12, which states; "The proposed action would not directly alter the
distribution or density of a population, nor would it create a demand for
additional housing." Furthermore, ..... ,and no project features would alter
growth plans or support additional growth beyond what is currently
planned." For constancy, the statement made on Page 7-9 in 7.2.3
Proposed Action Implementation & Growth-Inducement should reflect the
statement made in 1.5.2 on Page 1-12.

I 29-14

I(cont'd)

29-15

Final Statements:
29-16

•

The SVWP appears to be the second attempt at slowing seawater intrusion,
with CSIP being the first.

•

Who will pay for this project still requires clarification.

•

Consider doing the expanded distribution system now, instead of later.

29-18

•

The Nitrate issue is an important component missing in the SVWP and must
be included.

29-19

•

With a "True" commitment from the agricultural community to reduce pumping
to a certain level (a targeted goal) with or without the water from the project,
combined with the destruction of wells in the CSIP area, would certainly make
an impression on the public and would assist in building support for the
SVWP.

•

Regarding the spillway modification at Nacimiento Dam, everyone pays.
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29-17

29-20

I 29-21

LETTER

29

City of Salinas
Public Works Department
John K. Fair, P.E., Public Works Director/City Engineer
August 23, 2001

•

•
29-1

No response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft EIR/EIS
were raised. Nitrate contamination in the basin is the subject of separate planning
efforts by the MCWRA and are not part of the SVWP.

29-2

It is anticipated that the SVWP would have no impact on the City of Salinas drain.
The impoundment area ends just south of Blanco Bridge. However, if the SVWP
were to have a recognizable impact, the MCWRA would work to correct the impact.

29-3

It is anticipated that the SVWP would have no impact on the City Industrial Waste
Treatment Facility. The impoundment area ends just south of Blanco Bridge.
However, if the SVWP were to have a recognizable impact, the MCWRA would
work to correct the impact.

29-4

As described in pages 3-24 and 3-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the MCWRA would
manage groundwater pumping in all areas receiving SVWP water. In response to
the commenter's statement about destroying agricultural wells, wells would still need
to be used in drought years, when the amount of surface water available for blending
with recycled water is not high enough to meet water demand. This was included in
the modeling assumptions for the project.

29-5

Pages 7-6 and 7-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS include a discussion of the potential
financial and socioeconomic impacts on the agricultural industry in the Salinas Valley
upon implementation of any of the no-project alternatives, No-Action/No-Action
(Alternative q, No Action/Total Demand Management (Alternative D), and No
Action/State Adjudication (Alternative E). MCWRA has attempted in the past to
conduct economic impact analysis of providing/not providing waster to the Salinas
Valley, but has found insufficient data availability to conduct even a marginally
accurate analysis.

29-6

The MCWRA is presendy implementing a staged approach to nitrate management
separate from the SVWP. Please see response to Comment 20-27.

29-7

A Cost Allocation Committee composed of community stakeholders has been
established to address the issue of distribution of cost for construction, operation,
and maintenance of the SVWP. Their duty is to establish a cost distribution system
based on benefits received from the project as determined by an engineer's report
required by Proposition 218. Ultimately, the outcome of the committee's work will
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be approved or disapproved in a Proposition 218 ballot process. No additional
response is necessary, as this comment does not raise any issues on the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS.
29-8

The MCWRA does not "blame" all future water demand on coastal urban areas, but
notes that the coastal urban areas are projected to be the source of increased demand
for water in the future. As indicated on page 7-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the shift in
future agricultural land uses in the Salinas Valley (25% more vineyards and a decrease
in all other crops) coupled with water conservation and cropping patterns would
result in a net reduction by 2030 of 60,000 AFY of water for agricultural uses.
Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS does not attribute any of the future increase in water
demand to agriculture. Nevertheless, the commenter's suggested changes to the first
full paragraph on Draft EIR/EIS page 1-9 have been incorporated. See Chapter 3.0
of this document.
Please see response to Comment 29-4 regarding the destruction of agricultural wells.
The commenter's questions about who would receive water from a future expanded
delivery system and how the system would be funded - if it is needed - cannot be
answered at this time. The necessity of expanding the delivery system would depend
on the success of the SVWP as determined through long-term monitoring following
project implementation. The hydrologic modeling of the proposed SVWP indicates
that it may not fully halt seawater intrusion in the future based on year 2030
projections of population and water demand; however, see response to Comments
23-2 through 23-4 concerning modeling. Therefore, the MCWRA can determine
only that an expanded distribution system might be necessary for future project
operations. Because of these uncertainties, the expanded distribution system is
addressed programmatically in the Draft EIR/EIS. If this expansion were needed in
the future, more precise planning and environmental analysis would be conducted.
Please see response to Comment 3-9.

29-9

As noted in response to Comment 29-6, the MCWRA is presendy implementing a
staged approach to nitrate management. The project is not "required" to include
elements that are not proposed, unless it would not function without them. Such is
not the case here. Also, please see response to Comment 20-27.

29-10 The SVWP is proposing to deliver project water only to the CSIP area, which serves
agricultural users. However, the proposed action would halt seawater intrusion to
the Salinas Valley groundwater basin, which serves both agricultural and urban users.
Seawater intrusion to the Salinas Valley threatens the water supply for both
agricultural and urban users. Hence, solving this problem removes a potential
obstacle to growth in urban areas that could ultimately be affected by seawater
intrusion, including the City of Salinas. While water would be delivered to
agricultural areas only, it affects the same basin underlying urban areas and benefits
groundwater quality for both agriculture and urban uses. Consequendy, delivering
water in accordance with Alternative A would remove a significant obstacle to
growth but would not direcdy alter the pattern of growth.
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29-11

The comment is inaccurate. The Draft EIR/EIS text beginning in the last paragraph
on page 1-8 and continuing on page 1-9 describes the process through which the
proposed action was developed over time. As noted, the project was developed
through a collaborative process and with much public input and has been developed
to resolve public concerns while meeting project objectives. The history of this
process is also presented in the 1998 SVWP DEIR. As described, the process to
develop the project has been long, at times contentious, and has never satisfied all
parties. The proposed project solves seawater intrusion and has gained wide, though
not total support.

29-12 The MCWRA will base any potential expansion on an analysis of monitoring data
and the ability of the SVWP to halt seawater intrusion. Please see responses to
Comments 3-9,23-2, and 29-8.
29-13 A drought is considered to be a condition in which conservation releases from the
reservoirs, coupled with treated water deliveries, are not sufficient in volume to meet
irrigation needs in the CSIP area. The current operation of the MCWRP is to use as
much recycled water as can be treated over a 24-hour period and then supplement
that water supply with groundwater pumping from wells in the area. Pressures in the
system are monitored, ensuring that adequate water supply is provided at the
required pressure, first from the recycling plant and then from the supplemental
wells. It is not uncommon for the recycling plant to be in operation at the same time
that wells are pumping. As part of the SVWP, water impounded behind the
diversion structure would become another component of deliveries that would be
second in priority to recycled water, with wells third in priority and being used only
as needed to supplement the water from the other sources.
29-14 The passage from Draft EIR/EIS page 7-8 that is quoted by the commenter was
intended to convey the idea that groundwater pumping to meet urban demands
would have substantially the same effect on the Basin as an equivalent amount of
groundwater pumping to meet agricultural demands. In the context of the material
presented in Section 7.2.3-qualitative discussion of effects of the SVWP on halting
seawater intrusion and thereby removing an obstacle to growth-a reduction of a
given amount of groundwater pumping, regardless of whether the groundwater is
being pumped to supply urban or agricultural users, would have the same effect.
29-15 Please see response to Comment 29-10. Note that the project would remove an
obstacle to development and growth as expressed in local general plans and by
AMBAG, but would not provide infrastructure that would alter the pattern of
development.
29-16 Since 1998, the Monterey County Water Recycling Projects, consisting of the
Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) and the Salinas Valley Reclamation
Project (SVRP), have supplied the Castroville area with tertiary-treated recycled water
to use for agricultural irrigation in lieu of groundwater pumping. Additional
supplemental water is needed in order to halt seawater intrusion. The purpose of the
Salinas Valley Water Project is to provide that additional supplemental water supply
to halt seawater intrusion.
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29-17 Please see response to Comment 29-7.
29-18 See the discussion of the uncertainties surrounding the need for the expanded
delivery system in response to Comment 29-8. Modeling of the SVWP indicates that
the project, as proposed, can halt seawater intrusion under existing conditions by
delivering water in the CSIP area; therefore, an expanded system would not be
needed in the short term. It is not certain that the expanded delivery system would
be needed in the long term (year 2030); the need for an expanded system would be
based on monitoring of system performance over time.
29-19 As noted in response to Comment 29-6, the MCWRA is presently implementing a
staged approach to nitrate management. Please see response to Comment 20-27.
29-20 Please see response to Comment 29-4.
29-21 This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIR/EIS and no other response
is warranted.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-296

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

June 13, 2001
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineering, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, Ca 93902-0930
Re: Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIRIDEIS)
Salinas Valley Water Project
Dear Mr. Smith and Mr. Meyer:
The undated notice on the noted project mailed on June 11,2001 contains in part the
following:
Proposed action
(1) modification of the spillway at Nacimiento Dam and (2) "reoperation" of the
Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs to store higher volume of water in the wet
season and allow higher releases of water into the Salinas River during the irrigation
season.
Abstract
Unavoidable significant impacts would occur to visual and recreational resources at
Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs as a result of short-term and long-term project
operations - .

Given the above proposed action and abstract please consider the following:
1. Proposed actions (1) and (2) can and will likely affect on a long term basis property
values and building options in San Luis Obispo County by setting new standards for
property improvements along and near the shoreline of Lake Nacimiento reservoir.

30-1

2. Major modificatiofls to the existing spillway will seriously impact all traffic over the
Nacimiento Dam for a considerable time span. All types of emergency service to the
north shore of Nacimiento and the lands between the two reservoirs will be impacted.

30-2

Given the above, why is there no plan or opportunity for oral comments in San Luis
Obispo County where the major impact on Nacimiento reservoir is located and where
the major impact on local property owners will occur? Further, why are no copies of
the preliminary reports available for review at no cost in San Luis Obispo County where
most of the impacted people reside?
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30-3

30-4

If the proper means to raise the above and other issues is by specific form or
document, please provide such information.
Thank You,

~~ ~~G--

Frank McKee
San Luis Obispo County Property Owner
1374 Shane Lane
Templeton, CA 93465-8783

cc: Jim Marshall, President NRWMAC
OaK Shores Community Association
2727 Turkey Cove Road
Bradley, CA 93426
Harry Ovitt, Supervisor First District
San Luis Obispo County
County government Center
1050 Monterey Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
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LETTER

30

Frank McKee
June 13, 2001

•

•

30-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

30-2

Section 5.10 of the Draft EIR/EIS evaluates traffic and circulation impacts of the
proposed project, including those associated with the modification of the spillway at
Nacimiento Dam. Several significant traffic and circulation impacts have been
identified for the spillway modification component, including construction-related
road and lane closures, construction-related traffic delays, construction-related
pavement degradation, and construction-related safety hazards. Mitigation is
provided in the Draft EIR/EIS to reduce all of these less-than-significant levels.

30-3· The Draft EIR/EIS identified a potentially significant traffic and circulation impact
related to emergency access along and near Nacimiento Reservoir during spillway
modification. Mitigation measures are provided on page 5.10-12 to reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level, including: providing alternative to emergency
vehicles, as needed, through existing access roads; and the preparation of a traffic
control plan that establishes direct links between local emergency vehicle users and
the construction contractor.
30-4

The public was notified of the availability of the Draft EIR/EIS for the proposed
project through newspaper notices and publication of a notice of availability in the
Federal Register. The Draft EIR/EIS was available for public review at several
libraries and at the County offices in San Luis Obispo for review. A public meeting
was held in Paso Robles on July 30, 2001, to discuss the project and to receive oral
comments. Please see also response to Comment 6-10.
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6710 Gage Irving Road
Paso Robles, Ca. 93446
June 20, 2001
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Greetings:
Regarding your draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Salinas Valley Water Project---SCH # 2000034007, we want to state
the following:
1.) Being year-round residents of Running Deer Ranch, we are
very interested in anything affecting Lake Nacimiento.
2.) The spillway modifications proposed at Naciemiento as
outlined in alternatives A and B are definitely a winwin situation. In fact, this should have been done long
ago.
3.) The "reoperation" plan proposed in alternatives A and B
which will result in lower water levels in Nacimiento
during the dry (summer) months seems excessive when you
consider the spillway modifications alone provide the
chance of a full lake when the drawdown starts, and any
winter spillway overflows would offset that amount of
needed release.
4.) Let's not forget the 17,500 acre-feet annually that SLO
County might start pumping from Nacimiento at some future
date. This would make alternatives A and B even more
excessive.
We would hope that you might also take into consideration
the fact that the areas around Lake Nacimiento now have a large
number of permanent residents, and those numbers are growing
rapidly. Not only is the recreational use important to us, but
also the beauty of the lake and its use for wiidlife. We moved
here four years ago from Colorado, and we were pleased to learn
that California is concerned about the environment and takes all
factors into consideration when making any changes. We know that
Lake Nacimiento is primarily for water use in the Salinas Valley,
but since development has been allowed to progress to this extent,
we hope you will also take our interests into consideration as
well.
Yours very truly,

j/~£'~!'

/:<~"d
--m~J-~
Margre

William J. Boyle Jr.
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31-3

31-4

31-5

LETTER
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William J. Boyle
Margarethe J. Boyle
June 20, 2001

•

•

31-1

This comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis;
therefore, no response is necessary.

31-2

Support for the modification of the spillway at Nacimiento Dam is noted. No
further response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft
EIR/EIS were raised.

31-3

Spillway modification will only enable the MCWRA to pass the probable maximum
flood (PMF) without having to drastically change flood control management of
Nacimiento Reservoir. The reservoir reoperation, coupled with the modification,
would provide the MCWRA with the ability to store more water in Nacimiento
Reservoir if it is available. Winter spillway overflows are necessary to keep within
required flood control storage requirements. With spillway modification and
reoperation, winter spillway overflows or flood control releases would be reduced,
but not to such an extent that the additional stored water would be enough to supply
the conservation release volumes necessary to provide for groundwater recharge and
to provide the volume of water planned for impoundment at the diversion structure
during the irrigation season.

31-4

The San Luis Obispo County entitlement from Nacimiento Reservoir is accounted
for in the impact analysis for the SVWP. Please see Master Response MR-l0.

31-5

No response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft EIR/EIS
were raised.
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Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Phil Nerdrum I Sue Nerdrum [phnorcsn@tcsn.net]
Thursday, July 05, 2001 11 :36 AM
Rsmith@spd.usace.army. mil; meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
abel.maldonado@assm.ca.gov; senator.oconnell@sen.ca.gov
SVWP
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LETTER 32

Phil Nerdrum
Sue Nerdrum
July 5, 2001

•

•
32-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

32-2

A public meeting was held in Paso Robles on July 30, 2001, to discuss the project
and to receive written comments.
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Dale Robinson
2704 The Strand
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

July 13,2001

Dear Mr. Meyer,

As a property owner at Lake Nacimiento, I have concerns about the negative impact the proposed
policy changes would have as lake levels would rise and fall.
If water levels are allowed to rise to new levels, hundreds (thousands?) of old growth oak trees will
be killed in the process.

Thousands of acres that house rare and endangered species, would be made barren by water level
mcreases.
By dropping water levels during construction, and later for new uses, air quality would be
diminished as dust particles increase pollution levels. When water levels drop at the lake, a fine
dust residue is left behind. The wind stirs this into an unhealthy pollutant. This phenomenon exists
today but would increase substantially ifwater levels are allowed to rise and fall more.
Boater safety would be compromised by raising water levels. Trees killed by increased water levels
would present at least two safety problems. Portions of dead trees floating on the surface present a
water hazard. Secondly, tree stumps hidden just below the surface present an even greater hazard.
If this is allowed to happen, accidents involving boaters and skiers will increase. In this day of ever
increasing litigation, the law suits against controlling authorities wouldn't be far behind.
To summarize: old growth oak trees would be killed, wildlife would suffer losses, air pollution
would increase, boater safety would be compromised, followed by lawsuits against local
authorities. None of this sounds like it is worth making the proposed changes.
I've been told by other property owners that this is a "done deal", that our opinions and concerns
don't matter. I'd like to see that these people are wrong.
Please use care and wisdom in making this very important decision that deeply impacts us and our
environment.

Sincerely,

~
Dale Robinson
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33-3
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Dale Robinson
July 13, 2001

•

•
33-1

Water levels will not rise above the levels they currendy reach (800 feet msl) as a
result of the spillway modification. The spillway modification does not increase the
ultimate lake elevation. No impacts to oak trees would occur.

33-2

Please refer to response to Comment 24-10 and 33-1 for information on potential
effects on terrestrial wildlife.

33-3

Increases in exposed surface area would result in potential increases in wind erosion
and resultant increases in localized fugitive dust. However, such events are
dependent on wind speeds and would not be anticipated to occur on a frequent basis
such that few significant impacts would result. Furthermore, it should be noted that
construction associated with the proposed Nacimiento spillway modification would
be short-term in duration, lasting between 6 to 9 months, and would occur after the
lake level recedes on its own.

33-4

Please see response to Comment 33-1.
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Dan Corea
Mary Lu Corea
July 20,2001

•
34-1

•
The proposed project would not raise the maximum water level of Nacimiento
Reservoir by 12 feet. Please see response to Comment 33-1. The high water level
will remain at its present elevation of 800 feet, within which no homes are located.
Therefore, no property damage would occur.
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THOMAS PITEO
7330 TOWN CREEK ROAD
PASO ROBLES, CALIFORNIA 93446
805-226-0228

July 20, 2000
Mr. Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, Ca. 93902
Re: Salinas Valley Water Project.
Dear Mr. Meyer:

MCWRA's proposed construction of the Salinas Valley Project would lower the value of my property at
Lake Nacimiento (known to the MCWRA as Nacimiento Reservoir) by several hundred thousand dollars.
This value will be transferred to profligate water users in Salinas Valley. My loss is their gain.
As with any case of eminent domain, I, as a property owner, should be compensated for the loss of

property. This letter serves as notice of my intention to pursue all legal remedies for just compensation
should the SVWP proceed as planned.
Sincerely,

Thomas Piteo

cc.
Mr. Curtis Weeks
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
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35-1

THOMAS PITEO
7330 TOwN CREEK ROAD
PASO ROBLES, CALIFORNIA 93446
805-226-0228

July 20, 2000
Mr. Curtis V. Weeks
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salirnws,~

93902

Re: Salirnws Valley Water Project.
Dear Mr. Weeks:
MCWRA's proposed construction of the Salinas Valley Project would lower the value of my property at
Lake Nacimiento (known to the MCWRA as Nacimiento Reservoir) by several hundred thousand dollars.
This value will be transferred to profligate water users in Salinas Valley. My loss is their gain.
As with any case of e'iinnentdomain, I, as a property owner, should be compensated for the loss of
property. This letter serves as notice of my intention to pursue all legal remedies for just compensation
should the SVWP proceed as planned.

Sincerely,

Thomas Piteo

cc.
Mr. Bob Meyer
Monterey CoutilY Water Resources Agency
,

,~
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LETTER

35

Thomas Piteo
July 20, 2001

•
35-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6. The issue of eminent domain is not an
environmental issue. That said, the MCWRA would not, by operating the reservoir
within its water rights, take property.
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From the desk of Chuck Brooner
July 23, 2001
Bob Myers
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Dear Sir:
I am concerned about the proposed Nacimiento Dam Project and how it will affect our holdings
at Cal-Shasta
It has always been my understanding that the N acirniento Dam was constructed by the farmers in
the Salinas Valley as a means of storing water for irrigation and to recharge the over drafted
aquifer therein.

36-1

We can accept this because that was the purpose for which the dam was built. Now however
your EIR proposal talks about the use of the dam's water to promote urban development of the
lower Salinas valley.
Another cause for concern is how effective will a pneumatic dam be in holding water. A sudden
failure of this addition could put the lower valley in serious danger.
Please reply to our concerns at your earliest convenience.

Rett~
Chuck Brooner
Cal-Shasta Member # 104
Home Address: 153 SeacliffDr
Pismo Beach, CA 93449
Home Phone 8051773-2952 Work Phone 805/489-4243 FAX 8051773-6666
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36-2

LETTER

36

Check Brooner
July 23, 2001

•

•
36-1

Nacimiento Reservoir, which is owned and operated by the Monterey County Water
Resources Agency, was originally designed as a flood control and water conservation
facility. It also provides a secondary benefit as a recreational facility. The SVWP is
not proposing to use the water stored behind Nacimiento Dam to promote urban
development in the lower Salinas Valley. Seawater intrusion occurs today, as
described in Section 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The proposed project would actually
use less Lake Nacimiento water under 2030 conditions than current conditions.
Please see revised Tables 5-8-2 through 5-8-6 in Chapter 3.0 of this document. The
proposed project would, however, provide the additional water necessary to halt
seawater intrusion, and improve the hydrologic balance of the groundwater basin in
the Salinas Valley. Urban development would be allowed to continue into the future
without water supply as a constraint.

36-2

The pneumatic dam at Nacimiento Reservoir would be located in the spillway. Such
facilities have been proven to be very effective and, with regular maintenance and
inspections, would not be expected to experience sudden failure.
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Meyer. Bob Ext.8984

-------------------------------------------------------------------From:
Peter Goldbrunner [pgoldbrunner@EdisonMission.Com]
"..

~t:

Cc:
Subject:

G

Monday, July 23, 2001 4:12 PM
Rsmith@spd.usace.army.mil
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
DEIR/DEIS Salinas Valley Water Project

Mr. Smith,
I am a land owner in the private community of Oak Shores on Lake
Nacimiento. I just received a letter from the Homeowners Association
regarding planned modifications to the spillway and then ultimately the
use
of water from Lake Nacimiento. I do not live in Oak Shores, just own a
lot
at this point. Short of sending for the full DEIR is there a summary
level
document that describes what the changes are and, more importantly, what
"Unavoidable significant impacts would occur to visual and recreational
resources at Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs as a result of shortand long-term project operations ... " quoted from a recent cover letter
on
the DEIR.

37-1

I purchased land at Oak Shores to be closer to nature overall. My goal
was
to have a place where I, my children and someday grand children, would
have
a place to escape and get back to nature. The lake is not only a
recreational resource it is also a haven for all types of wildlife and
should be preserved at all costs. Please let me know if you can get me
f"rther information about the proposed changes and their effects on the
es or do I need to get the full EIR.
What is the schedule for the final EIR and the proposed beginning of
construction and revised operations?
Peter Goldbrunner
Tel:949 798 7906
Fax:949 225 2735
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37-2

LETTER 37
Peter Goldbrunner
July 23, 2001

•

•

37-1

Per the commenter's request, a copy of the Executive Summary for the Draft
EIR/EIS was faxed to the commenter on July 24, 2001.

37-2

The Final EIR is anticipated to be certified by the Monterey County Board of
Supervisors in the spring of 2002. Anticipated start of construction if the project is
approved, would not be until 2003 at the earliest.
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8126 Lindell Avenue
Pico Rivera, Ca 90660
July 23,2001. ......... ,.
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Post Office Box 930
Salinas, Ca 93902-0930
SUBJECT:

SAL.LINAS VALLEY WATER PROJECT
COMMENT ON DEIRIDEIS

Gentlemen:
We have read the summary of above project dated July 17,2001 and scanned the Draft
DEIRIDEIS section 2-1 thru 2-21.
38-1
38-2

We own property on Lake Nacimiento and are concerned about the affects of the
planned water releases in dry years on Paso Robles and surrounding areas, effects that are
detrimental to commerce and fish.
Without the overdraft of ground water there would be no seawater intrusion. It seems to
us that desalt and water treatment plants should be constructed to treat this water instead
of emptying the Lakes in these dry years.
Lake Nacimiento has other contractual obligations to supply water to San Luis Obispo
County - so may not be able to sustain all these demands.

38-3

I 38-4

The modification of the spillway on the Nacimiento Dam is a reasonable plan - if there
is no overdraft in dry years.
Respectfully,

~
Jack

\

\

~

~

'.

"

,,'\. -

,

~''-J~~
Virginia Ward
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38

Jack Ward
Virginia Ward
July 23, 2001

•
38-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy in northern San Luis Obispo County.

38-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-7.

38-3

As discussed on page 4-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS, an alternative to the proposed
project that received substantial consideration was the desalination and delivery of
desalinated seawater to the project area. This alternative was ultimately rejected due
to environmental, economic, and technical feasibility issues. Please refer to Master
Response MR-8 for further discussion.
Another alternative aimed at halting seawater intrusion has already been
implemented by the MCWRA. Since 1998, the Monterey County Water Recycling
Projects, consisting of the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) and the
Salinas Valley Reclamation Project (SVRP), have supplied the Castroville area with
tertiary-treated recycled water to use for agricultural irrigation in lieu of groundwater
pumping.

38-4

The San Luis Obispo County entitlement from Nacimiento Reservoir is accounted
for in the impact analysis for the SVWP. Please see Master Response MR-10.
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Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ktonani [ktonani@prodigy.net]
Monday, July 23, 2001 7:07 PM
meyerb@co. monterey. ca. us; Rsmith@spd. usace. army. mil
july2320.MAX

Bob/Robert:

N

-

As one of many property owners on Lake Nacimiento, the attached L.A. Times article dated 7/23/01, on the demise of Klamath Lake, Oregon,
encompasses my thoughts regarding the Salinas Valley Water Project. The lake property owners, and farmers will ultimately loose their investment.
The loss of recreational and visual aspects of this pristine environment, the loss of property value, marina concession, boat licenses, taxation and
income to Monterey County, Paso Robles and surrounding communities will be adversely affected. What economic report is provided to the
communities affected by this loss of revenue? I have received all your public hearing information and not one word addresses the obvious loss of
revenue to the communities.

i

W

--..J

What will be your response to a Class Action Law Suit when Lake Nacimiento and San Antonio look like Klamath Lake ??
I look forward to your response prior to the August 1, 2001 public hearing in Salinas.
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LETTER 39
ktonani (ktonani@prodigy.net)
July 23, 2001

•
39-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
From:

Ray Green [greens@fix.net)
Monday, July 23,2001 10:33 PM
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
July 30 EIR Review

~"'lt:

b .. .Jject:
Dear Mr Meyer,

My name is Ray Green and I live at Lake Nacimiento.
I will be attending
the
30 July meeting in Paso Robles for the review of the draft EIR on the
SVWP.
I would much appreciate having the following issue addressed at that
meeting.
If there is a simple answer I'd appreciate it by email before
the
meeting so that I could take it into consideration in formulating my
thoughts for that meeting.
The issue is
In reviewing the 1998 EIR for this project I glean from it that it
proposed
to take on average approx 27,400 AFY from the sum of the two lakes and
that
the Nacimiento Lake level would be effected on average by about 1 foot
in
the negative direction from the 1995 baseline during the 1 May through
30
September period. The 2001 EIR seems to indicate that on average approx
29,500 AFY will be taken from the sum of the two lakes and that the
Nacimiento Lake level will be effected on average by about 21 feet in
t

direction from the 1995 baseline during the same period.
I
could
find nothing in the 2001 EIR which addressed this seeming disparity
which is
of considerable significance. Would you have someone explain?

n~~ative

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Ray Green

greens@fix.net
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Ray Green
July 23, 2001

•
40-1

•
The 1998 SVWP DEIR indicated that surface elevations at Nacimiento Reservoir
could decline by as much as 5 feet under operations of the project now identified as
Alternative B. Upon further evaluation, it has been determined that the impacts on
reservoir levels under Alternative B would be greater than those presented in the
1998 SVWP DEIR and would be similar to those of Alternative A, the preferred
project. This is primarily due to the fact that more water would be diverted under
Alternative B and released from the reservoirs than under Alternative A. The
disparity is due largely to refinements in the Salinas Valley Integrated Ground and
Surface Water Model (SVIGSM), which occurred after the 1998 EIR was completed.
The present EIR/EIS is considered a more accurate reflection of reservoir response
to water releases. See also, Master Response MR-l regarding a discussion of
additional releases.
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Ann Rode
8734 Bluff Court
Bradley, CA 93426
(805) 472-2996
(310) 541-7276
annrode@home.com

July 23,2001
Monterey County Water Resource Agency
Mr Robert Meyer
RE. Salinas Valley Water Project
Dear Mr. Meyer
These are the issues I would like to have addressed.
Assuming that the SVWP is implemented in its present form of Alternative A or B
What are the economic impacts on the properties Surrounding Lake Nacximiento and
San Antonio?
What are the economic impacts on businesses surrounding the Lakes?

41-1

What are the economic impacts on Paso Robles businesses and its surrounding
communities?
Have there ever been any programs implemented to place controls or limit the amount of
water that is taken for farming in the Salinas Valley?

41-2

Has any study or program been done to determine the efficiency of the watering methods
of the farmers?

41-3

Have there been any programs to compel farmers to convert to drip irrigation or other
water saving methods of irrigation?

41-4

What measures will be in place to prevent the farmers from depleting the underground
aquifers even if they are refilled by water from the lakes?

41-5

What will happen if the levels of the lake are drawn down to your predicted level of 715
in November and we enter a series of drought years?

I 41-6

If the underground aquifers are recharged and no limits are put on the amount of water
that can be taken, what will prevent new parcels of land (that are presently not used for
agriculture) being turned into farmland thus placing further demand on the water system?

Are there actual historical models (not hypothetical) where salt water intrusion has been
halted on the scale of this project?
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41-7
41-8

Why would MCWRA not place restrictions on the water available to farmers and institute
water saving irrigation practices before spending millions of dollars on a project that in
its own EIR admits may be inadequate to solve the problem?
In considering a desalination process has MCWRA been following the program being
developed in Tampa Bay where they expect to produce 25million gallons of drinking
water PER DAY? The project is expected to be operational by the end of 2002.
Why would MCWRA not wait to see how successful the Tampa Bay Program will be
before wasting money on the current SVWP? A program such as this could solve your
present and future water needs. It could become a model for solving California s water
problems.
The farmers have depleted the underground aquifers without any regard to the future.
The salt water intrusion has been going on for over 50 years yet they continue to expect
water on demand. They have filled in natural lakes and converted that land to farm land.
You will never have enough water to satisfy the demand unless you take action to
control the amount and manner in which the water is used.
The Nacimiento and San Antonio lakes can only provide a limited amount of water.
You will be taxing the capacity of these reservoirs to the maximum every year and then
have no reserve water if needed. What happens when the water from the lakes is not
enough? Where will you tum to then? Is some other magical source going to present its
self? Your SVWP is nothing more than a band aid approach to a problem.
Have some guts and develop a real long term solution to your problems.
The SVWP will destroy the property values on Lake Nacimiento.
I t will destroy the recreation industry that benefits from the Lakes existence.
It will destroy the small businesses that derive their sole income from the Lakes
existence.
It will damage the businesses in Paso Robles and surrounding communities that benefit
from the recreational usage of the lake.
It will damage the business that benefit from the building and development activity at the
lake,
The people who have invested their money and lives in the lake are just as much
stakeholders in this project as are the farmers. Its just a different stake.
I look forward to your response, Thank you for your attention to these comments.
Sincerely,

Ann Rode
cc. Monterey County Board of Supervisors
San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
California State Department of Water Resources
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41-9

41-10

41-11

41-12

Ann Rode
8734 BlutT Court
Bradley, CA 93426
(80S) 472-2996
(310) 541-7276
annrode@home.com
July 23, 2001
Monterey County Board of Supervisors,
Dear Madam Chairman,
I am a property owner at Oak Shores on Lake Nacimiento. I have recently learned of the
Monterey County Water Resources Authority's plan to implement the Salinas Valley
Water Project. This plan will effectively destroy Nacimiento as a recreational lake.
I cannot believe the arrogance with which the MCWRA is acting. They have issued an
Environmental Impact Report on the SVWP without any notification or conversations
with the property owners on Lake Nacimiento, who will be profoundly impacted.
There is no mention of Lake Nacimiento other than that of the recreation being severely
affected. There is no mention of the property values which will fall drastically.
No mention of the businesses who depend on the Lake for their livelihood.
No mention of the surrounding communities such as Paso Robles whose business are
supported by the large numbers of people visiting the Lake who stay in their hotels and
eat in their restaurants. The EIR 'study areas' completely ignore the areas most affected
by this drastic proposal.
The fact that the County of Monterey has issued dock and boat permits to users of the
lake, which implies that there will be a usable lake. This will not be the case if this plan is
implemented. Docks will be left standing on the shore at the height of the summer season
Boat launch sites will be barely operational. Drought conditions as defined by the Fish
and Game dept will exist in May.
Most importantly this plan will not solve the water problems of the Salinas Valley.
The 1999 County Grand Jury stated that the SVWP "may not adequately and efficiently
address the primary water needs of the Salinas Valley"
Salinas is becoming a bedroom community for Silicon Valley. Its water needs will only
increase.
The EIR admits that the preferred plan A may not halt seawater intrusion and that further
distribution systems may be needed in the future raising the cost of the project with still
no guarantee of success. (see item #4 section 2.2.1)
I believe that you need to address these questions.
Where are the controls on the amount of water used by the farmers?
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What safeguards are there to prevent the overdrafting of wells and sea water intrusion to
continue. This is not a new problem. The sea water intrusion has been known about since
the nineteen forties yet the overdrafting has continued, even after the Nacmiento dam was
built and water was supplied by the dam for irrigation.
Where are the water conservation efforts on the part of the farmers?
Drive down HWY 101 and you see field upon field being sprayed with overhead
sprayers. This is a most inefficient means of watering.
How many farmers have voluntarily moved to drip irrigation or other water conserving
means of irrigation?
No conservation efforts of water are suggested in the EIR on the part of the farmers.
What will happen if there is a drought? If the lake is drawn down to the levels indicated
in the EIR and the following years are in a drought condition, the farmers will deplete the
aquifers, the seawater will intrude and there wont even be river water for surface
irrigation.
What if an endangered species is discovered on the Lake? Even though an unnatural
environment was created with the construction of the dams, nature has adapted and
habitats have been created. Environmentalists could have a hay day with protecting the
water for that species. Already there are concerns for the Bald Eagle habitat, which is
still on the endangered species list in California.
One only has to look at what is going on up in Klamath Falls to see what kind of disaster
could be in store for the Salinas Valley. (see L.A. Times 7-23-01)
Why not implement Alternative D and see what happens.
In this scenario forced reduction of water usage would force farmers into conserving
water and the MCWRA would have actual measurable statistics to determine how much
water is really needed instead of their hypothetical models. No money would be
expended on projects that mayor may not work
Why not find a permanent solution? What about desalination?
I realize that this idea has been explored before but technology is advancing everyday and
new solutions are being found. If the Farmers of the Salinas are committed to spending
$57 million by the year 2030 when it will be obvious that more water is needed why not
go for a permanent solution now. There must be federal incentive money some where to
help finance the project.

The City of Tampa Bay is building a desalination plant for $100
million.
It will produce 25 million gallons of potable water per day. That
would be 28,OOO-acre feet per year. That is 3 times the amount of
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water that would be diverted from Nacimiento and San Antonio.
The developer of the system being used is so confident it will
work, the Development Company is funding the project itself.
Salinas could become the first West Coast City to have such a
plant and be a model for other water stressed areas.
(see Scientific American issue copy enclosed and CNN article on Tampa Bay)

This SVWP is an inadequate bandaid approach to solving the problems of the Salinas
Valley. The MCWRA is so afraid of losing local control to the State of California they
are willing to spend millions of dollars on this inadequate approach to the problem.

I urge you NOT to support this measure.

/
·
/
·
:
tb

Sincerely,

.'.

..~

",'

Ann Rode

Enc. Letter to Monterey County Water Resource Agency
LA Times article on Klamath Falls
Tampa Bay - CNN report -Desalination Plant
Scientific American issue Feb. 2001 - Desalination
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working to build the largest desalination plant in
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to come up with alternative supplies," said Spnny Vergara, the Southwest Florida Water
Management executive director.
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mothballed. They produced clean drinking water but it was
too expensive.
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United States also have not been cost effective. But
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to produce affordable drinking water.
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Dreams Dry Up in Klamath Basin
• Public policy allowed too many water-reliant interests to come into being.
Drought triggers a collapse that could be repeated elsewhere.
By DEBORAH SCHOCH, Times Environmental

Wr~er

KLAMATH FALLS, Ore. -- Gone is the familiar
hiss ofwater through inigating wheel lines, the hum
of tractors and combines and the raucous honking
of ducks. Even the whine of mosquitoes is eerily
missing.
The barley should be hip-high in the field that Gene
Haskins tilled like his father and grandfather before
him. But his stunted crop barely reaches his knees
in dried-up soil. Haskins filed for bankruptcy in
April, as have dozens oflocal farmers, victims of a
vicious drought and a century of ill-conceived
public policy.

Photo Gallery

Basin
(AL SEIB I Los Angeles Times)

Related Stories
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..lui 23) 2001

Times Headlines

Along dusty roads in lip-splitting dry heat, signs of
desperation are everywhere. Sheep grazing on
bare ground run toward the road when a car stops,
baaingfuriously and wrapping their mouths around
the strands of barbed-wire fence.
The farmers blame their plight on the Endangered
Species Act, a law widely condemned for valuing
wildlife more than people. But the cruel truth is that
the farm economy and the environment are
crashing in tandem.
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more>

dick hoe-re

Birds are dying as ponds dry up in wildlife refuges.
The Klamath River Basin's six refuges are part ofthe largest wintering grounds
for bald eagles in the Lower 48 states. The two refuges in the worst shape have
depended on irrigation water ever since a network of marshes and lake~ was
drained to provide more water for agriculture.
The unfolding tragedy is the culmination ofa century ofunsustainable federal
policies designed to satisfY demands for cropland, fishing, population growth
and wildlife protection.
Experts warn that what is happening here may be a precursor of potential
catastrophe looming in other Western communities accustomed to cheap and
abundant federal water and plentiful wildlife.
"This has been coming for a long time. They overbooked the plane. There's
only so much water, and they've given it too many times," said writer William

http://www.latimes.com/news/printeditionifrontfla~072301klamath.story?coll=la%2Dhome%2Dtodays%2Dtimes
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Kittredge, a fonner rancher who grew up near Klamath Falls and whose books
deal with water and other resources in the West. "The defining fact about the
West is aridity. "
Established in 1907, the Klamath irrigation project was one of the first of its
kind. In 1947, a Life magazine cover story featured a beaming young World
War II veteran and his bride who had won a lottery entitling them to a
homestead on the rich soils ofTulelake, Calif, at the southern end ofthe
Klamath irrigation project. It was a dream come true.
The dream dried up this spring, after the Klamath River Basin was seized by a
historic drought. For the first time in 94 years, the federal water did not flow,
starving 1,200 farms along the Oregon-California border. The U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation in April announced a 90% reduction in irrigation water--leaving 19
of21 water districts and two federal wildlife refuges with no water at all.
Federal officials blamed the water shut-off on the drought and a legal obligation
to give first priority for water to imperiled fish--two species ofsuckers and the
coho salmon--in the Klamath River and in Upper Klamath Lake. "We've been
providing water to this community for 94 years, and we're really frustrated this
year," said bureau spokesman Jeffrey S. McCracken.
Farmers erupted, protesting that the government valued fish over people.
Hundreds of protest signs appeared almost overnight in bare fields and
frontyards: "Loggers, Ranchers, Farmers, What's Next?," "Federally Created
Disaster Area," "No Water, No Barley, No Beer."
Farmers and their supporters set up camp at the south end ofUpper Klamath
Lake, next to the now-shut head gates that seal offlake water from the
irrigation canal leading to the water-deprived fanns. Beyond a chain-link fence,
federal law enforcement officers stand guard at the gates. Four times,
protesters have forced open the gates and built a makeshift pipeline that sluices
water toward ruined fields.
'That's Our Water,' Says One Protester

Tensions mounted last week when the protesters moved a large yellow
excavator and a bulldozer onto the site and marked the earth with orange lines,
as if they were about to carve their own canal from the lake toward their farms.
"The gist of the whole thing is that's our water," said Jon Hall, 49, motioning at
the lake. "They've taken a fish and put it over you and me. "
.
But others blame a system long overtaxed with too many obligations to farmers,
fishennen, Native American tribes, migrating waterfowl and endangered wildlife.
"Federal policy on development and federal policy on environment--it's a
collision," said Reed Marbut, intergovernmental coordinator at the Oregon
Water Resources Department.
"This is one where it seems humans want it all," said David Yparraguirre,
waterfowl coordinator at the California Department ofFish and Game. "We
want to keep the agricultural base. We want the wildlife, with the fish. We want
it all. "
The basin's promise of secure water opened a new frontier to hundreds of
http://www.latimes.com/news/printeditionlfrontlla-07230Iklamath.story?coll=la%2Dhome%2Dtodays%2Dtimes
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families early in the 20th century. Farmer Marshall Staunton's stockbroker
grandfather, a World War I veteran, obtained homestead land here just before
losing everything else in the 1929 stock market crash. The land offered him and
his family security in depressed times. Other families settled in the basin after
the two world wars, intent on peacetime economic success.
"The government encouraged everyone to come out here, develop the land,
feed the nation, " said Jim Carlton, 33, of Merrill, Ore.
What the basin offered them was cheap water and cheap electric power to
pump it. The Reclamation Act of 1902 made possible the massive Klamath
project, which not only channeled water to arid land--the typical Western
technique--but drained as much as 80% ofthe basin's bountiful lakes and
marshes to create even more farmland on rich peat lake-bottom soil.
Ensuring a productive landscape required re-engineering the valley's natural
hydrology, using a complex system of dams, dikes, channels, pipelines and
even a 6,600-foot tunnel. Today, a basin map shows an elaborate grid of thin
red lines--the once-dependable lifelines for basin farmers. It feeds more than
200,000 acres of irrigated lands, once flush with crops ofgrains, alfalfa,
potatoes, sugar beets, horseradish and sweet-scented mint.
Every spring, water revived the valley.
"We call it painting the valley green," said Staunton, the oldest ofthree brothers
still farming the land. The winter landscape would be gray and brown, a cold
wind blowing. "Then., boom, here come the plants."
Not this year. The valley is a patchwork of green and brown, a map of haves
and have-nots. Some lucky farmers have wells and green fields. Some are
wealthy enough to buy water. Some fields are deceptively green, planted with
soil-saving cover crops. Others, close up, are really huge weed patches,
worrying farmers with the specter ofautumn winds whipping weed seeds up
and down the valley.
The Klamath Basin tragedy has been portrayed as bottom-feeding fish violating
hard-working people's rights. To a point, the Endangered Species Act did
trump the laws protecting basin water users.
"The ESA set the stage, and the drought set the table," said Marbut ofthe
Oregon Water Resources Department.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service placed the Lost River sucker and the shortnosed sucker on the endangered species list in 1988. The National Marine
Fisheries Service followed in 1997 by listing the coho salmon. Such listing
means that the fish cannot be harassed, harmed or killed.
Environmentalists say the disappearing fish signaled the collapse ofthe entire
Klamath River ecosystem.
In a controversial April opinion that helped trigger the water crisis, Fish and
Wildlife biologists wrote: "Nearly all basin streams and rivers have been
degraded, some seriously, by the loss of riparian vegetation, geomorphiC
changes, introduction ofreturn flows from agricultural drainage ditches and
water pumped from drained wetlands .... Most water bodies in the basin fail
to meet water quality criteria. "
hUp:llwww.latimes.com/news/printeditionifrontlla.072301klamath.story?eoll=la%2Dhome%2Dtodays%2Dtimes
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Yurok Tribe Members Depend Heavily on Fish

Some claim this crisis could have been predicted years ago, ifthe signs had
been heeded. Coho salmon runs grew markedly thin in the Lower Klamath
River, historically one ofthe most important salmon rivers on the Pacific Coast.
"Man has manipulated the habitat, and now we're paying the price ofthat
manipulation," said Troy Fletcher, the executive director ofthe Yurok tribe.
The Yurok reservation flanks the lower 44 miles ofthe Klamath, and tribe
members heavily depend on its fish for food and commerce.
"This isn't a fish-versus-people issue, as it's been framed," Fletcher said. "There
are people behind the fish, real people on which this has real impact."
Inevitably, critics come back to the Endangered Species Act. "The real
problem here is that theESA doesn't allow a compromise," said David
Haddock:, staff attorney for the Sacramento-based Pacific Legal Foundation, a
conservative firm representing the Klamath and Tulelake irrigation districts,
which are mulling a suit against the federalgovemment.
"Ifthe ESA weren't so rigid," Haddock said, "we could try for a compromise. "
Some officials suspect a long-term solution could be a habitat conservation
plan--a system of compromise created by a 1982 Endangered Species Act
amendment. But such a plan would take years to complete.
The Klamath crisis looms as the biggest challenge to date for Interior Secretary
Gale A. Norton, who oversees three agencies with conflicting interests in the
water wars--the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau ofRec1amation and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. ANorton aide attended mediation sessions in Eugene,
Ore., last week:, but officials were tight-lipped aboutthe outcome.
As the drought takes its toll on wallets and spirits, family nurse-practitioner
Michael Sheets says he has been prescribing antidepressants to one of every
three patients he sees. Retired from the U.S. Public Health Service, Sheets has
spent his career working in poor rural areas, but he has seen nothing like this
year in the Klamath Basin. He breaks down as he describes the pain he
witnesses every day.

"I've got people puking blood, because ofbleeding ulcers, because they're so
angry," he said. "They don't want drugs. They don't want government handouts.
They want to work. "
Some farmers, like Gene Haskins and his parents, are ready to sell theirland.
Others, like Staunton, want to see a plan crafted to allow farming to continue in
this troubled valley, perhaps slightly reduced with a redesigned irrigation system
and improved water quality.
"Agriculture's headed for a horrible outcome unless we resolve this," Staunton
said. As for the farmers who settled this valley: "We have to approach the
Klamath like we did San Francisco after the earthquake. We didn't blame
people for building on an earthquake fuult."
The Silence Is Haunting

http://www.latimes.com/news/printeditionlfrontlla~07230Jklamath.story?coU .. la%2Dhome%2Dtodays%2Dtimes
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On Wednesday, Haskins applied for assistance to go to truck-driving school.
He insists he is ready to sell out, but he still wanders through his fields, looking
for signs oflife, finding faint hope in a frail green shaft ofbarley.
"There's going to be something out here," Haskins said, his voice suddenly
becoming animated. "It's got kernels in it, and it's starting to get some meat on
it"
Then, he moves on to another field that lies fallow. The silence is haunting, he
says. Normally, you'd hear tractors, irrigators, people driving around.
"The farmers around here, I imagine they're awful bored. Sitting around at
home. Wondering."
For information about reprinting this article, go to http://www.lats.com/rights/register.htm
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Approach 1: Seek New Sources

A water-covered planet facing a water crisis seems paradoxicaL And yet that is exactly the reality on planet Earth, where
97 percent of the water is too salty to quench human thirst or to irrigate crops. Tackling water-shortage issues with
desalination--drawing fresh, drinkable water out ofsalty seawater--is common in the desert nations ofthe Middle East,
the Caribbean and the Mediterranean. But as the cost of desalination drops and the price and demand for water climb,
countries in temperate regions are turning more and more to the sea.
Large-scale desalination facilities are even turning up in the U.S., one ofthe world's most water-rich countries. As part of
an ambitious plan to reduce pumping from depleted underground aquifers, water officials in the TampaBav, Fla., area
are contracting the construction of a desalination plant capable ofproducing 25 million gallons ofdesalted water a day .
They are relying on desalination to supplement the region's future water demands. Houston is also looking atdesalinating
water from the Gulf of Mexico to keep from going dry.
People have been pulling freshwater out ofthe oceans for centuries using technologies that involve evaporation, which
leaves the salts and other unwanted constituents behind. Salty source water is heated to speed evaporation, and the
evaporated water is then trapped and distilled. This process works well but requires large quantities ofheat energy, and
costs have been prohibitive fornearly all but the wealthiest nations, such as Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. (One exception is
theislandofCur~ao in theNetheriandsAntilles, which has provided continuous municipal supplies using desalination
since 1928.) To make the process more affordable, modem distillation plans recycle heat from the evaporation step.
A potentially cheaper technology called membrane desalination may expand the role ofdesalination worldwide, which
today accounts for less than 0.2 percent ofthe water withdrawn from natural sources. Membrane desalination relies on
reverse osmosis--a process in which a thin, semipermeable membrane is placed between a volume ofsaltwater and a
volume of freshwater. The water on the salty side is highly pressurized to drive water molecules, but not salt and other
impurities, to the pure side. In essence, this process pushes freshwater out ofsaltwater.
Most desalination research over the past few years has focused on reverse osmosis, because the filters and other
components are much smaller than the evaporation chambers used in distillation plants. Reverse-osmosisplants are also
more compactandenergy-efficient.
Althoughreverse-osmosis plants can ofIerenergy savings, the earliest membranes, made from either polyamide fibers or
cellulose acetate sheets, were fragile and had short life spans, often no longer than three years. These materials are highly
susceptible to contaminants in the source water--particularly chlorine, which hardens the membranes, and microbes,
which clog them. Pretreatment regimes, such as filtering out sediments and bacteria, must be extremely rigorous. Anew
generation ofso-called thin compositemembranes,madefrom polyamide films, promises to eliminate these problems.
Though still susceptible to contamination, these new membranes are sturdier, provide better filtration and may last up to
10 years.
Technical performance is important, but it alone does not drive the adoption ofdesalination as a source ofclean water.
With or without technical improvements, themarketfordesalination equipmentwill very likely show healthy growthinthe
next I oyears as cities and other consumers realize the potential and favorable economics ofexisting equipment,
according to James D. Birkett, who runs West Neck Strategies, a private desalination consulting company based in
Nobleboro, Me.
Hundreds ofsuppliers are already selling many thousands ofpieces ofequipmentallnually. These desalination units range
in capacity from a few gallons a day (small emergency units for life rafts ) to several million gallons aday (municipal
systems). "So confident are the suppliers that they enter into long-term contracts with their customers," Birkettsays, "thus
assuming themselves the risks ofperformance and economics." The desalination plantonTampa Bay, scheduled to be
operational by the end of2002, will be funded and operated in such a manner.
Today the best estimate is that about I percent ofthe world's drinking water is supplied by 12,500 desalination plants.
No doubt, this is only the beginning. In the future, the water in your glass may have originated in the seas. -Diane
Martindale

Approach 2: Redistribute Supplies

Pipelines make it possible to move freshwater cheaply overvast distances ofland Ifonly the same were possible over
the oceans. Dragging waterproofplastic or fabric containers behind tugboats may be the answer.
Page 20f!i
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Beginningin 1997, the Englishcompany Aquarius Water Tfading and Transportation Ltd has towed water from mainland
Greece to nearby resort islands in enormous polyurethane bags, helping the tourist destinations deal with increased
demand for drinking water during the peak season. Another company, Nordic Water Supply in Oslo, Norway, has
made similar deliveries from Turkey to northern Cyprus using theirown fabric containers.
The seemingly far-fetched concept of water bags was born in the early 1980s out of the desire to move large amounts of
water more cheaply than modified oil tankers can do. For many years, tankers and barges have been making deliveries
to regions willing to pay premium prices for small amounts offreshwater, such as the Bahamas, Cyprus and other islands
with inadequate sources. Tankers have also supplied water during short-term droughts and disasters such as the 1995
Kobe earthquake in Japan.
Aquarius has manufactured eight 790-ton bags and two 2,200-ton versions; the latter hold about halfa million gallons of
water each. Aquarius has also developed models that are 10 times larger than the ones in use today, and last year
Nordic began manufacturing bags that can hold nearly eight million gallons.
Water bags could offer a less expensive alternative to tankers--bags in the Aquarius fleet cost anywhere from $125,000
'.0 $27 5,000-but some technical problems remain. In particular, making such large bags that are capable ofwithstanding
:he strains of an ocean voyage is difficult. For freshwater deliveries to the Greek isles and to Cyprus, bags need be
dragged no farther than 60 miles. The piping systems needed to connect the bags to water supplies on land can be built
from existing technology, but bags have ripped during transport on several occasions.
A third water-bag inventor, Terrv G. Spragg of Manhattan Beach, Calif., is solving the problems ofboth volume and
towing in a different way. With the support ofprivately hired scientists and consultants, Spragg has patented specialized
zippers, with teeth more than an inch long, that can link water bags like boxcars. He has demonstrated the technology but
hasyetto sell it for commercial use.
Thus far this technology has been used only for freshwater deliveries to emergency situations and to extremely waterscarce coastal regions with a reliable demand for expensive water. But for some communities with no other option, water
bags may offer anew and clever solution. --Peter H. Gleick
.

Approach 3: Reduce Demand
New York City is a metropolis offlamboyant excess, except when it comes to water. No one would suspect it, but the
Big Apple has clamped down on water wasters, and after 10 years ofpatching leaky pipes and replacing millions of
water-guzzling toilets, the city is now saving billions ofgallons ofwater every year.
Back in the early 1990s New York City faced an inuninent water shortage, and it was getting worse with every flush,
shower and tooth brushing. With an influx ofnew residents and an increase in the number ofdrought years, the city
needed to find an extra 90 million gallons of water a day--about 7 percent ofthe city's total water use. Instead of
spending nearly $1 billion for anew pumping station along the Hudson River, city officials opted for acheaper alternative:
reduce the demand on the current water supply, which was piped in from the Catskill Mountains.
Officials knew that persuading New Yorkers to go green and conserve water would require some enticement-free
toilets. The city's DepartmentofEnvironmental Protection (DEP) stepped in with a three-year toilet rebate program,
which began in 1994. With a budget of$295 million for up to 1.5 million rebates, the ambitious scheme set out to
replace one third ofthe city's inefficient toilets--those using more than five gallons ofwater per flush-with water-saving
models that do the same job with only 1.6 gallons per flush. With the rebate program, the DEP hoped to meet the largest
part of its water-savings goal.
New Yorkers embraced the plan. Some 20,000 applications arrived within three days of its start. By the time the
program ended in 1997, low-flow toilets had replaced 1.3 3 million inefficient ones in 110,000 buildings. The result: a 29
percent reduction in water use per building per year. TheDEP estimates that low-flow toilets save 70 million to 90
million gallonsaday citywide--enough to fill about6,70001ympic-sizeswinnningpools.
Butmore efficient flushes weren't enough. The toilet rebate program happened concurrently with the city's water audit
program, which continues today. For much of the city's history, the amount building owners paid forwaterwas based on
the size of their property. Following a law passed in 1985, however, the city began keeping tabs on water use and
charging accordingly. The law dictated that water meters be installed during building renovations, and the same
requirement was applied to construction of new homes and apartments beginning in 1988. As of 1998, all properties in
Page 3 of5
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the city must be metered. Homeowners who want to keep their water bills down under the new laws can request a free
water-efficiencysurveyfrom Volt VIEWtech, the company that oversees the city's audit program. Inspectors check for
leaky plumbing, offer advice onretrofittingwith water-efficient fixtures and distribute free faucet aerators and low-flow
showerheads. Low-flow showerheads use about half as much water as the old ones, and faucet aerators, whichreplace
the screen in the faucet head and add air to the spray, can lower the flow ofwater from four gallons a minute to less than
one gallon aminute. Volt VIEWtech has made several hundred thousand ofthese inspections, saving an estimated 11
million gallons ofwater adayineliminatedleaks and increased efficiency.
In efforts to save even more water, New York City has gone outside the home and into the streets. Water officials have
installed magnetic locking caps on fire hydrants to keep people from tumingthem on in the summer. The city is also
keeping an eye underground by using computerized sonar equipment to scan for leaks along all 32.6million feet (6,174
miles) ofits water mains .
Although the city's population continues to grow, per person water use in New York dropped from 195 to 169 gallons a
day between 1991 and 1999. From all indications, this trend is following its upward path. Water conservation works.
And New Yorkers are proving that every flush makes a difference. --DM

Approach 4: Recycle
In the world's arid regions, even sewage water cannot be thrown away Namibia is the driest African country south ofthe
Sahara Desert. Blistering heat evaporates water faster than rains can rejuvenate the parched landscape, and there are no
year-round rivers. Residents ofthe capital city, Windhoek, must do more thanjustconserve water to secure a permanent
supply. Theymustreusetheprecious little they have.
By the end ofthe 1960s, most underground aquifers and reservoirs on seasonal rivers near Windhoek had been tapped
dry by the capital's burgeoning population, which has grown from 61,000 to more than 230,000 in the past 30years.
Transporting water from the closest permanent river, the Okavango--some 400 miles away --was too expensive. This
crisis inspired city officials to implement a strict water conservation scheme that includes reclaiming domestic sewage and
raisingitonce again to drinkable standards.
The city's frrstreclamation plant, initially capable ofproducing only 460milliongallons ofclean waterperyearwhenit
went on line in 1968, is now pumping out double that amount--enough to provide about 23 percent ofthe city's yearly
water demands. Officials hope to boost that supply number to 51 percent with an upcoming facility now under
construction.
To make wastewater drinkable, it must undergo a rigorous cleaning regimen. First, large solids are allowed to settle out
while biofilters remove smaller organic particles. Advanced treatments remove annnonia, and carbon and sand filters
ensure that the last traces ofdissolved organic material are eliminated. The fmal step is to purify the water by adding
chlorine and lime. To guarantee a safe drinking supply, the reclaimed water is tested once a week for the presence of
harmful bacteria, viruses andheavymetals. (Industrial effluent laden with toxic chemicals is diverted to separate treatment
plants.) Compared with local freshwater sources, the reclaimed water is equal or better in quality.
Despite 32 years of access to high-quality recycled water, the residents ofWindhoek still doggedly oppose its use for
personal consumption. For this reason, most ofthis purified wastewater irrigates parks and gardens. But sometimes
people don't have a choice about their water source. In times of peak Summer demand or during emergencies such as
drought, local freshwaterreservoirs are strained, and Windhoek relies heavily on treated effluent to boost supply . During
the droughtofl995, for instance, reclaimed water accounted for more than 30 percent ofthe clean water piped into
homes.
Officials hope to bolster support for the recycling program through enhanced public education--like letting the word slip
that besides irrigating the city's greenery, treated wastewater is the secret ingredient in the prized local brew. --DM

Further Information:
For a list of the dos and don'ts about home water conservation, visit the New York City Department ofEnvironrnentai
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LETTER

41

Ann Rode
July 23,2001

•

•
41-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy in northern San Luis Obispo County.

41-2

Monterey County currently has water conservation ordinances that apply to both
urban and agricultural uses. Please refer to Master Response MR-5.

41-3

The MCWRA has had a Best Management Program (BMP) for agricultural irrigation
since the early 1990's. The MCWRA currently requires all agricultural water users to
submit agricultural water conservation plans on an annual basis as part of the
Groundwater Extraction Management System (GEMS) as required by Ordinance
3717. A Mobile Irrigation Lab that went on-site to farms to measure irrigation
efficiencies and educate the farmers on BMPs was part of the original program
developed by the MCWRA. The Mobile Irrigation Lab has been loaned to the
Monterey County Resource Conservation District. As a result of the MCWRA's
efforts, farmers throughout the Salinas Valley have implemented BMPs, at their own
cost, to help preserve the ground water resources in the Valley.

41-4

There are no MCWRA programs requiring conversion to drip irrigation, only
ordinances (see responses to comments 41-2 and 41-3). However, Salinas Valley
growers have converted on a large scale (over 50,000 acres) to drip irrigation and this
trend continues.

41-5

Agricultural water needs are anticipated to decline by approximately 60,000 AFY in
the Basin by 2030 (a 14% reduction see Draft EIR/EIS Table 1-2) as a result of
several factors. These factors include increased irrigation efficiencies, changes in
crop (i.e., increase in lower water-demand grape production), and some conversion
of land from agricultural to urban uses. Please refer to Master Response MR-5.

41-6

Conservation releases would continue in the irrigation season for both streambed
recharge and surface water diversion until reservoir levels are reached that would
preclude further releases, which would occur when lake levels fall below the
elevation of the low level outlet works for Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs,
which are 670 and 645 feet msl, respectively.

41-7

It is not anticipated that substantial amounts of land not currently in agricultural use
would be converted to such use in the future in the project area. Urban growth is
the more likely scenario. This is described on pages 7-9 through 7-11 of the Draft
EIR/EIS in the section on the growth inducement potential of the proposed action.
As noted in that section, the MCWRA has no authority over the approval or denial
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of land use projects, and the allowance of impacts associated with approved growth
is outside the MCWRA's purview. It is also important to note that between 1991 and
1999, the number of agricultural acres irrigated in the Salinas Valley has decreased
from about 175,000 to about 165,000.
That stated, the MCWRA has no authority over land uses in the Salinas Valley and
therefore cannot control the demands placed on the water system. Nevertheless, the
project has been designed to halt seawater intrusion under both current and
anticipated future (2030) conditions, assuming substantial growth of urban uses and
conversion of farmland.

41-8

Seawater intrusion is common in all coastal regions where groundwater extraction
(pumping) is significant enough to create an inland groundwater gradient. In the
Salinas Valley, between 1983 and 1992, numerous studies of the extent of seawater
intrusion were conducted and possible solutions were presented. Many examples
exist where management practices have reduced or reversed the inland groundwater
gradient and thus slowed or halted intrusion. A few examples include the work
being done by the South Florida Water Management District, DWR Bulletin 118-1
(1968 -1981) for the South San Francisco Bay, and numerous studies and projects
worldwide in areas such as the Baltic, Mediterranean, and European coastal regions.

41-9

Monterey County, including the farmers of the Salinas Valley, already has one of the
lowest per capita water uses in the state. The agricultural sector of the Salinas Valley
has implemented "best management practices" for the use of irrigation water in the
Salinas Valley since 1991. The California Department of Water Resources published
water use data by hydrologic region and the Salinas Valley is in the Central Coast
region. Despite multiple crops (in some areas 3 crops per year), average agriculture
water use is less than 80% of average in California (DWR Bulletin 98-160). It is
unlikely that Salinas Valley growers can achieve substantial enough additional
conservation to affect the need for the projects without also substantially affecting
productivity. Please see Master Response MR-5.

41-10 Please see response to Comment 38-3.
41-11

Please see responses to Comments 41-2 and 41-3 regarding agricultural water-use
controls. Please see Master Response MR-5 regarding general water conservation.

41-12 The proposed action would not tax the capacity of the reservoirs to provide water, as
suggested by the commenter. Although average annual reservoir storage would be
lower than under existing conditions, the water supply capacity of the reservoirs
would not be depleted, except possibly in drought years, as is currently the case.
Drought is factored into the modeling of project success.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-338

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

NEP A Lead Agency:
Attention: Robert Smith, Biologist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
CEGA Lead Agency:
Attention Curtis Weeks, Gen. Mgr.
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455
July 26, 2001
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley
Water Project SCH#2000034007
Dear Gentlemen:
We have a concern that the current EIR report is misleading and has an open-end effect in some
areas that make us a little uneasy. Our concerns are as follows.

I 42-1

1. The State License for Lake Nacimiento was not prioritized.
2. Urban Development should not be a part of this EIR or qualifY your use of the lake water
to show use of the new water resources only. That water gained by the modification of
the dam spillway to hold early rainwater, (water above our present curve of 777 feet
during the rainy season). "State requires a new water source be shown before a New
Development can be approved". Not an existing one and especially one that is already
being over-pumped. Ifurban development is left in report, then a moratorium should be
placed on new construction until you have proven that the project will do what it has been
designed for: "Stop salt water intrusion by replenishing the aquifers and create irrigation
water for the farmers. Future development would be required to prove adequate new
water resources or existing water by developing current farming area.
3. I would like to see your operational guideline incorporate Fish & Games recommendation
of740 ft as the minimum level for this lake.

42-2

I

4. We realize the report states this as a single project with two phases, but not the order of
completion if a shortage of funds! ! The dam modification and the water that can be
stored is a big part ofthe EIR report and should be completed first.
Thank you for your time and consideration that have gone into this project but as a concerned
Lake Nacimiento property owner the above items are of concern to us.

Si~ erely, ~~!'

~.

fu J

Jim&
Yraud
3130 Soda d
Paso Robles, CA 93446
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42-3

42-4

LETTER 42

Jim Eyraud
Betty Eyraud
July 26, 2001

•

•

42-1

The State Water Resources Control Board issued License No. 7543 to the
MCWRA on August 6, 1964 for diversion and use of water from Nacimiento
Reservoir. The license gives the MCWRA the right to store 350,000 AF (this
right was recendy increased to 377,900 AF) and use up to 180,000 AF of water
from Nacimiento Reservoir for irrigation, domestic, municipal, industrial, and
recreational uses. Based on the special bond election on April 26, 1955, the
priority uses for Nacimiento Reservoir were established as flood control and
water conservation. This bond measure was approved by voters in Zone 2 of
the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, now
known as the Monterey County Water Resources Agency.

42-2

The proposed project would not include urban development, or any other kind
of development, other than the facilities included in the project as described in
Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS. No further response is necessary as no
significant environmental issues are raised by the commenter.

42-3

The commenter's request that the operational guidelines of the proposed project
incorporate the California Department ofFish and Game's recommendation of
740 feet as the minimum level of Nacimiento Reservoir is noted. However, the
hydrologic model for the proposed project indicates that lake levels would be
required to fall below the 740-foot level to meet the objectives of the project.

42-4

As described on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the spillway modification at
Nacimiento Reservoir is needed to safely pass the PMF even in the absence of
the SVWP. Therefore, this modification would need to proceed regardless of the
action taken by the MCWRA on the remainder of the SVWP.
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Meyer. Bob Ext.8984
From:
~" ... t:

buoject:

Rudolph Alena [ralena@tcsn.net]
Thursday, July 26, 2001 3:18 PM
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Proposed action on Lake nacimiento.

Dear Mr. Mayer.
We were outraged to hear about the proposed $ 349 increase of private
slips
fees; and also the intent of the Monterey County to make drastic long
term
lake level reduction on Lake Nacimiento.
Your truly,
Mr. and Mrs Rudolph Alena
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LETTER 43
Mr. and Mrs. Rudolph Alena
July 26, 2001

•
43-1

•
This comment, related to the price of private boat slips at Nacimiento Reservoir,
does not raise any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.
As indicated by response to Comments 2-13, 2-14, and 2-16, water level fluctuations
in Nacimiento Reservoir will be within the range occurring under present operations.
However, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 5.9), average lake levels will be
reduced and recreation will be significandy affected. Please see, also, Master
Response MR-2.
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July 28, 2001
To Whom It May Concern:
We do have comments to make on the Naci..>niento \Vater Project and vvelcome this opportunity
to do so. We are new in the area and are bombarded with gossip and rumors about varying
proposals on Lake Nacimiento.
We understand the water problems that exist from the Salinas River, below our dam. Water is
a critical problem everywhere and there really seems to be no solution in Sight to take care of our
constantly growing world population. While water is needed for daily survival, it is also
essential for the farmers who grow the crops that feed a large portion of our nation and the
world.
It is obvious that there is a greater need for more water below the dam. We can fully understand
the desire to bring the spillway up to a capacity where it can support a fuller lake and be able to
send more water to farmers who are suffering from required irrigation to grow crops where the
land is not designed for vegetation to flourish.
Is there not some way to provide water to those in need and limit how much is withdrawn from
our lakes? Can't a clause be added that stipulates that water will not fall below a certain level,
no matter how great the need downstream? Can a spillway be created that will be above a
minimum level, stopping further water removal from the lakes?
As residents on Lake Nacimiento, we are opposed to the proposals being offered at this time.
We not only use the lake for recreational purposes, our water comes from it as well. We need
the water to maintain our homes, having no desire to be forced to relocate. We implore you to
find a solution that will allow us to maintain our lifestyle without causing the farmers below the
dam to suffer unnecessarily.
Sincerel

1

u/·~'

~-

/rv. /

Irfr'thard Mayn rd
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44-1

LETTER

44

Richard Maynard
Marilyn Maynard
July 28, 2001

•
44-1

Please see response to Comment 22-2 regarding the water use priorities established
by the MCWRA Reservoir Operations Committee and impacts of the proposed
project on recreation. The MCWRA would attempt to mitigate the impact of
reservoir reoperation on recreation to the extent possible. Mitigation to reduce the
impact is described in Master Response MR-2. Please see Master Response MR-10
regarding questions about the provision of domestic water supply to residents at
Nacimiento Reservoir. It is also noted that individual wells need to be designed to
function independent of lake levels as individual homeowners do not have water
rights to Nacimiento reservoir water.
The current capacity of Nacimiento Reservoir is 377,900 AF. The current water
right license restriction is that a maximum of 180,000 AF can be withdrawn in any
one year. It is the charge of the MCWRA Reservoir Operations Committee, which
generally meets monthly, to provide the guidance for releases from Nacimiento
Reservoir. MCWRA acknowledge that this is a very difficult issue and has been
seeking a solution for years. The preferred alternative appears to be the only feasible
solution. Simply stated, there is not enough water to fully satisfy all competing
demands but the Agency will do its best. Based on the analysis conducted for the
EIR/EIS, despite what will be its best efforts, the Agency can be expected to operate
the reservoir on such a manner that recreational resources will be adversely affected.
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Roberta Lindsay
5620 Las Tablas Bay Drive
Paso Robles, Ca. 93446
(805) 237-2759
July 30,2001
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O.Box 930
Salinas, Ca. 93902-0930
Subject: Salinas Valley Water Project - DEIR / DEIS
Gentlemen,
I am a homeowner and landowner on Las Tablas Creek, I am in favor ofthe modification
of the spillway to raise the level of the lake as long as there is no overdraft during dry
years. I am opposed to an overdraft situation for I would lose water views, water access,
and value on my properties.

Respectfully,

~e1Z
Roberta Lindsay
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45-1

LETTER 45
Roberta Lindsay
July 30, 2001

•
45-1

It is noted that the commenter is in favor of the spillway modification at Nacimiento
Dam. Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for a discussion of impacts to
recreation and Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of impacts on property values
near Nacimiento Reservoir resulting from the proposed project. Please refer to
response to Comment 20-3 regarding project operations in drought years.
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July 30, 200 I
Terry W. Chavis
Property Owner
4669 Green Pine Lane
Heritage Ranch, Paso Robles, Ca. 93446
To Whom it may concern:
The Salinas Valley Water Project has issued an EIR that in my opinion is extremely slanted. I
grant that the Salinas Valley has problems. To bolster the economy of one County (Salinas) while
hurting the economy of another (San Luis Obispo) is absurd.
Your EIR does not take into the account of the loss of business, business taxes, or property
values (which result in the loss of property taxes) of the people that own land and live in the
watershed areas. This loss could be in the Hundreds of Millions of Dollars. The recreation and
fishery's loss was passed over as slight. This is untrue. Tourist recreation and fishing are a large
part ofthe SLO, and Paso Robles economy.

46-1

Your EIR shows that there are no other alternatives. This is not so. Dams in the Arroyo Seco
and behind Lake Nacimiento weren't explored.

46-2

Your EIR doesn't approach the conservation methods that should be applied to the Salinas
Valley.

46-3

I agree with widening the spillway to allow more retention of water, as this only makes good
sense. But if efforts to destroy our property values and lifestyle continue, there can only be
mistrust from the local people. This could result in people opposing a part of the project that
could be good for all. This mistrust is what I'm feeling myself.
Although I am writing this letter for myself, I'm the President of Heritage Ranch Owners
Association, and many home owners (over Seventeen Hundred properties) are highly concerned.
There are other home owner associations around Lake Nacimiento, and they share our concerns.
There are several thousand homes in the immediate area that are highly affected.

Thank you,

~zj

TerryW. Chavis

Copy to:
San Luis Board of Supervisors
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46-4

LETTER

46

Terry W. Chavis
July 30,2001

•
46-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

46-2

Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS includes a discussion of five alternatives, including
the proposed actions which are aimed at halting seawater intrusion. The
environmental impacts of these five alternatives are analyzed in great detail
throughout Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS. In addition, pages 4-13 and 4-14 of
the Draft EIR/EIS include a discussion of several alternatives that were previously
considered and rejected due to environmental, economic, and/or technical feasibility
issues. Please refer to Master Response MR-8, which discusses damming Arroyo
Seco. It is not known what a "dam behind Lake Nacimiento" refers to, but any
additional full time impoundments on the Salinas River would be extremely difficult
to permit, due to a myriad of environmental concerns and water rights, and, more
importandy, to respond to this comment, would likely not create more water in the
watershed.

46-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-S.

46-4

The environmental review process is intended to fully inform the public and decision
makers about the extent of potential impacts of a project and mitigation to avoid or
lessen those impacts, and is one step in determining the feasibility of a project. It is
not the MCWRA's intention, in advancing this project for environmental review, to
destroy property values or people's lifestyles. The MCWRA does acknowledge,
however, that there may be significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
implementing a project that will provide the benefits of halting seawater intrusion,
providing adequate water supplies to meet existing and future demand, and
improving the hydrologic balance of the Salinas Valley groundwater basin. This
Final EIR/EIS includes mitigation to reduce (though not fully mitigate) impacts of
the project on recreation, which are of particular concern to owners of property
around Nacimiento Reservoir; see Master Response MR-2. On the other hand, the
widening of the spillway will allow the storage and use of more water in Nacimiento
Reservoir that will benefit all that live along the shores, as well as those individuals
who live in the Salinas Valley.
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Carpinteria, California
July 30, 2001
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resource Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Dear Sir:
This letter is one of concern regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report!
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Salinas Valley Water Project.
As a member of Cal Shasta Club and 22 year property owner! taxpayer on property,
Lake Nacimiento, I would like to express my concern and questions regarding EIR.
In Chapter 1.4.1 - Will additional reviews and EIR be required for elements of the
project which may be implemented in the future years?

47-1

Chapter 1.5.4 - EIR indicates fire protection will be hampered by lowered lake levels.
What provisions are to be made to replace this protection for property owners?

47-2

Chapter 2.2.1-1 - I have had property on Lake Nacimiento for 22 years. I know we
have had below normal rainfall several years in a row in the past. Will the "additional"
water storage be used only when it is available in wet years, or will the lake level be
lowered even more to accommodate the proposed project?
Chapter 3.2.5 - Will pumping of ground water of all areas of the Valley being protected
from sea water inversion be limited?
Chapter 2.3 and 2.4 - More study and a new model run could allow a redefinition of the
re-operation so that the affect on recreational opportunities during the peak recreation
season could be reduced.
Chapter 3.2 - In regards to the whole project being implemented as a single project:
strongly feel themodfication of the Nacimiento Spillway should be completed and
additional water storage be in place before additional releases are made from the
lake.

47-3

I 47-4
47-5

47-6

In addition to the above points, I have the following questions.
1. Chapter 2.2.1-1
How would property owners be reimbursed for damage caused by higher water
levels due to increased water storage in wet years?
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2. Chapter 2.3 and 2.4
How would property owners be compensated for loss in property value if the
project causes consistent lower water levels during the peak recreation season?
3. Chapter 1.4.1
Will additional water be used to support more urban development in the Salinas
Valley?

Yours truly,

r1?L4
/)

Mailing Address:

Lake Nacimiento property:
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James F. Shook,Jr.
7188 Shepard Mesa
Carpinteria, CA. 93013131

Cal Shasta Club - Membership #28
Site J-12 - 8995 Moon Shadow Drive
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47-8
47-9

LETTER

47

James F. Shook, Jr.
July 30,2001

•
47-1

As stated on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS, if it is determined that an expanded
distribution system is needed in the future to halt seawater intrusion, then more
precise planning and environmental analysis for such a system will be required at that
time.

47-2

Section 1.5.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the proposed action would not
have a measurable effect upon or result in the need for new or altered governmental
services for fire protection. It is not stated in the Draft EIR/EIS that fire protection
services would be hampered by lowered lake levels, as the commenter is suggesting.
While fire boat access will be less frequent than under current conditions, this type
of access is already regularly unavailable due to fluctuating lake levels. While the
project would increase the frequency of fire boat inaccessibility, this would not
substantially alter the current conditions wherein fire boat access is available at some
times and not at others and is supplemented by land access for fire suppression.

47-3

The "additional water storage" consists of that portion of reservoir storage that
would be added as a result of the spillway improvements and associated changes in
the flood rule curve, which would allow for water to be held at higher levels in the
winter than under the current flood rule curve, including above the 777 -foot
elevation. This additional storage would be used mosdy in years of normal and
heavier rainfall, especially in winter and early spring. In addition, to accommodate
the requirements of the SVWP, more water would generally be released through the
irrigation season under the proposed reservoir reoperation, resulting in average
monthly lake levels being lower in all months, potentially in all year types. See also
response to Comment 20-3 regarding operations under drought conditions. It
should also be noted that revised modeling has been performed since completion of
the Draft EIR/EIS, and the lake level projections under Alternative A have been
modified and are not as severely affected as originally reported. The revised results
are shown in Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0.

47-4

The MCWRA will continue to manage groundwater pumping within the project
delivery areas as part of the proposed action. See Section 3.2.5 of the Draft
EIR/EIS and Master Response MR-l.

47-5

Revised modeling has been performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and
the lake level projections under Alternative A have been modified. The revised
results are shown in Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0. As to more study,
none is proposed. This problem has been studied for years and the preferred action
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is the best alternative identified to date. See also Master Response MR-2 for a
description of mitigation considered for recreation.

47-6

Modification of the spillway, with attendant modification of the Nacimiento
Reservoir flood rule curve, would allow for the passage of the PMF and is necessary
to meet DSOD safety requirements. For benefits to groundwater recharge and
water supply to be realized, however, it would be necessary to couple the changes in
release patterns allowed by these modifications with the capture and storage of water
downstream during the irrigation season. In addition, the modeling performed for
the project shows that additional releases are required during the irrigation season to
meet the project objectives of halting seawater intrusion and meeting demand for
water in the project area. Therefore, it is necessary for all components of the
project to be implemented for the project objectives to be met.

47-7

The proposed project would not raise the maximum water level of Nacimiento
Reservoir. The high water level will remain at its present elevation of 800 feet,
within which no homes are located. The spillway modification will not increase the
height of the spillway, rather, it will provide additional release capacity. Therefore,
no property damage would occur.

47-8

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir. When MCWRA
first built the reservoir, it did not build it to enhance property values at what would
become a lake and it has never operated the reservoir with this intent. It will
continue to operate the reservoir for its primary purpose of flood control and water
conservation and secondary benefit of recreation. MCWRA does not intend to
provide compensation for any potential property value decreases because operating
the reservoir in accordance with a long-standing water rights license is not a take of
private property.

47-9

The SVWP is proposing to deliver project water only to the CSIP area, which serves
agricultural users. However, the proposed action would in effect recharge the Salinas
Valley groundwater basin, which serves both agricultural and urban users.
Consequently, delivering water in accordance with Alternative A would remove a
significant obstacle to growth but is not directly intended to support more urban
development in the Salinas Valley.
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George Marcum
Santa Maria, CA

July 30, 2001
To: Monterey County Water Resources Agency
RE: Proposed - Salinas Valley Water Project
Your recently announced plan for the construction of SVWP, will create severe
negative impacts on property values all around Lake Nacimiento and would in effect
end any recreation use around the lake. Additionally ine potential damaging effects
on the environment; fish, wild game, birds, (Bald Eagle) could be devastating for
years to follow.

48-1
48-2
48-3

While we realize that the recreation use of the lake is secondary to Salinas farmers
needs, why have you arbitrarily changed all of the previous agreements for "shared"
use of Lake Nacimiento, while at the same time continue to hold Lake San Antonio
to capacity level?

48-4

Recently you increased annual floating dock fees by 35%, thus indicating that you
supported the recreation use of Lake Nacimiento! Was this just a means to collect
increased fees in the spring, only to drastically drop water levels later in the year?
Annual fees for all watercraft now stands at $75.001

48-5

As far as I can see at this point, all of your decisions on water use is completely and
totally arbrituary, from the politics of Monterey county, but applied to the residents
living in San Luis Obispo County. Most all of the property owners around Lake
Nacimiento reside in San Luis Obispo County, however as property and home
owners, have absolutely no say in determining the final use of water, or the fees
charged to use it! A clear case of taxation without representation!

48-6

Is this the American way?
Respectfully,

George Marcum
Mary Marcum
8815 Circle Oak
Oak Shores
Bradley, CA 93426
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48

George Marcum
Mary Marcum
July 30,2001

•

•

48-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

48-2

The effects of the proposed project on recreation are discussed in Section 5.9 of the
Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would
significandy reduce the number of peak recreation days in which lake levels at
Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs were above the 730-foot threshold. This
impact was found to be significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR/EIS; however,
during the public review process, mitigation measures have been developed to
reduce this impact, although not to a less-than-significant level. Recreation would
continue at the reservoirs. See also, Master Response MR-2.

48-3

Please refer to response to Comments 2-10 and 24-10 for information on potential
effects on bald eagles and terrestrial wildlife. Please also refer to Master Response
MR-7.

48-4

The primary purposes of Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs operations have
always been flood control and water conservation. Recreation is considered a
secondary benefit of the reservoirs. There are no formal agreements that address
relative use of Nacimiento Reservoir. Also, under the proposed project, releases
from San Antonio Reservoir would also be maximized to enhance groundwater
recharge and downstream diversion, resulting in reduced lake levels.

48-5

This comment, related to dock fees at Nacimiento Reservoir, does not raise any
environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

48-6

The proposed project as currendy defined has two major structural components, a
diversion structure on the Salinas River at approximately mile 5 and the spillway
modification of the Nacimiento Dam. These two structural components,
accompanied by reoperation of the reservoirs, will enable the MCWRA to halt
seawater intrusion by allowing for enhanced groundwater recharge and delivery of
surface water to Salinas Valley users. The cost of these structural elements would be
borne by the taxpayer in the Salinas Valley and not by any of the property owners
around Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs. The primary purpose of operation
of Nacimiento Reservoir is to provide flood control benefits and allow for water
recharge down the Nacimiento and Salinas rivers. Residents in the Salinas Valley
funded the original construction cost of the two reservoirs for these purposes and
continue to fund its operations.
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Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
To:
Alex and Louise Seaman
Subject: RE: San Luis Obispo Information Meeting held on July 30, 2001
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This is the beginning of the process and it is "not a done deal". The ultimate approval is by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. An extensive
alternative analysis has been done and the final alternatives appear in the Draft EIR/EIS. If a project does not go forward to solve our dseawater
intrusion problem, Alternative Ein the Draft EIR/EiS would most likely occur :State Adjudication.
To the best of my knowledge, your comment about the launch ramp is correct. The satatus of any new launch rampos is unknown.
Thank you for your interest.
-----Original Message----From: Alex and Louise Seaman [mailto:seaman@tcsn.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2001 7: 10 AM
To: Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
Subject: Re: San Luis Obispo Information Meeting held on July 30,2001
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Mr. Meyer
Thank you for your response, however, I would prefer the answers in writing.
Louise Seaman

----- Original Message ----From: Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
To: 'Alex and Louise Seaman'
Sent: Tuesday, July 31,2001 3:57 PM
Subject: RE: San Luis Obispo Infqrmation Meeting held on July 30, 2001
It will be easier to respond to you telephonically given the nature of the questions.
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My phone number is (831) 755-4860
Thank you
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-----Original Message----From: Alex and Louise Seaman [mailto:seaman@tcsn.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2001 3:05 PM
To: meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject: San Luis Obispo Information Meeting held on July 30, 2001
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Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
Smith, Robert F SPN [RobertFSmith@spd02.usace.army.mil]
From:
Tuesday, July 31, 20014:20 PM
Sent:
To:
Bob Meyer (E-mail)
Subject: FW: Informational Meeting held in SLO on July 30
Just in case you didn't get this one.

~.

-----Original Message----From: Alex and Louise Seaman [mailto:seaman@tcsn.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2001 3:05 PM
To: Rsmith@spd.usace.army.mil
Subject: Informational Meeting held in SLO on July 30
We are writting as a concerned property owner at Heritage Ranch in Paso Robles regarding your proposed plan to stop the intrusion of sea water into a
15 mile stretch of beach in Monterey County. We are strongly opposed to your Plan A As pOinted out in the meeting you have given absolutely no
consideration to the economical impact it will have on our community and county. Why was an economic impact study not done? Do you now plan to
do one?
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The response to all alternatives suggested last night was met with a "we have explored that possiblity and find that it is not economically feasible".
Perhaps not for you, but the result of your plan is not "economically feasible" for us either.
A question that was not asked last night seems to be - is this already a done deal? The responses from Mr. Weeks certainly indicated. t~at it has
already been decided. Who has the authority to give final approval on this project? What impact will our disapproval have on that decIsion?
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Another question is regarding the launch ramp at the resort at Lake Nacimento. The meeting clearly indicated that many people at Heritage Ranch are
under the misunderstanding that when the lauch ramp at Heritage Ranch is no longer accessible, we will be able to use the one at the resort. This is
not true. The one at the resort will also be non-operational. Mr. Weeks should have noted that for the public's information each time a citizen made that
incorrect assumption. Since the County of Monterey will be adversly effected by the closing of that ramp in the form of major lost revenue, do they plan
to build another somewhere on the resort? If so, that would, of course, be helpful in recouping lost revenue for Monterey County, it will do nothing for
the residents of Heritage Ranch, Oak Shores or the County of San Luis Obispo.
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Looking forward to your response to all the questions stated above. I am sending a copy of this to the Army Corp of Engineers and expect that they will
respond to the questions that involve them.

I 49-1
49-2
49-3
49-4
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Alex Seaman
Louise Seaman
July 30, 2001

•

•
49-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy in northern San Luis Obispo County. Note that
an economic analysis is not required under either CEQA or NEPA.

49-2

Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a detailed description of the five
alternatives evaluated throughout the document. In addition, Section 4.3 of the
Draft EIR/EIS discusses other alternatives that were previously considered by
MCWRA and rejected due to environmental, economic, and/or technical feasibility
issues. The 1998 Draft EIR for the SVWP, which is incorporated by reference into
the 2001 Draft EIR/EIS, also included a description of a number of other
alternatives that have been considered throughout the planning process of the
SVWP. No further response is necessary. Please refer to Master Response MR-8.

49-3

The final decision for the approval of the SVWP will ultimately be made by the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors. Under Proposition 218, the people of
Salinas Valley who will pay for the project must approve its funding. Part of the
process of environmental review under CEQA and NEPA is the circulation of the
Draft EIR/EIS for agency and public review and comment, and responses to
comments on those substantive issues raised by commenters on the environmental
analysis. In response to issues raised by reviewers, the lead agencies may revisit or
present further analysis to clarify some aspects of the evaluation presented in the
draft environmental document. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA and
NEPA, this Final EIR/EIS discloses the environmental issues raised by commenters,
including numerous landowners around Nacimiento Reservoir, and provides
responses to those comments. In response to some of the issues raised, the lead
agencies have provided additional information in this Final EIR/EIS, including an
evaluation of economic effects of the project, further consideration of potential
mitigation for project impacts on recreation, and further evaluation of the reservoir
levels that would occur under project operations. This additional information will
assist the Board of Supervisors in making an informed decision on whether or not
the project should be approved. In other words, the project has not yet been
decided upon.

49-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-2 regarding consideration of additional
mitigation for recreation.
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LETTER

50

Leslie McCloud [incomplete letter]
July 30, 2001

•
50-1

The primary purposes of Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs have always been
flood control and water recharge in the Salinas Valley. The MCWRA has owned
these reservoirs since 1957 and 1964, respectively, and has always operated them to
meet these purposes.

50-2

This comment, related to the development of private homes along Nacimiento
Reservoir, does not raise any specific environmental issues regarding the proposed
action. No further response is necessary.

50-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-S.

50-4

The lands surrounding San Antonio Reservoir belong exclusively to the MCWRA.
Because there is little to no private land adjacent to San Antonio Reservoir, there are
no private homes there.
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_M_e_Ye_r_.B_O_b_E_X_t._89_8_4_____________________________________
From:
C'

'"'t:

SUbject:

kathy del rio [taneedr@juno.com]
Tuesday, July 31, 2001 7:18 PM
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
lake nacimiento dam

~

U

As a home owner at Heritage Ranch, I am writing to you to re consider
the
current plan on the DEIR\DEIS /project.
If this goes thru, all of
San
Luis Obispo County and Monterey C
GET INTERNET ACCESS FROM JUNO!
Juno offers FREE or PREMIUM Internet access for less!
Join Juno today!
For your FREE software, visit:
http://dl.www.juno.com/get/tagj.
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Kathy Del Rio
July 31, 2001

•
51-1

•
This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed project, does not raise
any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.
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_M_eY_e_r._B_O_b_E_X_t._89_8_4_____________________________________
From:
t'-

,t:

Subject:

kathy del rio [taneedr@juno.com]
Tuesday, July 31, 2001 7:30 PM
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
DEIR/DEIS ON LAKE NACIEMIENTO

~

U

I urge you to consider the impact this plan will have on homeowners at
Heritage Ranch, as well as Oak Shores communities. This plan will
effect
the economy of all of San Luis Obispo County, as well as Monterey
County.
When Lake Naciemiento Dam was built, it was indicated to the
taxpayers in San Luis Obispo County, that it result in property values
going up, and businesses would prosper, and this dam and lake would be
used for recreation purposes. Thats what sold it to the taxpayers at
the
time. Now you are going back on your word, in order to take the water
and use for urban sprawl in the Salinas area.
You will be hurting the
San Antonio Lake area, as well as the businesses in that area, the
campbground, the marina, and marina at Lake Naciemiento.
This water
will not be used to help the farmers, it will be used for housing
developments in the Montery County, and that is no't right.
The
taxpayers were sold another bill of goods. Why not build another dam in
the northern counties, like around Santa Cruz, etc. Thank you.
GET INTERNET ACCESS FROM JUNO!
Juno offers FREE or PREMIUM Internet access for less!
Join Juno today!
For your FREE software, visit:
http://dl.www.juno.com/get/tagj.
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52-1

52-2

52-3
52-4
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Kathy Del Rio
July 31,2001

•
52-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.

52-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
impact on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

52-3

The SVWP is proposing to deliver project water only to the CSIP area, which serves
agricultural users. However, the proposed action would recharge the Salinas Valley
groundwater basin, which is used by both agricultural and urban interests.
Consequently, delivering water in accordance with Alternative A would remove a
significant obstacle to growth. It would also allow continuation of agriculture.
Please see, also, Master Response MR-1.

52-4

Alternatives that were previously considered include construction of a dam along
either Arroyo Seco or in Chalone Canyon. These alternatives were found to be
economically infeasible. A dam in another county such as Santa Cruz, as the
commenter is suggesting, would not provide water to the Salinas Valley. See also
Master Response MR-8.
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_M_ey~e_r._B_O_b_E_xt_.8_9_84_____________________________________ ~
From:
r

,t:

Cc:
Subject:

U

Cindy Fleenor [cindy@dfd.com]
Tuesday, July 31, 2001 3:47 PM
Rsmith@spd.usace.army.mil
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Lake Nacimiento property values

Dear Sir,
We recently (less than 2 years ago) purchased a large parcel at Lake
Nacimiento, for recreational purposes. We have 5 neighbors who have
also purchased large parcels (at significant cost) nearby.
If the
proposal goes through to lower the lake significantly, I am certain
there will be innumberable lawsuits filed for loss of property
values. We did check the plans for the lake prior to purchase.
The
plans at that time (according to what we were told) were to possibly
increase the lake levels, with a goal of maintaining or improving
existing recreational usage - NOT decreasing the lake during its prime
usage period!
Who do we address our concerns to?
A VERY concerned property owner,
Cindy Fleenor
cindy@dfd.com
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Cindy Fleenor
July 31, 2001

•
53-1

•
The MCWRA, which operates the reservoir, has never committed to maintaining or
enhancing recreation at Lake Nacimiento and has been considering its increased use
for halting seawater intrusion. Revised modeling has been performed since
completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and the new model results indicate that effects of
SVWP operations on reservoir elevations would be less than reported in the Draft
EIR/EIS, but would still be considered significant. See Master Response MR-4 and
Chapter 3.0 for a description of the revised results. See Master Response MR-6 for a
discussion of the proposed project's potential impacts on property values near
Nacimiento Reservoir. See also Master Response MR-2 for a description of
mitigation that has been considered to reduce the impact of the proposed action on
recreation.
For over a decade, water conservation and flood control have been the primary
purposes the reservoir as constructed by MCWRA. This information is a matter of
public record.
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Aug. 1,

2001

Robert Smith
u.S. Army Corps of Engineers
333 Market St.
San Francisco, Ca. 94105-2197
Dear Mr. Smith:
We cannot come to the Public Hearing Aug. 1 at Montery.
We would like to express our views on your Proposed Action,
regarding Lake Nacimiento.
It is our understanding that you feel the Lake "can be reoperated to release less water in wet seasons and release it
during irrigation seasons." This §ounds fine, however if
the wet season is not wet and irrigation water is released
anyway, we are left with a dry Lake again.
We do hope you will take this under consideration when
your final decision is made. The wording should certainly
be changed.
We have been home-owners at Oak Shores since 1972. I would
hope the level of the Lake can be maintained so we can all
enjoy the water,
Sincerely,

'-1/
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/ / G;- D~tJ-IO.zA2

Mary & Ronald Blake
6112 Lederer
Woodland Hills, Ca. 91367
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Mary Blake
Ronald Blake
August 1, 2001

•
54-1

•
Please see responses to Comments 20-3 and 47-3.
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.JOHN

753 I 3

P.

INTERLAKE ROAD

LINDLEY
.

BRADLEY,

CA 93426

(805) 472-9556

August 1, 2001
District Engineer
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197

Subject: Draft EIR, Salinas Valley Project, SCH# 2000034007

Dear Mr. Smith,
The following comments pertain to information contained in the Project Summary distributed at
the public meeting in Paso Robles, July 30,2001.
FLOOD POTENTIAL AND REDUCED FLOOD CONTROL CAPABILITY
On page 2.9, section 5.3, the Summary addresses hydrology and water logging near the diversion
structure. However, there is no indication that the potential for increased flooding in the Salinas
River Valley due to this project has been considered.
Significant flooding has occurred in the valley in recent years. One of the Highway 101 bridges
at Soledad was destroyed, and farm land near the river was damaged.

55-1

Two of the key elements of this project are modification of the spillway to pass the probable
maximum flood event, and re-operation of the reservoirs to permit more water storage during wet
seasons. The higher water level during the wet season will decrease the flood water storage
capacity and thus may increase number of times it will be necessary to allow flood waters to pass
through. The larger spillway will allow a higher volume of water during those emergency
releases, and thus may increase the damage and flood more land than previously experienced. It
appears that flood control capability of both reservoirs has been severely degraded.
Unfortunately, this is especially true during a probable maximum flood event when control is
most needed.
Therefore, I request that the EIR address environmental, economic, and disaster
impacts to farms and residents in the Salinas River Valley due to increased flood
damage resulting from decreased flood control ofthis project.
VISUAL AND RECREATIONAL IMPACTS
It is very difficult to determine the visual and recreational impact to Nacimiento and San Antonio
Lakes from the Summary. On page 2-15, section 5.8, It is stated that "the difference in average
monthly surface elevation at San Antonio Reservoir '" would be 28 to 31 feet less than under
existing conditions". Also, on page 2-16, is the statement relative to Nacimiento "Implementation
of Alternative A would result in an annual reduction of 16 to 28 feet in surface elevation
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55-2

compared to existing and future conditions". These statements do not convey the variation in
level due to wet or dry years, and do not indicate the duration of low water levels.
Also on page 2-16, section 5.9, relating to San Antonio "Implementation of Alternative A is
anticipated to reduce by 38 to 39% the available peak recreation days during near term and future
conditions." There is a similar statement for Nacimiento. This is an important impact. However,
it is impossible to estimate the duration of this impact from this statement because we are not
told the number of recreation days currently available. Again, there is no mention of the variation
due to wet and dry years.
Therefore, to provide better understanding by the public of the visual and
recreational impacts, I request that illustrations similar to the chart attached be
prepared for both reservoirs. They should show the key elevations, current
operation levels, and projected levels for wet, average and dry years.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

:f P.
John P. Lindley

~

cc: Monterey County Water Resources Agency

Enclosures: Sample Chart of San Antonio Reservoir Operation
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John P. Lindley
August 1, 2001

•

•

55-1

The section referred to by the commenter is part of Table 2-1, which describes only
the environmental effects of the project alternatives that were determined to be
significant. As noted on page 2-7, effects found to be less than significant are not
described in the summary, but are addressed in the main body of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The potential for downstream flooding under project operations was found to be
less than significant and is discussed on Draft EIR/EIS pages 5.3-32 to 5.3-36. As
described in this Draft EIR/EIS section, the modeling performed for the analysis of
project effects found that median springtime flows would be increased under
Alternatives A and B, but that the increased flows would not exceed the existing
channel capacity of the Salinas River. As noted at the bottom of page 5.3-35, the
reoperation of Nacimiento Reservoir would not increase downstream flooding, even
under storm event conditions such as those experienced during March 1995. Note
that a flood rule curve that dictates the size of the flood pool will still be in effect. It
will be modified based on the spillway capacity.

55-2

The visual resource impact conclusions cited by the commenter are summaries of the
model results described on Draft EIR/EIS pages 5.8-16 to 5.8-21. Similarly, the
recreation impact conclusions referred to by the commenter are summaries of the
information discussed on pages 5.9-15 to 5.9-19. The Draft EIR/EIS does not
provide a breakdown of changes in reservoir levels under project operations by
water-year type; however, Tables 5.8-2, -3, -5, and -6 do present the changes in
average monthly surface elevations at the two reservoirs by month. In addition,
Tables 5.9-7 through 5.9-10 show the percentage of time during the peak recreation
season when the elevation of each reservoir is projected to be above given levels
under existing conditions compared with existing conditions plus Alternative A, and
under future baseline conditions and future baseline conditions plus Alternative A.
A comparison of baseline and project levels, by modeled hydrologic year (broken
down by month) has been added in response to Comment 19-22.
Revised modeling has been performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and
the reservoir conditions shown for Alternative A in the Draft EIR/EIS have been
modified. See Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0 for the revised results. The
revised modeling shows that effects of SVWP operations on reservoir elevations
would be less than reported in the Draft EIR/EIS; however, the significance
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EIS have not changed.
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Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
From:

r,t:

Cc:
Subject:

Johnson, Robert Ext.4845
Wednesday, August 01, 2001 7:29 AM
Taylor. Gene Ext.4868; Meyer. Bob Ext.8984
Franklin, Howard Ext.8902
FW: Salinas Valley Water Project - Customer Service Comments

Gentlemen:
This came in from th Customer Feedback Section of our Web Site.
you should probably respond.

One of

Rob
-----Original Message----From: SugarPeggy@webtv.net [mailto:SugarPeggy@webtv.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2001 5:15 PM
Subject: Salinas Valley Water Project - Customer Service Comments
The following information was sent from the Web comment form:
Comments:
What is outflow to oacean after implementation of Alt. A??

56-1

Company: Heritage Ranch
Title: Citizen
Name:
Sherman Ellis
Address: 4642 Smugglers Pt.
Paso Robles, ca 93446
P~0ne

Number: 805-227-6427
Number:
E-mail:
SugarPeggy@webtv.net
j

The End.
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LETTER 56
Sherman Ellis
August 1, 2001

•
56-1

Current outflow to the ocean averages 238,000 AFY (see page 5-3 of the Draft
EIR/EIS). Under Alternative A this would be reduced to 229,000 AFY (ibid).
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... ...., .......

Meyer.
Bob Ext.8984
..

~ To:

Dimensions Home Fashions, Inc.

E; Subject: RE: Salinas Valley Water Project SCH#2000034007
~
~ Your letter will be a part of the public record
~

~ Thank you for your interest
~

::p
<-8.

a

-----Original Message----From: Dimensions Home Fashions, Inc. [mailto:dimensions@tcsn.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2001 9:14 AM
To: meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject: Salinas Valley Water Project SCH#2000034007

Dear Sir:

I am unable to attend the public hearing today for the above referenced matter and request that the letter following be recorded as
part of the public record.
N
I

W

-l
0\

I am opposed to Monterey County's proposed action as it stands. The EIR reports do not reflect current activities and an alternative
means to correct the seawater intrusion need to be analyzed.
A similar problem with saltwater intrusion exists in Ventura County. Ventura County solidified the same means to resolve the
saltwater intrusion as is stated in your EIR report. Monterey County needs to review the efforts already put forth by Ventura County
to ensure that the fresh water that Monterey County is proposing to take from Lake Nacimiento is not just pipelined out to sea and
that all efforts to enact this project are set forth with reasonable guidelines for all parties involved.

57-1

57-2

~

~

-g
;:::
'"

I am a resident of Heritage Ranch and believe that Monterey County's proposal as set forth in SCH#2000034007 will greatly impact
Heritage Ranch and the surrounding areas as well as the city of Paso Robles. The impact will be felt on a economic level that we
will not be able to recover from. Monterey County will be benefactor.

9
~

Please note for the record my opposition to this proposed action.

('t)

8'

57-3

~

~

1,;j

Respectfully,

\:)

;:::

So

~

Troy Caviness
Heritage Ranch Resident

§§
~
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LETTER 57
Troy Caviness
August 1, 2001

•

•
57-1

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-8 for a detailed discussion of alternatives to the proposed
project that have been considered to date.

57-2

Case studies of seawater intrusion in California have been reviewed by MCWRA
during the planning process and have influenced its approach to solving this
problem. However, different areas of the State are unique in terms of hydrology,
land use patterns, etc. MCWRA has evaluated the alternatives most appropriate to
the Salinas Valley groundwater basin and has developed the project based on this.

57-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.
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LETTER

58

Janice Lareme
August 1, 2001

•
58-1

•
The impacts of the proposed project on recreation are discussed in Section 5.9 of the
Draft EIR/EIS. On average, lake levels will be reduced at Nacimiento Reservoir
relative to baseline conditions. However, lake-level fluctuations occur under current
operations. There would still be recreational opportunities at Nacimiento Reservoir
if the proposed project were implemented. As discussed previously, the MCWRA is
sympathetic to the users of Nacimiento, but also has the difficult problem of solving
seawater intrusion and meeting a variety of needs with too litde water.
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August I, 2001
Mr. Curtis V. Weeks, General Manager
MONTEREY COUNTY
Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902
Dear Mr. Weeks:
It has come to our attention that the agency will/may be
modifying the Lake Nacimiento Dam spillway and re-operation of
the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs via a proposed
construction of a Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP).
If we understand the above, correctly, we have a fear that this
action (i.e. dras~ic lake level reductions) will nega~ively
effect us at Oak Shores as regards property values and
recreational use of the lake.
In any decision or action you take regards the lake's usage, we
respectfully request your consideration of those of us who have
lived on, and enjoyed, these lakes many, many years (for us,
personally, it has been for almost thirty five years).
Sipcerely,
/'

'T]rLk

Drk & Mrs Richard H. Gahm
P,':O. Box 886
/Paso Ro les, CA 93447
TEL (805) 237-1490
FAX (805) 237-1491
E-mail GAHM@TCSN.NET
cc:
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
San Franciso district
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Jim Marshall, President/Chairman
NRWMAC
P.O. Box 368
Paso Robles, CA 93447
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Bob Meyer
Monterey County
Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Kathleen A. Nakos, ESQ.

Brachfid., &- Nakos
Attorneys at Law
4035 thousand Oaks Blvd.,
suite 120
Westlake Village, CA 91362
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LETTER

59

Dr. and Mrs. Richard H. Gahm
August 1, 2001

•
59-1

•
Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
impact on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir. Please see Section 5.9 of the
Draft EIR/EIS (as modified by changes shown in Chapter 3.0 of this document) for
a discussion of project impacts on recreation.
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LETTER

60

Dorothy De Hart
Dale De Hart
August 1, 2001

•
60-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
impact on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

60-2

Please refer to Master Responses MR-l and MR-2 for a discussion on consideration
of mitigation measures for impacts at Nacimiento Reservoir. Also, access by
fireboats would be less frequent than under current conditions. However, this would
not be a substantial change from current conditions under which emergency access
by fireboats is frequendy unavailable and reliance by fire trucks is needed.

60-3

Implementation of the SVWP would not increase the risk of flooding to the town of
Spreckels. Please see response to Comment 55-1.

60-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.
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August 1,2001

William H. Robb
528 Raymond Avenue
Santa Maria, CA 93455
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Dear Mr. Smith,
I am a retired Agricultural Biologist residing full time in Santa Maria and part time in Oak
Shores,. Lake Nacimiento. My deep concern of the Salinas Valley Water Project is many fold.
The plan to take 28ft of water from Nacimiento would all but eliminate this shallow lake for
recreation. This would put the $900 million recreation industry on the Central Coast in peril.
Boating· interests would be immediately wiped out, followed by motels, storage lockers,
restaurants, sporting goods stores, markets, etc. The domino effect would follow with economic
shockwaves from Salinas to Santa Maria and beyond. The city of Paso Robles would be the
epicenter, resulting in unemployment and a rise in welfare and crime. I am also the owner of
Pacific Storage in Oceano. Although it is some 80 miles away. I have tenants who store water
craft for use at Nacimiento and San Antonio Lakes.
The left fork of Las Tables Bay in Nacimiento would be bone dry-this is a nesting sanctuary for
the Bald Eagle. Also spawning waters for the Big Mouth Bass would be lost. Ecological chaos
would follow, effecting every wild animal in the area. The many homes around Lake
Nacimiento would decline quickly and drastically in value, effecting the San Luis Obispo County

61-1

61-2
61-3

tax base.

I feel the farmers have.brought this dilemma upon themselves. In the iate 1950's five natural
lakes in the Castorville area were pumped into the ocean and filled in for farming. This
accelerated the encroachment of salt water into Salinas Valley. Lakes, ponds, and wetlands must
be left alone as they are nature's way of replenishing ground water. Santa Maria Valley is
experiencing a similar problem of salt water intrusion. Years ago, Betteravia Lake, a coastal
body of water, was pumped dry. Every wet winter the pumps start running-pumping rainwater
into the ocean, thus not giving it a chance to percolate into the ground. Again, the farmers did it
to themselves. They are blatantly environmentally negligent, wishing only for more land to
make more money, at any cost!
Why is water conservation not being exercised? I see overhead sprinklers spewing water to the
wind. Overhead irrigation is not only not conducive to water conservation, but detrimental to
many crops-mainly lettuce, where it spreads Pseudomonas cichorii, a soil-born bacteria, by the
splashing effect of the water striking the soil and transferring spores to the leaves,. leaving black
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61-4

61-5

blemishes resulting in unmarketable heads. Drip irrigation is not cOnly far more efficient, but also
promotes healthier crops. Again,. why is waterronservation not being exercised? -{-understand
400 c.f.s. of water leaves Lake Nacimiento while the 50 c.f.s. leaves Lake San Antonio, yet Lake
San Antonio has no population, no permanent dwellings, thus no worry of declining property
values. Why is this?
Solving the saltwater intrusion problem by flooding it with lake water is simply wishful thinking,
a band-aide for a problem that will persist unless the ,cause is not met head on and solved. If not,
the only winners will be the lawyers who will feast while riding the crest of a tidal wave of
lawsuits, and Nacimiento will become another Mono Lake, sitting in a wasteland much as the
Owens Valley after it was robbed of its water.

William H. Robb
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LETTER

61

William H. Robb
August 1, 2001

•

•
61-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
economic impacts. Economic impacts would be expected, but their financial and
geographic extent would be isolated.

61-2

Please refer to responses to Comments 2-10 and 24-10 for information on potential
effects to bald eagles and other wildlife in the vicinity of Nacimiento Reservoir. Bald
eagle nesting habitat in the project area, including the vicinity of the left fork of Las
Tablas Bay, would not be affected by the proposed project. Please refer to Master
Response MR-7 for discussion of effects of project operations on reservoir fisheries.

61-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir and resultant impacts on San
Luis Obispo County's tax base.

61-4

It is widely recognized that changes in land use and demand for water that have
occurred over the course of several decades have led to the groundwater overdraft
and seawater intrusion conditions that exist currendy. These current conditions
affect both urban and agricultural water users in the Salinas Valley. The MCWRA, as
the agency now charged with the long-term management and preservation of Salinas
Valley water resources, has developed the proposed action to provide a long-term
remedy to these conditions by restoring the hydrologic balance (bringing aquifer
pumping and recharge into balance). Funding for this project would come from the
agriculturalists and residents of the Salinas Valley. This comment does not raise any
issues related to the Draft EIR/EIS analysis. Therefore, no further response is
required.

61-5

Water conservation is part of the existing culture in the Salinas Valley and is expected
to continue into the future. Please refer to Master Response MR-5 for more
information on water conservation practices in the Salinas Valley.
Regarding the difference in releases between Nacimiento Reservoir and San Antonio
Reservoir, please see Master Response MR-1.
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8/3/0 I
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas. CA..93902-:0930
To: Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Re: Salinas Valley Seawater Intrusion
From: Peter & Chris Burtness
Dear Bob Meyer,
We are opposed to the current proposal to modifY the water levels at Lake Nacimiento
and Lake San Antonio. This so call reoperation calls for increasing water levels in both
lakes, but using aU this water and more to replenish the aquifers in north Monterey
County.
The people in adjoining counties and for that matter all around the state, enjoy the
recreation offered by these two great lakes. The idea that a group of people who have
poorly managed their water can possibly wreck a thriving economy that has been
developing around these lakes is ridiculous.
Increasing the water retention of both lakes is a good idea, but then stating that it will be
released in a mRooer that could potentially decrease water levels drastically during the
recreation season is unacceptable. ..
These people inthe north county Monterey need to look for other ways to solve their
problems such as:
1. More efficient irrigation systems
2. Tertiary wastewater treatments for irrigation
3. Agricultural irrigation water recycling
4. Build a dam and lake oftheir own
How would the people of Northem Monterey County feel if their beautiful Monterey Bay
was suddenly in danger of no longer being a prime tourist destination? This is the fear of
people who frequent the lakes for boating, fishing, wild life viewing, family camping and
relaxation.
Please consider solutions that will not harm recreation, property values, and the economic
base that has become so important to people in the area.

S~~/~f9iV

Peter & Chris Burtness
2107 Alamo Pintado
Solvang, CA.93463
ChrisBurtness@aol.com
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62-2

62-3

LETTER 62
Peter and Chris Burtness
August 3, 2001

•
62-1

This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed project, does not raise
any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

62-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
economic impacts.

62-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-S for a discussion of water conservation
practices in the Salinas Valley.
As to the comment to "(b)uild a dam and lake of their own," this is, in fact, what
Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio is. Both were built by the MCWRA and
were financed by people in the Salinas Valley. The lakes were constructed for water
conservation (recharge of the Salinas Valley) and flood control; recreational use of
the lakes is a strictly secondary benefit.
The proposed action was developed over the course of several years and has evolved
from and represents the culmination of years of planning, engineering, and public
involvement. Please refer to Master Response MR-8 for a detailed discussion of the
other alternatives previously considered by the MCWRA to halt seawater intrusion.
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August 5, 2001
Peter Goldbrunner
2105 Vista Entrada
Newport Beach, CA 92660
Robert Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
PO Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Subject: Nacimiento Dam Project Comments
Dear Mr. Meyer,
I purchased land at Oak Shores to be closer to nature overalL My goal was to have a piace where
I, my children and someday grandchildrt'l1, would have a place to escape and get back to nature.
The lake is not only a recreational resource it is also a haven for all types of wildlife and should
be preserved at all costs.

The proposed modifications to raise the water elevation, thereby storing more water for use in the
summer irrigation period is not as threatening to me as your proposal to draw it down.
significantly more than is currently done, in the later summer. Drawing the lake down another 30
feet will render it next to useless for recreation and also impact the wildlife that graze it shores.
Impacting the lakes recreational use will have a significant economic impact on the surrounding
communities including both San Luis Obispo and Monterey Counties. It will also obviously
impact land values in the surrounding areas, not just along the lakefront but also further from its
shore.
The DEIR concludes that the loss of Nacimiento's recreational use is an unavoidable
consequence of halting the seawater intrusion. I question whether it is unavoidable. More than
likely it is only unavoidable due to the higher cost of other alternatives. In today's world, where
open space and nature are constantly put second to "progress" the cost of alternatives should be
seriously reviewed. The people of both counties, and maybe the state, should decide whether
sacrificing Lake Nacimiento's recreational use is the best solution to the problem.
I do understand the problem but believe there must be more environmentally benign ways to
solve it besides ruining a beautiful resource during the time of the year when people most enjoy
it.

Peter R. Goldbrunner

CC: Robert Smith
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63-1

63-2

63-3

LETTER 63

Peter R. Goldbrunner
August 5, 2001

•
63-1

Modification of the spillway at Nacimiento Dam will not enable MCWRA to increase
the maximum level of Nacimiento Reservoir. The high water level will remain at its
present elevation of 800 feet. With modifications to the existing spillway at
Nacimiento, more water will be stored through the wet season, making it available
for release during the dry season. The changes in reservoir levels will not differ
measurably from changes in water levels presently experienced during drought or
wet years. The changes will generally be associated with "normal" hydrologic years.
During these years, water levels will fluctuate more than present, but will fluctuate
within the range presently experienced at the reservoir. The rate of drawdown will
remain slow. Nevertheless, impacts from the project to recreational resources will be
significant and unavoidable. Please see, also, Master Response MR-2.

63-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential economic impacts.

63-3

The SVWP proposed action was developed over the course of several years and has
evolved from and represents the culmination of years of planning, engineering, and
public involvement. It represents the best known feasible alternative for meeting the
project objectives. Please refer to Master Response MR-8 for a detailed discussion
of the other alternatives previously considered by the MCWRA to halt seawater
intrusion. Nearly every alternative previously considered involves increased use of
Nacimiento and San Antonio water.
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August 8, 200 I

Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District
333 Market St
San Francisco CA 94105-2197
Dear Mr. Smith:
With regard to the Salinas Valley Water Project, I would like to call attention to the Bald
Eagle habitat on the Franklin Creek portion of Lake Nacimiento. Surely, these birds
would be negatively affected by the proposed project. I ask for a complete study and
analysis, to detennine if the spillway modification and subsequent large flow out of the
lake will cause irreparable harm to these beautiful creatures.

Sincerely,

~~
Richard S. Coffey
Star Route 73
3270 Heron Lane
Paso Robles, CA 93446
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LETTER

64

Richard S. Coffey
August 8, 2001

•
64-1

•
Please refer to response to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to
bald eagles.
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August 8,2001

Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineering, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, Ca 94105-2197
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, Ca 93902-0930

Mr. Smith and Mr. Meyer,
Several issues do not seem to have been adequately addressed in the Environmental
Impact Report.
1.Dry Land Farming
2.Water spraying by existing farmers.
3.Salt water intrusion and alternate water source.
4.Electrial plant at Lake Nacimiento.

1)

2)

3)

4)

In1957 when the dam was constructed their were "X" number of acres of farm land. Even
as late as 1965 irrigated farmland was significantly less than in 2001.
Why has it been the County policy to make a few dry land farmers and rancher
owners wealthy beyond belief at the expense of 5 to 6 thousand home owners and at the
expense of lower revenues for Monterey County parks because you've allowed them to
convert to irrigation and use water from the lakes their by reducing water levels.
Grapes, rice, alfalfa and cotton crops on what was ranch land or dry farm land
should have been discouraged no later then 1965.
Why does the County continue to allow spraying as a form of irrigation when 25 to 40
percent is lost due to evaporation? Significant amounts of water would be available if
spray irrigation was made illegal.
Very wealthy absentee farm owners own the land where salt-water intrusion is
considered a problem. Why aren't they asked to solve their own problem of their own
making, perhaps with a salt-water conversion plant in the MoSs Landing area? Salt water
is readily available and if converted to fresh water for ground pumping and to push back
the seawater intrusion. Paid for by the "absentee farm owners" who lease the land and
receive all the benefits.
Why is the continued use of electric generators at Lake Nacimiento being allowed? This
insignificant and ineffective use of lake water should be discontinued immediately and
permanently.

Mr. James Rice
2715 Lookout Loop
Bradley, Ca 93426
Oak Shores
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65-2

65-3

65-4

LETTER

65

James Rice
Sandra Rice
August 8, 2001

•
65-1

•
It is not the "policy" of Monterey County to make specific farmers rich.

Land use in Monterey County is controlled through countywide zoning ordinances
by the Monterey County Planning and Building Department and the General Plans
of the various cities in the county; land use decisions are not within the jurisdiction
of the MCWRA. It is recognized that land uses have changed and water demand has
increased over time in the Salinas Valley as in many other parts of the state. Greater
use of aquifer water for agricultural and urban uses has led to overpumping, which in
turn has led to seawater intrusion. The MCWRA, as the agency charged with the
long-term management and preservation of Salinas Valley water resources, must
address the existing problems of the groundwater basin. To this end, the MCWRA
has proposed the SVWP to provide a long-term remedy to seawater intrusion by
restoring the hydrologic balance (bringing aquifer pumping and recharge into
balance).
65-2

The MCWRA has no jurisdiction over irrigation methods but encourages water
conservation techniques that have been implemented by numerous growers.
Substantial conversion to drip irrigation has occurred and continues. Please see
Master Response MR-S.

65-3

Desalination is one of many alternatives considered by the MCWRA to address the
hydrologic imbalance and halt seawater intrusion in the Basin. Please refer to Master
Response MR-8 for a discussion of desalination as an alternative to the proposed
project.

65-4

The hydroelectric plant at Lake Nacimiento was designed to take the normal water
conservation releases from Lake Nacimiento into both the Nacimiento and Salinas
Rivers and route them through the plant to convert the flow into electrical energy
generating revenue for the MCWRA. Releases from the reservoir whether for
groundwater recharge or for downstream diversion, are used to generate power at
the hydroelectric plant. The generation of power is an incidental benefit to the
release of water for downstream beneficial use. In fiscal year 2000-2001, the plant
generated sales of approximately $1.27 million.
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August 9,2001
Penni Daugherty
3334 Harbor Circle - C
Paso Robles, CA 93446
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
1.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Dear Mr. Smith:
I am writing to express my opposition to and concern over the proposed Salinas Valley
Water Project. Although I do understand the need to prevent salt-water encroachment, it
is my understanding that there are available options that could address the problem while
not leading to the "significant and unavoidable impact" referenced in the published
DEIR. These impacts affect me significantly in that I ama resident in Heritage Ranch
and stand to loose a great deal if this project is allowed to continue. Rough calculations
have indicated that 500 million dollars in property values would be lost given that these
lake properties are intricately linked to the presence of a ''useable'' lake. I would request
that a survey be completed in reference to this project estimating the economic costs
associated with each possible approach to solving the salt-water encroachment problem.
If such a study is conducted, I would expect that the. cost of this proposal (Option A
referenced at the 7/30101 meeting) would be much greater than other equally effective
.
approaches.
Thus, I believe that the "significant and unavoidable impacts" referenced in the DEIR
CAN be avoided or minimized through the use of other available options or through
revisions to the current proposed project. For example, "Option B" (referenced in the
7/30101 meeting) could be revisited and compared to Option A WHILE INCLUDING
the economic costs associated with each option. Or, by redefining the current proposed
project to only allow additional water to be released when the previous winter lake levels
exceed the current flood rule curve levels (777.3 at Nacimiento on January 1st), and then
only release an amount equal to the additional amount stored.
Thank you for allowing me an opportunity to comment on this proposed project. I urge
you to oppose the project as it is currently proposed and to work towards a project that
would lead to beneficial results for BOTH Monterey and San Luis Obispo counties.

~n~C0~~
Penni Daugherty
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66-1

66-2

LETTER

66

Penni Daugherty
August 9, 2001

•

•

66-1

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6 for an evaluation of the proposed project's impact on the
property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

66-2

Alternative B is no longer being pursued by the MCWRA as the preferred alternative
because it was determined that many components of Alternative B would yield
greater environmental impacts than Alternative A. The impacts associated with
Alternative B were presented in the Draft EIR/EIS for comparative purposes with
all other alternatives and would result in similar recreation and visual resource
impacts as Alternative A.
The commenter's suggestion to limit releases to only those storage amounts above
the 777.3-foot elevation would render the SVWP ineffective. This would make
water available less than 40% of the time, which would not address the project's
need to halt seawater intrusion. Additional releases and modified timing of the
releases is necessary to provide for increased groundwater recharge and help meet
demand for water supply in the irrigation season. These measures are necessary to
meet the project objective of halting seawater intrusion and restoring hydrologic
balance in the groundwater basin.
See Master Response MR-6 for an evaluation of the proposed project's economic
effects.
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August 9, 2001
Stacy Thacker
3334 Harbor Circle - C
Paso Robles, CA 93446
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
1.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Dear Mr. Smith:
I am writing to express my opposition to and concern over the proposed Salinas Valley
Water Project. Although I do understand the need to prevent salt-water encroachment, it
is my understanding that there are available options that could address the problem while
not leading to the "significant and unavoidable impact" referenced in the published
DEIR. These impacts affect me significantly in that I am a first time property owner in
Heritage Ranch and stand to loose some 15-25% of my investment if this project is
allowed to continue. Rough calculations have indicated that 500 million dollars in
property values would be lost given'that these lake properties are intricately linked to the
presence of a "useable" lake. I would request that a survey be completed in reference to
this project estimating the economic costs associated with each possible approach to
solving the salt-water encroachment problem. If such a study is conducted, I would
expect that the cost of this proposal (Option A referenced at the 7/30101 Il1e~ting) would
L
be much greater than other equally·effective approaches.
Thus, I believe that the "significant and unavoidable impacts" referenced in the DEIR
CAN be avoided or minimized through the use of other available options or through
revisions to the current proposed project. For example, "Option B" (referenced in the
7/30/01 meeting) could be revisited and compared to Option A WHILE INCLUDING
the economic costs associated with each option. Or, by redefining the current proposed
project to only allow additional water to be released when the previous winter lake levels
exceed the current flood rule curve levels (777.3 at Nacimiento on January 1st), and then
only release an amount equal to the additional amount stored.
Thank you for allowing me an opportunity to comment on this proposed project. I urge
you to oppose the project as it is currently proposed and to work towards a project that
would lead to beneficial results for BOTH Monterey and San Luis Obispo cbunties.
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67-1

67-2

LETTER

67

Stacy Thacker
August 9, 2001

67-1

This comment duplicates Comment 66-1. Please see response to Comment 66-1.

67-2

This comment duplicates Comment 66-2. Please see response to Comment 66-2
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MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY
INFORMATION REQUEST FORM
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AUG 2,0 2001
WATER BESOURCES
AGENCY

68-1

68-2
68-3

Thank you.
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LETTER

68

Judith and John Ferguson
August 9, 2001

•

•

68-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for an evaluation of the proposed project's
impact on the property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

68-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-7.

68-3

Please refer to response to Comment 24-10 for information on potential effects to
terrestrial wildlife.
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nn.............. Bob Ext.8984
EJSKDogbrutus@aol.com
Friday, August 10, 2001 7:16 PM
Sent:
To:
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject: Naciemento & San Antonio Water

I have lived in San Luis Obispo County for 62 years and have watched Monterey
County continue to over use Salinas River water to the detriment of all. Now
the Monterey staff want to damage the current Naciemento and San Antonio
Lakes by reducing the amount of water storage available. This will hurt the
current folks who use and live at these lakes, not to mention the ecology
directly. It would seem to me that Monterey County should take a look at the
great expansion of water intensive industries and especially the wine
industry's massive vineyards which are the real causes of saltwater intrusion
into the North water basins. Is Monterey's need for money to great for it to
start to control the massive expansion of these industries, I wonder who has
their hand out in the county government. If you really want to correct the
problem to the benefit of all then build another water containment facility
in partnership with San Luis Obispo County where more water is needed also.
I am sure that if you take a look at California's lack of building needed
electrical resources you would see the wisdom of expanding rather than
diminishing resources Perhaps a little exploration with the Governor would
gain some support and a partnership with the state to build a facility which
would help all in California by gaining more water, more electricity, more
recreational resources, more tourism and better control of salt water
intrusion into the Salinas water basin. The state is growing in population
and there is a need for the expansion of all our resources.
E. J. Martin
(ejskdogbrutus@aol.com
805-544-5836)
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69-1

LETTER

69

E.]. Martin
August 10, 2001

69-1

Nacimiento Reservoir was funded and constructed by the MCWRA to provide flood
control and groundwater recharge in the Salinas Valley, and has historically been
operated to provide water to the Salinas Valley with consideration for recreation.
Nacimiento Dam was built as the initial phase of an effort to halt seawater intrusion
in the northern portion of the Salinas Valley. The proposed action would distribute
water from the reservoir to the area of the valley where it is needed to halt current
and future seawater intrusion. The landowners in the Salinas Valley have paid
assessments to receive the benefits of water releases from Nacimiento Reservoir
since Nacimiento Dam was constructed. These include the owners of vineyards that
are now being developed within the valley.
See Master Response MR-6 for an evaluation of the potential effects of the proposed
project on economics and property values in the area around Nacimiento Reservoir.
Please see response to Comment 68-3 and Master Response MR-7 for discussions of
the effects of the proposed project on wildlife and fish species found at the reservoir.
Building another upstream dam to impound water is not a feasible alternative.
Alternatives to the proposed project that were previously considered include
construction of new reservoirs on rivers in Chalone Canyon or Arroyo Seco. These
alternatives were eliminated from further consideration because of cost,
environmental impacts, and/or technical feasibility issues. Please refer to Master
Response MR-8 for a detailed discussion of the alternatives previously considered by
the MCWRA to halt seawater intrusion.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-403

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

Meyer. Bob Ext.8984
From:

"ent:
0:

Subject:

lorena deckert [Iorideckert@hotmail.com]
Saturday, August 11, 2001 6:50 PM
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Comments about Nacimiento Lake.

Dear Mr. Meyer;
My husband and I of five years was finally able to buy our dream home.
Unfortunately it is quickly turning to a possible financial nightmare.
You
see if the lake is lowered enough to cause our boat ramp to be
inaccessible
we will not be able to even sell our home for what we owe.
Since my
husband
and I are average working people our home is our only financial
security.
That is why I am asking that careful consideration goes into any
decisions
that may effect our· lake level.
Why can't a compromise be arrived at?
Like
take water out of the lake, but leave it at a level that our ramps are
still
under water, so that our property values are not effected.
I hope you will take my comments into consideration as well as the many
you
have already received.
incerely
Lori Deckert
Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at
http://explorer.msn.com/intl.asp
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70-1

70-2

LETTER

70

Lori Deckert
August 11, 2001

•

•

70-1

Several mitigation measures have been added to the Final EIR/EIS to enhance
recreational activities at the lakes. Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for a
discussion on mitigation measures considered for impacts at Nacimiento Reservoir
and Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's impacts on
property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

70-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of impacts to property values.
As discussed previously and in Master Response MR-2, the proposed project would
not halt seawater intrusion if it was restricted from drawing down lake levels to
below boat ramps. Please see, also, response to Comment 63-1 and Master
Response MR-1.
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August 13,2001

MrBobMeyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
Re: Salinas Valley Water Project
Dear Mr. Meyer:
I am writing to express extreme displeasure regarding the above referenced project and the negative
economic influence this project could have on properties and businesses located on or near Lake
Nacimiento.

71-1

The need for more water downstream is very understandable and a worthy cause but I am certain that the
recreational uses ofthe lake should also remain a high priority as you solve this need for water
downstream. Might it not be possible to release more water in the winter months while it is available, store
it downstream in your new facility for summer use, and keep the lake levels high enough that boat slips and
docks will still be in the water and useable during the summer months?

71-2

I am certain that your current plan and the lake level statistics you have released will severely impact the
value of a significant number of properties. There are approximately 1700 home sites at Heritage Ranch,
600 in Oak Shores and many private residences and businesses which would lose value and business if your
plan is put into place. This will result in a loss of significant tax dollars to the economy of our county and
real hardships on property owners in the lake vicinity.

71-2

Should this project become a reality, I urge you to formulate a plan which will serve both Monterey County
and San Luis Obispo County needs.
Thank you for your consideration.

eadow Lark Lane
Heritage Ranch
Paso Robles, CA 93446
805-227-6420
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LETTER

71

Joanie Williams
August 13, 2001

•
71-1

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's potential impacts
on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

71-2

The commenter is suggesting that the proposed project be modified to release more
water from Nacimiento Reservoir in winter months while it is available and store it
downstream behind the surface diversion dam until the following irrigation season.
However, in order to minimize potential impacts to steelhead during spawning
season, the in-stream diversion facility can only be operational from April to
October. Therefore, water cannot be stored in the impoundment area during the
winter months. Further, the impoundment would hold only enough water to supply
water for a couple of days' demands, so winter storage for use in the irrigation
season would be technically infeasible.

71-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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August 13, 2001
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
RE:

DEIR/DEIS
Salinas Valley Water Project

Mr. Robert Smith,
This letter is written to voice our opposition to the proposed Salinas
Valley Water Project.
As Heritage Ranch property owners, we would be severely damaged
economically if the lake levels were lowered to levels proposed in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report. We are certain that this will have
a devastating affect on our property values and the economic health
of our community.
We have, therefore, committed both our energy and financial
resources to halting the project as proposed.
It is our hope that the Paso Robles community will join together with
the U.S. Corp of Engineers, Monterey County and San Luis Obispo
County to find an acceptable alternative and avoid a protracted
lawsuit.
Sincerely,

~~

~~
Mel & Ellen Todd
4785 Mallard Court
Paso Robles, CA 93446
805/674-3841
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72-1

LETTER 72
Mel and Ellen Todd
August 13, 2001

72-1

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's potential impacts
on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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August 13,2001

Monterey County Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455
Attn. Mr. Curtis Weeks
Mr. Bob Meyer
Re. Draft EIR/EIS for the Salinas Valley Water Project

Gentlemen:
Over 40 years ago Nacimiento Lake was created. Since that time an
entirely new environment has been created in the area of the lake and
surrounding area. Your draft EIR/EIS is seriously flawed because no
consideration was given to the damage that will be created by this
project in the Nacimiento Lake area.
A few of the reasons your report is flawed are listed below:
1. Section 1.5.2 of your introduction regarding Population and
Housing does not mention anything about the impact on the
communities of South Shores, Cal Shasta, Tri Counties,
Running Deer, Oak Shores, Heritage Ranch or Paso Robles.
In fact it does not mention anything about the impact of the
entire north county of San Luis Obispo.
2. Section 1.5.3 of your introduction stated there would be no
further discussion on traffic because there was no impact.
Again you made an erroneous assumption because when the
lake is low and the above mentioned communities have to
use the local roads to go to accessible launch areas
additional traffic will be created.
3. Since it's inception Nacimiento Lake has been the largest
fresh water recreation area in the central coast. Magazines
have written numerous articles about the outstanding fishing,
water skiing and overall outstanding recreation area.
Monterey County Water Resources Agency specifically states
in its water release schedule that it will operate the lakes of
San Antonio and Nacimiento to provide recreation benefits.
Now with this project you propose to destroy the recreation
benefits.
4. At the Paso Robles information meeting of July 30,2001 Mr.
Curtis Weeks stated the following: There was a need for
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73-1

73-2

73-3

73-4

150,000 to 170,000 ac.ft.lyr. For the ground water reestablishment. Mr. Bob Meyer advised me in a phone
conversation that the water was needed from May to October
which is the growing period for the Salinas Valley. The
present release schedule for Nacimiento will caused to be
discharged from Nacimiento 116,594 ac.ft. during this
growing period requirement. San Antonio will release another
38,414 ac.ft .. This is a total of 155,008 ac.ft .. What is
interesting is that there is a release of 11,812 ac.ft. from San
Antonio after the growing period. This release takes place
from October to January , why not release this water when
needed during the growing period. If done properly you would
have 166,820 ac.ft. of your required 170,000 ac.ft. or 98.1%
of the total needed. At the present time the amount of water
taken from Nacimiento is 36% of its storage capacity and
from San Antonio is 12% of its storage capacity. Obviously
this is very disproportionate. Discharge should be based on
available storage. The addition of a 9,000 ac.ft. storage area
on the Salinas river gives more than ample water for your
needs. Use the year 2001 as your model and increase the
discharge from San Antonio by 2% of available capacity and
you would have an increase plus or minus of over 6,000 ac.ft.
5. What happens in a drought period? In your summary draft
2.2.1 you state that sea water intrusion would be halted in the
short term (this is an assumption not a fact) but may not be
fully halted in the long term. Why destroy an existing
environment for a short term attempt at a fix.
There are alternatives that could benefit all. I would suggest that
you look at the following:
1. Increase the spillways so that maximum retention can be
gained.
2. Use an enclosed system to deliver water to Salinas area.
This would provide a savings of 15%to 20% in volume of
water delivered. Short term cost high, long term cost low.
3. Develop a ratio of existing capacity to discharge. Don't hold
back on one reservoir and dump at the end of the season like
is done at San Antonio now.
4. Construct holding reservoirs on Town Creek and the
Nacimiento River that would help mitigate problems during
drought periods. Potential long range benefit.
5. Implement a water conservation plan for the Salinas Valley.
Do you really know where your water needs will be in 2050?
6. Sea Water intrusion is a reality that has been going on for
over 60 years or more. Stop the ground water pumping and
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73-4
(cont'd)

73-5

73-6

you will still have Sea Water intrusion in drought periods. Find
a better way to irrigate, convey and store our water. Cost is
not the only issue. What will be your plan when there is no
more water?
To conclude my comments it is obvious that your EIRlEIS,that was
prepared by professionals made a deliberate attempt to exclude areas
that are very seriously impacted by this project. Typically the author of
any environmental report will put a spin that justify their employers
desires. Much of an EIR is boiler plate pulled from the files. What is
interesting is the vocabulary that develops such as significant and
unavoidable, no adverse effect, impact can be mitigated to a less
significant level when in reality your project will destroy many peoples
equity in their homes and many business in the area.
Your project as proposed is significant, it has a serious effect on the
area around Nacimiento Lake and it can be avoided. Your draft does
not address serious issues that will be created in San Luis Obispo
County_ It appears that the author of this draft never left Monterey
County. There are no mitigating conditions that could save what you
propose to destroy_

Respectfully Submitted

;/tid

Hale Noelte
4250 Allen Road #2
Paso Robles. CA 93446
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73-6
(cont'd)

73-7

LETTER 73
Hale Noelte
August 13, 2001

•
73-1

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a proposed project would have
a significant impact on population and housing if it would:
1) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either direcdy or indirecdy;
2) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or
3) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.
The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing or
people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore,
the Draft EIR/EIS was correct in scoping out this issue. Population growth is
discussed in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

73-2

Although boat access around the lake would be diverted, this is not a change from
current conditions when lake water levels are low. Therefore, no significant change
in traffic around the lake would be expected.

73-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-2.

73-4

Under current operations, reservoir releases must be made during winter months to
maintain flood control storage space and provide in-stream flows necessary for fish
migration (minimum flow requirements for fisheries have been established between
CDFG and the MCWRA in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the
Nacimiento River and through informal agreement for the San Antonio River. Some
releases would continue to be made in winter for these purposes under SVWP
operations. As shown in Figure 5.3-9 in the Draft EIR/EIS, however, average total
releases from both Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoir are expected to be lower
under project operations in each month during November through February. The
timing of releases would be shifted from winter to irrigation-season months to the
extent possible (considering flood storage requirements) to ensure that available
water is used efficiendy to meet the project objectives. The commenter notes that
more water is released from Nacimiento Reservoir than from San Antonio Reservoir.
Please see Master Response MR-1.
Regarding releases from San Antonio from October through January, under current
practices MCWRA has been cutting off releases for around 6 weeks in
September/ October so that the river will run dry. At this time agricultural interests
are permitted to remove vegetation and sandbars from the river for the purpose of

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-413

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

enhancing flood control. This is described on page 6-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
Releases resume after this period. Under the project, reservoir releases will no longer
be halted for vegetation removal; the project will operate San Antonio (and
Nacimiento) to maximize water deliveries.
73-5

Drought contingency planning is described on Draft EIR/EIS page 3-25. In a
drought period, surface water supply would be constrained, and groundwater
pumping would be increased as necessary to meet irrigation needs in the CSIP
service area, in conjunction with recycled wastewater delivery. The modeling
performed to evaluate the proposed action indicates that with the increases in
groundwater levels that would result under project operations in normal to wet years,
groundwater supplies would be adequate to meet project objectives without reestablishing seawater intrusion during periods of drought such as those in the
historical record. See also response to Comment 20-3.
The SVWP would not "destroy" the reservoir environment and does not represent a
"short-term fix" in halting seawater intrusion. Please see response to Comment 68-3
and Master Response MR-7 for discussions of the effects of the proposed project on
wildlife and fish species found at the reservoir. As noted on pages 3-23 and 3-24 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, given the dynamics of the hydrologic system, the uncertainties
of whether future demands will equal the projected 2030 demand, and the limitations
of modeling, it cannot be known whether the level of seawater intrusion projected
for 2030 would actually occur. It is possible that the project as proposed, with
deliveries only within the CSIP system, would continue to fully halt seawater
intrusion in 2030. However, should the proposed action be found insufficient to
halt seawater intrusion, deliveries of surface water from the SVWP in the future may
need to be expanded beyond the CSIP area. A potential expanded delivery system
has been conceptually planned to address this potential future need and is described
and generally evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. The need for expansion of the
system in the future would not preclude the need for the measures included in the
proposed action; the proposed action would merely represent a first stage of the
system needed to meet the future demand.

73-6

Following are responses to each of the commenter's six suggested actions:
(1) Modification of the spillway at Nacimiento Dam is part of the proposed action.
(2) The design of the proposed action includes the conveyance of SVWP water in
the Salinas River channel, impoundment of surface water at the seasonal
diversion structure, blending of diverted water with MCWRP recycled water, and
delivery of blended water through the existing (closed) CSIP distribution system.
The conveyance of released reservoir water via the Salinas River channel would
provide for additional recharge of the groundwater basin along the length of the
streambed, which aids in halting seawater intrusion and balancing the Basin.
This portion of the SVWP's groundwater-recharge benefit would not be realized
if a closed delivery system were substituted for surface water delivery to the
impoundment area. The commenter appears to be suggesting that the water be
delivered to the Salinas area in lieu of being delivered to the CSIP service area.
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However, the delivery of water through the CSIP system, as proposed under the
SVWP, would provide for wide distribution of the additional water into areas in
which seawater has already intruded and is affecting the quality of groundwater,
and in which the importance of reducing near-term reliance on groundwater
pumping is therefore greatest. The MCWRA previously considered the viability
of delivering water directly to north Salinas Valley using a 90-mile pipeline from
Nacimiento Reservoir. Both the extremely high capital cost of the pipeline and
the potential environmental effects associated with such an action were found to
render a direct-pipeline alternative infeasible.
(3) Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs have historically been operated for flood
control and conservation (groundwater recharge) based on inflows and storage
capacities and with consideration for recreation. As noted in response to
Comment 73-4, in-stream flow requirements must also be met to support fishery
needs. These factors are all taken into account in the operation of the reservoirs,
and would continue to be operational considerations under the SVWP. Please
see response to Comment 73-4 regarding late season releases from San Antonio.
(4) Permitting requirements and environmental considerations would make unlikely
the construction of a dam on Town Creek or an additional dam on the
Nacimiento River, and the environmental impacts of such an alternative would
be far greater than the proposed project.
(5) Water conservation is part of the existing culture in the Salinas Valley and will
continue into the future. Water needs for the future are based on water
requirements for land use classifications. See Master Response MR-5 for
additional information on this subject.
(6) Tertiary treatment of wastewater and agricultural irrigation water recycling are
currently in place in the northern portion of the Salinas Valley. Best
management practices, urban water conservation plans, and the use of tertiary
treated water have resulted in some reduction of groundwater pumping.
Nacimiento Dam was built as the initial phase for solving seawater intrusion in
the northern portion of the Salinas Valley. The proposed project will distribute
water to the area of the valley where it is needed to halt seawater intrusion. See
also items 1-5 above and responses to Comments 73-4 and 73-5.

73-7

The commenter's dissatisfaction and assertion of bias in the EIR/EIS is noted.
These are not specific comments on the environmental impacts of the project so no
response is warranted.
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Bob Ext.8984
From:
Sent:
To:

John Stettler [thestettlers@tcsn.net]
Monday, August 13, 2001 8:22 PM
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us

Cc:
Rsmity@spd.usace.army.mil
Subject: DEIR-SVWP
I am a property owner at Heritage Ranch. Adding capacity to Nacimiento during the winter for release during
the summer should be a reasonable accommodation for the overdrafting and saltwater intrusion problems in
Castroville. However, if the solution includes regular lowering of Nacimiento below the 740 level during the
irrigation season; that is unacceptable. Property taxes, property values, and the collection of fees by both
counties will be adversely affected. Indirect condemnation of property through reduction in value due to an
altered environment is not an "unavoidable" significant impact. An equitable entitlement is to release during the
irrigation season only that which was stored the preceding rainy season, less evaporation and other storage
losses, down to the minimum level to permit launching access by Heritage Ranch and other pre-existing users.
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74-1
74-2

LETTER

74

John Stettler
August 13, 2001

•

•

74-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
In addition, mitigation has been added to the Final EIR/EIS to enhance recreational
activities at the lakes. Please refer to Master Response MR-2.

74-2

The commenter suggests that project releases during the irrigation season be limited
to the additional amount of water that would be stored during the rainy season with
the proposed spillway modifications. With spillway modification and reoperation,
however, winter spillway overflows or flood control releases would be reduced, but
not to such an extent that the additional stored water would be enough to supply all
the conservation release volumes necessary to provide for groundwater recharge and
to provide the volume of water planned for impoundment at the diversion structure
during the irrigation season. As discussed previously, Nacimiento Reservoir was
constructed by the MCWRA to provide needed flood control and groundwater
recharge in the Salinas Valley, and that landowners in the Salinas Valley pay and have
paid assessments to receive the benefits of water releases from Nacimiento Reservoir
since Nacimiento Dam was constructed. The MCWRA's rights to use of reservoir
water to provide for flood control and groundwater recharge predate the
development of residences in this area. Nevertheless, the reservoir has historically
been operated to meet these primary purposes with additional consideration for
recreation, and the MCWRA will continue to consider recreational uses of the
reservoir when planning its operations.
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Meyer, Bob Ext.8984
From:
"'ent:

0:
Subject:

Leilabob@aol.com
Tuesday, August 14,2001 9:52 PM
meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Nacimiento Lake

As Heritage Ranch property owners at Lake Nacimiento we are gravely
concerned
about proposed plans to lower the level of Nacimiento Lake to a level
that
will shut down water sports activities on the lake during the summer
months.
Not only will this have a monumental financial impact on property owners
around the lake, but will financially impact the entire northern part of
San
Luis County. It seems that more consideration needs to be given to this
matter and perhaps find a way of meeting the water needs of Monterey
County
which does not have such a negative effect on so many residents of San
Luis
County. Thank you in advance for your consideration regarding this
matter.
Leila and Robert Humphrey
Lot 96, Tract No. 424, Big Valley Estates
Unit
No. 1
Heritage Ranch
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75-1

LETTER 75
Leila and Robert Humphrey
August 14, 2001

•
75-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir
and Master Response MR-2 for a consideration of mitigation measures for impacts at
Nacimiento Reservoir.
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76-3
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LETTER

76

Melissa Kelley
August 15, 2001

•

•

76-1

The commenter suggests combining "various plans or proposed plans" as a
"compromise," presumably to meet the project objectives without significantly
affecting reservoir levels. However, it is not clear which plans the commenter would
suggest combining. The proposed action was developed over the course of several
years and has evolved from and represents the culmination of years of planning,
engineering, and public involvement and represents the best feasible alternative for
meeting the project objectives. Please refer to Master Response MR-8 for a detailed
discussion of the other alternatives previously considered by the MCWRA to halt
seawater intrusion. As stated in Section 2.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed
project has fewer and less severe impacts than Alternative B, the only other
alternative carried forward for analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS that is capable of
halting seawater intrusion without causing potential blight, substantial effects on
agriculture, and potentially changing the structure and economy of the Salinas Valley,
as would Alternatives D and E. Because of the lack of specificity of this comment,
no further response is possible.

76-2

The MCWRA encourages water conservation techniques that have been
implemented by numerous growers. See Master Response MR-S for additional
information on this subject.
Please see response to Comment 41-8 regarding successful management efforts to
slow or halt seawater intrusion.

76-3

The SVWP operations would reduce the amount of water discharged to the ocean
during the irrigation season by approximately 10,000 AF a year over baseline
conditions. However, there is a careful balance between satisfying irrigation needs
and also meeting other environmental requirements, such as maintaining steelhead
runs, that requires a certain amount of water to continue to flow to the ocean.
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August 15, 2001

.Mr. Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources -AgencyP.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930

Dear Mr. Meyer:
This letter is to voice my concerns with the proposed Salinas Valley Water Project.. I_am
concerned about losses in value in real estate at Nacimiento Lake. We own two homes
and memberships at Cal-Shasta. I am also wonderirrg-just-wherethe-money is· going to
come from to fund the remanagement and the spillway modification_ Lam _concerned
about the lake levels especially in the summer months. We have owned property on the
lake for the past 20 years and during this time, .it.se.ems Jike ihe_ water..management by
Monterey County is terrible!! I am also very concerned about any urban development in
the Salinas Valley that might occur .as .as.esu!t .ofibis .prnj.ect_lwouldhe..opposedlo.tbe
use of this water for housing developments in the Salinas Valley. I'm also not certain.a
"rubber dam" would work.
In short-I am very opposed to this -project -period!·!

Sincerely,

~»;.~
Sondra M. Tuttle
204 Daly Avenue
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405
Cc: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
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77-1
77-2
77-3
77-4

LETTER 77
Sondra M. Tuttle
August 15, 2001

•
77-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

77 -2

A Cost Allocation Committee composed of Salinas Valley stakeholders has been
established to address the issue of distribution of cost for construction and operation
and maintenance of the SVWP. The duty of the committee is to establish a costdistribution system based on benefits received from the project as determined by an
engineer's report required by Proposition 218. The outcome of the Committee's
work will ultimately be approved or disapproved in a Proposition 218 ballot process.
Landowners outside of Zones 2 and 2A (the CSIP delivery area) will not be
financially responsible for construction or operation and maintenance of the SVWP.

77-3

As stated previously, Nacimiento Reservoir was funded and built by the MCWRA to
provide for flood control and groundwater recharge in the Salinas Valley, and the
MCWRA has historically operated the reservoir to meet these purposes while
considering recreational uses. Fluctuations in reservoir surface-elevation levels
reflect operational decisions to meet these primary purposes. Revised modeling
performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS shows that effects of SVWP
operations on reservoir elevations would be less than reported in the Draft
EIR/EIS; however, the significance conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EIS
have not changed. See Master Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0 for a description of
the revised simulations and results.

77-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-3. As to the concern about a "rubber dam," the
diversion facility is proposed to be steel plates supported by an inflatable rubber
bladder. The concerns, nevertheless, are noted.
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78-1

LETTER 78
Phil Nerdrum
August 15, 2001

•

•
78-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY

f79l
U

My name is

79-1

79-2

Thank you.
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LETTER

79

Jess and Delores Loiver
August 15, 2001

•
79-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

79-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential economic impacts.
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Robert & Roxanne Bell
10553 Darling Road
Ventura, CA 93004
August 16,2001

Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455
Re:

Lake Nacimiento, Paso Robles

To Whom It May Concern:
We are property owners in Heritage Ranch, Lot 53, Hackney Way, Paso Robles, CA and
this letter is to inform you of our opposition to the possible water release, which would
lower the lake level of Nacimiento tremendously, to the Salinas Valley to prevent
saltwater intrusion. This would greatly affect our property valves and ruin the lake for
recreation.
Sincerely,

~~
Roxanne Bell

Salinas Valley Water Project
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80-1

LETTER

80

Roxanne Bell
August 16, 2001

•
80-1

•
Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir
and Master Response MR-2 for a discussion on impacts to recreation resulting from
the proposed project.
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August 16, 2001
Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 B1anco Circle
Salinas, CA, 93901-4455
Dear Mr. Weeks,
I am \vriting this letter to protest the Monterey County Water
Resources Agencies plans to lower the level of Lake Nacimiento by as
much as 28 feet. If this happens not only will the lake levels be lower
so will the property values on Heritage Ranch be lowered. Please
consider the devastating results to the property owners of Heritage
Ranch of which I am one. I would hope that you give careful
consideration to my plea.

--t?~ a. t?Yt~.
Eric A. Nordquist
4679 Blue Lupine Lane
Heritage Ranch
Paso Robles, CA 93446

Salinas Valley Water Project
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81-1

LETTER 81
Eric A. Nordquist
August 16, 2001

•
81-1

•
Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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August 16, 2001

Monterey County Water Resource Agency
CIO Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455

Re: Lower Lake Levels at Lake Nacimiento

GentlemenlLadies:
Please be advised that I am very much opposed to any further decrease in the water level
of Lake Nacimiento. Please consider what lower lake levels would mean to property
values of properties that surround the lake or have a lake view. In addition, much of the
Central Coast receives many tourist dollars from folks who visit Lake Nacimiento. Think
long and hard before you hurt business owners and therefore taxes the City of Paso
Robles and the State of California receives from sales of all types.
I urge you to refrain from any decisions that cause Lake Nacimiento water level to be
decreased.
Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.

::a~.~
Linda L. Bankard
4834 Pintail
Paso Robles, CA 93446
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82-1
82-2

LETTER 82
Linda L. Bankard
August 16, 2001

•

•
82-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

82-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential economic impacts.
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LETTER 83
Zandra Steck
August 17, 2001

•

•

83-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

83-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the proposed project's
potential economic impacts.

83-3

Please see response to Comment 76-1 and Master Response MR-8.

83-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-6. MCWRA does not intend to compensate for
property value changes; please see response to Comment 47-8.
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MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOUR
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84-1

Thank you.
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MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY
INFORMATION REQUEST FORM

My name i s _

Thank you.
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LETTER

84

Judith Ferguson
August 17, 2001

•
84-1

•
Please refer to response to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to
bald eagles.
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ROBERT SMITH
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
333 MARKET ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94105
RE;

AUG 18, 2001

SALINAS VALLEY WATER PROJECT

EIR

GENTLEMEN;
WE RETIRED TO LAKE NACIEMENTO 12 YEARS AGO AND NOW
CONSIDER THIS OUR HOME AT THE OAK SHORES DEVELOPMENT.
THE DEIR FAILS TO ADDRESS IMPORTANT IMPACTS ABOUT THE
LAKE COMMUNITIES SUCH AS ECONOMIC AND PROPERTY VALUES.
THE LAKES SHOULD BE OPERATED MUCH AS THEY HAVE BEEN
IN THE PAST,EXCEPT IN WET YEARS WHEN ADDITIONAL WATER CAN
BE STORED, THEN THIS ADDITIONAL WATER COULD BE RELEASED
DURING THE IRRIGATION SEASONS. IF NO ADDITIONAL WATER IS
CAPTURED THEN RELEASES COULD BE MADE AS THEY HAVE IN THE PAST.
THIS METHOD WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT VISUAL AND
RECREATIONAL IMPACTS AND WOULD STILL ALLOW FOR INCREASED
GROUND WATER LEVELS.
THIS PROJECT COULD SEVERLY AFFECT THE WATER LEVELS
OF NACIEMENTO RESERVOIR IF ALLOWED TO GO FORWARD AS THE
EIR PROPOSES. WE REALIZE THE LAKE HAS A DUAL ROLE TO PLAY
AS IRRIGATION AND RECREATION, BUT WE FEEL THAT SOME SORT
OF COMMON GROUND SHOULD BE REACHED, WHEREBY, OUR PROPERTY
VALUES ARE NOT SO DRASTICALLY AFFECTED.
THANKING YOU FOR YOUR RECONSIDERATION OF THIS PROJECT.
BEST REGARDS,

--1
/,

~

.

,'"

'7{~ !1J~ cf~~a

AND RSE MARIE ELLIOTT
2589 CAPTAINS WALK
BRADLEY, CA. 93426

CCi

BOB MEYER
MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES BOARD
PO BOX 930
SALINAS, CA. 93902
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85-1

85-2

LETTER

85

Thomas and Rose Marie Elliot
August 18, 2001

•

•

85-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

85-2

Please see response to Comment 74-2.
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August 18, 2001
Bob Meyer
MCWRA
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, Ca 93902-0930
Re:

DEIR-Salinas Valley Water Project

In response to the above draft, I feel your agency should
redefine the reoperation of the Lake Nacimiento spillway
at the dam to only allow additional irrigation releases
when the previous winter lake levels exceed the current
flood rule curve levels, and then only release an amount
equal to that additional amount stored. This would meet
the project description and avoid lower lake levels as
well.
Your agency should also consider moving the reduction in
groundwater pumping in the CSIP area to a higher priority
as did Ventura County when they addressed the salt water
intrusion problem by involvement of those using the water.
They should not be operating as they have in the past.
It would be an embarrassing eyesore if the lakes were
lowered sixteen to thirty-one feet in dry years.
Our homes
and recreational areas were established long before your
water problems emerged, yet we're being treated as if we
were helpless orphans. Some of us are Salinas and Monterey
residents who spend a lot of time here. Many have already
retired around this beautiful, serene lake removed from
the hubub of a busy city.
It is not easy to find such a
place.
In our last quarterly newsletter, our membership
increased by twenty-three new owners within two months.
Many prestigious homes are in the works. Other counties
have solved the problem of seawater intrusion without harming
any groups of people. I'm sure caring officials in your
county can too.
Serious damage to the Southern Monterey County-Northern
San Luis Obispo County economies will result if recreational
uses of the Nacimiento reservoir are curtailed. Use of the
lake water by Monterey County has been understood and accepted
by those who purchased homes here; however, it is wrong
to make us pay for increased water usage in the Lower Salinas
River watershed by changing the conditions which have historically existed here. We do not like being the only ones
who have to change our lifestyle.
Sincerely,

~ ~~l"L

Sue Powers, daughter
Oak Hills, Monterey County

Ellen Ladd, age 82
Ray Ladd
46 Aldebaran Av
Morro
Bay, Ca
Lompoc, Ca 93436
6c~
Robert Smith, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, S.F., Ca
Salinas Valley Water Project

2-444

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

86-1

86-2

86-3

86-4

LETTER 86
Ellen Ladd
Ray Ladd
Sue Powers
August 18, 2001

86-1

Please see response to Comment 74-2.

86-2

Please see Master Responses MR-l and MR-S.

86-3

The scheduling for releasing water from reoperated Nacimiento and San Antonio
reservoirs would result in additional variation in surface elevations compared with
existing conditions. This would result in significant and unavoidable visual impacts
at both reservoirs. This impact will need to be considered in light of the operational
priorities of the reservoirs, which were constructed to provide the primary benefit of
water conservation and flood control.
As to timing of water problems and homes around the lake, as previously discussed,
Nacimiento was built and financed by the predecessor to the MCWRA and Salinas
Valley beneficiaries to address the water problems (and flood control) in the valley.
It was not built for the purpose of providing high property values around what
would become a lake, although that has been an incidental benefit of the reservoir.

86-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy in northern San Luis Obispo.
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LETTER 87
Keith Swartz
August 18, 2001

•
87-1

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to Master
Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's potential impacts on the
property values in northern San Luis Obispo County. The proposed action was
developed over the course of several years and has evolved from and represents the
culmination of years of planning, engineering, and public involvement and represents
the best feasible alternative for meeting the project objectives. Please refer to Master
Response MR-8 for a detailed discussion of the history of the MCWRA's
consideration of alternatives to halt seawater intrusion. The lands surrounding
Nacimiento Reservoir are not owned by the MCWRA; the MCWRA does not
exercise jurisdiction in land use decisions, such as approval of residential
development, for these lands. San Luis Obispo County, which has an agreement
with MCWRA for use of the reservoir's water (17,500 AFY is available for San Luis
Obispo County's use), is the lead agency for considering land uses around the lake.
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Aug 18, 2001
Mr. Weeks,
I strongly oppose your plan to lower the Nacimiento Lake water level. As a property owner that is in the
process of building a new home in Heritage Ranch (tr. 721, lot 93), I stand to loose a lot of money if you
follow through with your current plan. Do not take money out of mY pocket because your farmers are
using too much ground water.

~{~;-cr
1224 Jason Dr.
Lompoc, Ca 93436
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88-1

LETTER

88

Ronald F. Young
August 18, 2001

•

•
88-1

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's potential impacts
on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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August 18, 2001

Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
RE:

Draft EIR/EIS
Salinas Valley Water Project, Monterey County, California

Dear Mr. Meyer:
This letter is sent to express our strong opposition and concern regarding the
implementation of the above noted project. We do not feel that adequate consideration
has been given to the impact that this project will have to homeowners, property owners
and business owners in the effected areas.
Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio provide popular recreational attractions as well as
prosperous neighborhoods and local business concerns. The Lake, and the year round
availability of water levels, sustain boating, fishing, skiing and recreational pursuits. This
in turn attracts homeowners bringing much needed tax dollars into the SLO county.
Without maintained water levels in peak recreational seasons there will be a negative
economic impact for those living and making a living in the surrounding areas.
Historically during drought periods we have seen huge economic concerns - no water, no
value to the land surrounding the water or the businesses that support the water
recreation. To further impact the situation by planned and scheduled diversion of the
water would produce the same results without leaving the hope that exists when droughts
are not present.
Please review and consider the adverse impact that this plan will have on the area and note
our opposition to the implementation of this plan.

<J
James C. Cordle
22120 Gault Street
Canoga Park, CA 91303
(818) 887-9256
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89-1

89-2

LETTER

89

James C. Cordle
Georgia L. Cordle
August 18, 2001

•
89-1

This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed project, does not raise
any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

89-2

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's potential impacts
on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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90-1

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-452

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

LETTER

90

John and Frances Krasts
August 19,2001

•

•
90-1

This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed project, does not raise
any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.
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August 19,2001

Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Sslinas, Ca. 93901-4455

I was just notified of your plan to lower the water levels of the lake, in order to prevent
the saltwater intrusion. Although I realize the importance of this project, I would hope
that you would reconsider the plan to drop the lake to unusable levels.
When I purchased property in the area, no one ever indicated that water levels would or
could be dropped, other than years of poor rainfall.
Property values will plunge, which would mean millions of dollars of revenue for all
parties concerned.

91-1

Please reconsider this project and possibly, there is another remedy that would be more
practical for all. In addition, I can foresee needless lawsuits, stalling or overriding your
current ideas, causing a waste of money that could be applied to a better way of solving
the intrusion problem.

91-2

Respectfully

~.

Ed Brody
4701 Silver Saddle Lan
Paso Robles, Ca. 93446
Mailing address:
P.O Box 5181
Beverly Hills, Ca. 90209-5181
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LETTER 91
Ed Brody
August 19, 2001

•
91-1

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's potential impacts
on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

91-2

Please see response to Comment 76-1.
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Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O.Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
C/O Bob Meyer
August 19,2001
RE: Salinas Valley Water Project
Dear Sirs;
We are property owners on Lake Nacimiento and are very opposed to the
modifications to the spillway at the Nacimiento Dam that is proposed in the Salinas
Valley Water Project.
Our concern is that under this new project, in any year that there is not a 'normal'
amount of rainfall to fill the lake, the same amount of water would still be released
thereby lowering the lake level even more than in the past.
There is no objection to the ability to store more water in the rainy season,
however, any additiona110wering of the overall level of the lake during the wintertime,
OR any other times of year (especially if there is not an adequately normal wet season) is
not acceptable. This will undoubtedly detract from our property values, our visual and
entertainment enjoyment, as well as hurt any businesses on the lake i.e. the Nacimiento
Resort, among others.
We would like to voice a strong opposition to this project as it is currently
proposed.
Sincerely,
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92-1

92-2

LETTER 92
Ray and Kyra Kliulick
August 19, 2001

•

•

92-1

This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed spillway modification at
Nacimiento Dam, does not raise any environmental issues. No further response is
necessary.

92-2

The commenter's opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's potential impacts
on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir. Please see Section
5.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS concerning visual resource impacts and Section 5.9
concerning recreation impacts. Please see, also, Master Response MR-2 regarding
consideration of mitigation measures for recreation impacts.
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Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O.Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930
C/O Bob Meyer
August 19, 2001
RE: Salinas Valley Water Project
Dear Sirs;
We are property owners on Lake Nacimiento and are very opposed to the
modifications to the spillway at the Nacimiento Dam that is proposed in the Salinas
Valley Water Project.
Our concern is that under this new project, in any year that there is not a 'normal'
amount of rainfall to fill the lake, the same amount of water would still be released
thereby lowering the lake level even more than in the past.
There is no objection to the ability to store more water in the rainy season,
however, any additional lowering of the overall level of the lake during the wintertime,
OR any other times of year (especially if there is not an adequately normal wet season) is
not acceptable. This will undoubtedly detract from our property values, our visual and
entertainment enjoyment, as well as hurt any businesses on the lake i.e. the Nacimiento
Resort, among others.
We would like to voice a strong opposition to this project as it is currently
proposed.
Sincerely,

*~;W4
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93-1

93-2

LETTER 93
Joan Y. Cross
Gale S. Cross
August 19, 2001

•

•
93-1

This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed spillway modification at
Nacimiento Dam, does not raise any environmental issues. No further response is
necessary.

93-2

This comment is a duplicate of comment 92-2. Please see response to Comment 922.
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August 20,2001
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas, Ca 93902-0930
Dear Sir:
We have owned property on Running Deer Ranch for 26 years. We have been
there when the lake has been full and then we have been there when our area was
completely dry. Your proposed project, as I understand it, will put us back to the
years of the severe drought-no water in our area. During a drought year, you will
continue to take the water from the lake, so the situation will be worse than it ever
was. This will not correct the seawater intrusion..
This is not the RECREATION that you promised San Luis Obispo County.
On the shores of Lake Nacimiento are millions of dollars worth ofland and buildings.
The values would be destroyed as they were in one of the drought years. San Luis
Obispo County residents and that of several other counties have brought in a fortune
for Monterey County in dock fees, and lake fees. Nacimiento Lake has always been
the first one to be drained. Also, the economy for San Luis Obispo County would be
badly hurt.
You are going to spend money for a solution that is not comect. WHY NOT
TAKE THE TIME TO DO WHAT IS RIGHT AND ONE THAT WILL SOLVB THE
PROBLEM ONCE AND FOR ALL. YOU MAY HAVB TO DIG A TUNNEL AND
CONNECT THE TWO LAKES. A tunnel would give you the means to cycle both
lakes up and down as needed. In the winter, if a storm was threatening the dams, the
water could be released full boar. This would eliminate lowering the spillway on
Nacimiento Dam. On the average, a larger amount of water could be stored and
therefore, San Luis Obispo County may even share the cost of the construction of the
tunnel. To compensarte San Luis Obispo County,. you could give them a larger
water allotment.

P.S. Don't forget the many lawsuits that will be flIed!
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94-1
94-2
94-3

94-4

LETTER 94
L. Thiessen
Ernie Thiessen
August 20, 2001

•

•
94-1

The commenter's statement regarding recreation is noted. The MCWRA owns and
operates Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs in accordance to the license given
to it by the State of California. The priority of use for the water stored behind the
reservoirs is for water recharge of the Salinas Valley. Although important,
recreational use has a lesser priority.

94-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

94-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.

94-4

The proposed action was developed over the course of several years and has evolved
from and represents the culmination of years of planning, engineering, and public
involvement and represents the best feasible alternative for meeting the project
objectives. The use of a tunnel between the two reservoirs was previously
considered and was found not to be a feasible option. See Master Response MR-8
for a detailed discussion of the other alternatives previously considered by the
MCWRA to halt seawater intrusion.
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812012001

Monterey County Water Resources Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA. 93901-4455
Sir,

A report cited that salt water intrusion from the Pacific Ocean, near Castroville, was the reason
for increasing the flow to be taken from lake Nacimiento during potential drought years.
However, the Pacific Ocean salt water intrusion is, most likely, due to the over pumping of the
ground water by only a small group offanners. The EPA should, instead, be focused on
California farmers who overdraw from the aquifer at a rate far too high for nature to replenish the
lost water. This is very poor environmental farming.
Considering the other people in California, Lake Nacimiento affects an estimated 40,000
Property owners and weekend users. This will have a huge impact on property values and
economics in San Luis Obispo county .

95-1

95-2

I have learned, as have many Californians, that a small group, such as those from Castroville, can
overrule the majority of California citizens in the name of agricultural improvements or
protection.
The decision by Monterey county in favor of a few farmers is not in sync with the majority of
Nacimiento water users.
Therefore the request from Californians that use Lake Nacimiento, is to maintain the mininum
water level that would allow lake usage(6 foot depth) at the West tip (not including the narrows).
This estimate w~d approximately reduce the available water to Castroville by only 10%.

Drew Lawson (prop. owner/lake user/Calif citizen)
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95-3

LETTER 95
Drew Lawson
August 20, 2001

•

•

95-1

Seawater intrusion is occurring in an area that extends from north of Castroville to
the south of Marina; the intrusion front is approaching Salinas in the east, as shown
in Figures 1-2 and 1-3 in the Draft EIR/EIS. Water supply for over 150,000 people
is currently at risk. Seawater intrusion is the result of overpumping of groundwater
associated with both agricultural and urban development, although agriculture has
historically pumped substantially more water than urban development. A portion of
the reduction in groundwater pumping needed to halt seawater intrusion has already
been achieved through the implementation of "best management practices" for the
use of irrigation water in the Salinas Valley since 1991. See Master Response MR-5
for a detailed discussion of water conservation measures practiced in the Salinas
Valley. Despite these efforts, additional action is needed to halt seawater intrusion.
The SVWP, which includes reoperation of Nacimiento Reservoir, is proposed to
address this problem by providing an additional water supply that would increase
groundwater recharge and further reduce reliance on groundwater in the CSIP
service area. The reoperation of Nacimiento Reservoir would include changing the
amounts and timing of reservoir releases in both wet and dry years, not in drought
years as stated by the commenter. Please see response to Comment 20-3 regarding
operations during drought years.

95-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

95-3

Nacimiento Reservoir was constructed for the primary purposes of providing for
flood control and water conservation due to overpumping of the groundwater in the
basin. The MCWRA would continue to operate the reservoir to meet these purposes
with implementation of the SVWP. While the MCWRA recognizes the importance
of water levels to recreational uses, recreation is not intended to be the primary
benefit of the reservoir. To meet the project objectives of halting seawater intrusion
and meeting demand for water in the Salinas Valley, it may be necessary for
recreational uses to be curtailed as the reservoir is drawn down to provide the
needed conservation releases. Releases in some months may result in the reservoir
level dropping below that preferred by residents.
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August 20, 2001
Bob Meyers
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O.Box930
Salinas, Calif. 93902-0930
Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, Calif. 9415-2197
SUBJECT:

Response to Draft EIRIEIS re: proposed Salinas Valley Water Project

Dear Sirs:
I am a member of the CAL-SHASTA Boat Club on Lake Nacimiento, and Former County
Supervisor of San Luis Obispo. I am writing to express my concern for what seems to be a lack of concern
for the Citizens and County of San Luis Obispo.

I recall how desperate Former Monterey County Supervisor, and later Congressman Burt Talcott
worked with the San Luis Obispo County Board to consummate an agreement on the Nacimiento Project.
While some thought the deal was a bit one sided, nevertheless, the agreement was signed.
I believe the Economic effect on all those people, in both Counties, who bought into the
Nacimiento Water Project's recreation aspects, who purchased land, built homes, cabins and recreation
facilities adjacent to the lake are going to be hurt the most. All these people have been encouraged, by both
Counties over the years to make improvements, pay taxes, and buy recreation equipment, as well as
recreation fees, all of which has been a benefit to both Counties. These people are going to be hurt the
most. It is not fair, and it is not right!

96-1

We do not need to hear that the case above stated is correct, but that these impacts are unavoidable
and cannot be mitigated, therefore the governing agency can so state that they are significant and
unavoidable and that satisfies the requirement of the law, and the project can go ahead because nothing can
be done about it.
I say there is a way to mitigate the above economic unmitigated issue, as stated. Each ptoperty
owner can be paid a certain amount for the days they are deprived of using the lake, as they have been
accustom to in the past. Those payments can come from those down stream that are to benefit from the
additional water they will receive by this proposed project. If there are other ways to mitigate this issue,
they should be explored. Recreation is the Primary use by Citizens of San Luis Obispo County.

96-2

I know San Luis Obispo County had a hard enough time in signing the present agreement, and bad
they known that some day in the future this project would surface, there never would have been any
agreement signed! I doubt that if Recreation bad not been one of the uses promoted, the Dam would never
bave been built. Recreation was one of the reasons for the project.
Both Counties made Recreation on Lake Nacimiento a high priority. That was one of the big
selling points to the project. Now to say it is 'unavoidable' is not acceptable!
If Monterey County is anything like San Luis Obispo County, there is less land under cultivation
than there was when the Dam was built. How can we believe tbat less Agriculture is pumping more water
from the underground aquifers within the Valley?

I believe the truth of the matter is that rural and urban development in the Salinas Valley is the
driving force behind the need for more water! We all know that development is suppose to be driven by
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96-3

the available resources. If water or other needed resources are not available the development doesn't take
place until they are developed. THAT DOES NOT MEAN YOU TAKE THEM AWAY FROM
SOMEONE ELSE I
Additionally, Nacimiento homeowners in Monterey County and San Luis Obispo County, as well
as recreational users, of the Lake have suffered enough from the Policy that established a 3: 1 empty space
pool for Nacimiento over San Antonio.
There are too many reasons, that hurt people economically, for this project to continue as proposed, and I
urge you to reconsider the Cavalier attitude that "IMPACTS 10 RECREATION WILL BE 'significant and
unavoidable' AS BEING UNACCEPTABLE.
Thank you for considering my comments.

~~~~~

I
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96-3
(cont'd)

96-4

LETTER 96
Howard D. Mankins
August 20, 2001

•

•

96-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy and property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

96-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for consideration of new mitigation measures
for recreation impacts at Nacimiento Reservoir. Please see response to Comment
47-8 concerning compensation to property owners.

96-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-3

96-4

This comment does not raise any environmental issues. No further response is
necessary.
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August 20, 2001

Curtis Weeks, General Manager
Monterey Co. Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455

Dear Mr. Weeks:
As property owners at Lake Nacimiento's Heritage Ranch we are gravely concerned
about proposed plans to lower the water level of Nacimiento Lake, to a level that will
shut down recreational water sports, during the summer months.
Not only will this action have a MONUMENTAL FINANOAL IMPACT on property
owners around Nacimiento Lake, but will directly impact the entire Northern part of
San Luis Obispo County.
We feel that more consideration needs to be given to this matter and perhaps find
another way to meet the water needs of Monterey County. Surely there are other
sources of water that are available to Monterey County that will not have such a
negative effect on so many residents of San Luis Obispo County.
Thank you in advance for your consideration regarding this matter.
Sincer,

~~f/ ';fIfr1~

~~'/~Yff7

;06ert Humphrey
Leila Humphrey
Lot 96, Tract 424
Big Valley Estates Unit No.1
Heritage Ranch
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97-1

97-2

LETTER 97
Robert Humphrey
Leila Humphrey
August 20, 2001

•

•
97-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6.

97-2

Please see Master Response MR-8.
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BRANMAN AND TEPLIN
AN ACCOUNTANCY CORPORATION
280 SOUTH BEVERLY DRIVE, SUITE 409
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90212
TELEPHONE (310) 273-1762
TELECOPIER (310) 273-1642

August 20, 2001

Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/o Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455

Re: Lake Nacimiento water levels

Dear Agency Members:
I am a property owner at Heritage Ranch and I am very upset that your agency is
planning to drastically reduce the water level at Lake Nacimiento. This would
seriously affect the property values at Heritage Ranch and other near lake owners
who have invested a great deal to be at Lake Nacimiento. I believe that this would
also greatly affect the economic community of Paso Robles that obtains a significant
revenue source from lake communities.
It is grossly unfair that the Agency can affect San Luis Obispo County residents who
have no political voice in Monterey County decisions. Those communities that are
greatest affected should have some say in what you are proposing to do to the lake.
Please reconsider your position and the outcry you will generate from many San Luis
Obispo County residents with your adverse decision.
Sincerely,

NAT/sg
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98-1

98-2

98-3

LETTER 98
Neal A. Teplin
August 20, 2001

•

•

98-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

98-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.

98-3

Please see responses to Comments 30-4 and 49-3.
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~------------~
Dear Mr. Weeks,

I live at Heritage Ranch. I purchased my home here for the purpose of
being able to retire and use tbe lake for recreation, and leave my children
something of value when the wife and I are gone. The way it looks, if you
people get your way, I would have been better off buying in California VaDey.
My question is, wben Monterey County obtained the water rights some 30
yrs ago, why didn't they do something at that time? Why wait for such a long
time to let a community sucb as mine, Oak Shores and Running Deer Ranch
get established. This is not only a tragedy, but a massive loss of revenue for
northern SLO county and jobs for the people that work here for Heritage and
the Community Service District. The property values will be nonexistent. If
the salt water intrusion is worrying you now, why hasn't it happened years ago
when the lake was first formed. Instead of enlarging the dam here, why not
build a dam near Monterey to keep the water from flowing into the Pacific
Ocean. Thats where it is going anyway. Hold the water there and see about the
salt water intrusion. The water from tbe Naciamento River has been flowing
for thousands of years. Now tbe salt water is becoming a problem! Why is that,
talk to tbe farmers who have depleted tbe ground water. The lake holds the
water, it does not deplete it.
We are not going to give up our homes and our rights to the water in the
Jake. You will have a fight on your hands, and we won't roll over. We are an
association and we wi)) be heard.

99-1

I

I

I
a/~d:/Ju~~ Wr:~
, ;Respectfully

I

(

WilJiam and San~ra Wages
Heritage Ranch Owners
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99-2

LETTER 99
William and Sandra Wages
August 20, 2001

•

•

99-1

Nacimiento Reservoir was built and funded by the MCWRA to provide flood
control and groundwater recharge in the Salinas Valley, and has historically been
operated to meet these purposes. Nacimiento dam (and San Antonio dam) was built
as the initial phase of an effort to halt seawater intrusion in the northern portion of
the Salinas Valley. A number of options and alternatives have been explored for
years to try to solve seawater intrusion and most have involved greater use of
Nacimiento and San Antonio water.

99-2

See Master Response MR-6 for an evaluation of the potential effects of the proposed
project on economics and property values in the area around Nacimiento Reservoir.
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Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA93910-4455
Dear Mr. Weeks,
We are new property owns in Heritage Ranch. I am sorry all this is going on with
the water leave in Salinas Valley.
I hope you can come up with a resolution to this problem. I would hate to see the
lakes in our area drop as low as I have read. If more information comes up you will
please keep me informed.
Thank you for your time,
Diana Williams
1235 2nd. Street
Baywood Park, CA.
. 93402
E-Mail address:dotcomOOl@msn.com
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100-1

LETTER 100
Diana Williams
August 20, 2001

•

•
100-1 This comment does not raise any environmental issues. No further response is
necessary. Also, please see response to Comment 63-1.
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Monterey County Water Resource Agency
Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455

Dear Mr. Weeks,
I am writing as a concerned resident of Heritage Ranch at Lake Nacimiento regarding the
"potential decision" you are in the process of making to reduce the level of the lake by 28
feet.
I want to go on record that I am fully opposed to this. We purchased our home on the
ranch to be closer to the lake. It is a way of life for my family and myself. Your decision
to reduce the water level will not only reduce the value of my home, but will make it
impossible to utilize the lake from Heritage Ranch. Why would I want to drive all the
way to the main marina to launch my vessels? It just doesn't make sense????

I understand that there is many other coastal cities have experienced similar water
situations and have resolved them without draining a recreational lake. Can't we explore
some alternatives?
Please listen to the people of Heritage Ranch and reconsider your position!

\J .AJ A ~
~ ....
Sincerely,
Gianna Autry )QiIiO'~~'""",_ _
2952 Little Creek
Paso Robles, Ca 93446
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101-1
101-2

101-3

LETTER 101
Gianna Autry
August 20, 2001

•

•
101-1

This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed project, does not raise
any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

101-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for a discussion of consideration of mitigation
measures for recreation impacts at Nacimiento Reservoir and Master Response MR6 for a discussion of the proposed project's impacts on property values near
Nacimiento Reservoir.

101-3 The SVWP was developed over the course of several years. It has evolved from and
represents the culmination of years of planning, engineering, and public involvement
and represents the best option for meeting the project objectives. Nacimiento Dam
was built as the initial phase for solving seawater intrusion in the northern portion of
the Salinas Valley. Nacimiento Reservoir has historically been operated to provide for
flood control and releases for conservation (groundwater recharge) to address
seawater intrusion in the Salinas Valley. Please refer to Master Response MR-8 for a
detailed discussion of the alternatives previously considered by MCWRA to halt
seawater intrusion.
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August 21, 2001

Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455

Dear Mr. Weeks,

We are concerned property owners of Nacimiento Lake, writing to let you know how
much we are opposed to the lake lowering proposition. We very much value the quality
oflife that the lake has to offer. There seems to be something for everyone, whether it's
boating and all the related water sports, fishing, bird watching or just plain relaxing.
By lowering the lake to the levels being considered these activities would almost be
entirely eliminated. And as a property owner, we were never once given the information
that this was being discussed, let alone planned on being put into action!! This is an
atrocity! !! What will happen to our property values? Better yet, what will happen to our
wildlife and eco system that need the lake to survive? These are both valid questions that
need to be addressed. And the real question at hand is will this even solve the problem?
We believe there must be other solutions to the problem that will not wipe out
Nacimiento Lake as we know it. These other solutions must be thoroughly investigated
and given some consideration before we undertake a project of this magnitude. Can you
afford to destroy so many people's livelihood and home values? I should hope not.
Let's re-think this whole salt water problem and come up with a more workable and nondevastating solution!

Sincerely,

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-477

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

102-1

102-2
102-3
102-4
102-5
102-6

LETTER 102

Robert and Kathy Soden
August 21, 2001

•

•
102-1

This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed project, does not raise
any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.

102-2 Please see response to Comment 63-1 and Master Response MR-2 for an expanded
discussion on new mitigation measures for recreation impacts at Nacimiento
Reservoir.
102-3 Please see responses to Comments 6-10 and 30-4.
102-4 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
102-5 Please refer to response to Comment 24-10 for information on potential effects to
terrestrial wildlife in the vicinity of Nacimiento Reservoir. Please refer to Master
Response MR-7.
102-6 Please see response to Comment 101-3.
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August 22, 2001

Monterey County Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901
Attn: Curtis Weeks

u.S. Army Corps of Engineers
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Attn: Robert Smith

Califomia Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1115
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Thomas Hannigan, Director
Gentlepersons:
This letter is in response to the DEIR and your verbal presentation regarding the Altemate B proposal to
modify the reservoir operation practices of Lake Nacimiento. We oppose this proposal for the following
reasons:
The recent recalculations of the capacity of Lake Nacimiento means that MCWRA already takes more water 1103-1
than they originally bargained for by some 29,000 acre feet.
There is no mention of a more efficient use of water once it enters the Salinas River such as metering, drip
irrigation, no overhead spraying, less water intensive crops, continuous over drafting, and absolutely no
control over the incredibly wasteful use by the Salinas Valley farmers.
Great concern is expressed about the 2500 year "Noah's Ark" flood potential and the panicky need to alter
the Nacimiento dam. However no mention is made of global warming. The rest of the world is concerned
about the effect of ocean levels due to global warming. MCWRA and the Corps of Engineers ignore it. A
study needs to be done as to what salt-water intrusion would occur with a %", %", 1", 2", etc. increase in
ocean levels.

103-2

103-3

The natural Salinas River has been encroached on by farmers for decades. The river has been narrowed
so that the natural percolation has been limited. Studies must be made as to what the effect would be on
the Salinas water table if this acreage were returned to the river. With the acreage being returned, a series
103-4
of rubber dams similar to the proposed steelhead dam could be installed along the Salinas River for far
better percolation. The land could then be farmed as the water was used and the rubber dam lowered.
No mention has been made of the hundreds of old cars that were used to create the dikes that held this
river from its natural course. This environmental disaster should be dug out, the river returned to its natural /103-5
course, and the cars disposed of properly.
Your maps indicate approximately 21 miles of salt-water intrusion - some areas 180' deep, some areas
400' deep. To suggest that 10 to 30 thousand acre-feet of water will hold back the Pacific Ocean is an
insult to common sense.
No mention is made of raising the Nacimiento Lake level. MCWRA has the right to flood to the 825'
elevation. MCWRA is proposing to increase the release capacity of the Nacimiento dam. Therefore it
seems logical that a lake level increase of 2' - 6' could be accomplished when this rubber spillway is
installed. A capacity increase of 11,000 - 40,000 acre feet of water could be obtained as well as
accommodating the phantom flood.
There is no value given to the psychological benefit to the public at large regarding the use of Lake
Nacimiento. People from San Francisco to San Diego use Lake Nacimiento as an escape from their daily
lives. Lake Nacimiento is particularly beautiful and the areas known as the Narrows, Las Tablas, Franklin
Creek, Cantinas, Swamp John, Towne Creek, and Dip Creek are used by families and individuals to find
peace, observe wildlife, and enjoy the tranquility of these areas. All these areas will be dry and their beauty
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1 103 -6

103-7

103-8

destroyed under your proposal. In my opinion, control should be taken away from MCWRA and handed to
the people of the State of California.

103-8
(cont'd)

The recovery of the bald eagle has been a miracle to behold. After decades there are now three nesting
pair known to be at Lake Nacimiento. Your proposal will leave their fisheries dry and the devastating impact
on all species of fish will leave them with nothing to fish for even when there is water.

103-9

The Department of Fish and Game letter in the DEIR states very plainly that impacts on largemouth bass
and other species must be mitigated to levels of insignificance. The mitigation is ignored in your DEIR and
must be addressed.
MCWRA is obliged to provide 600 acre-feet of water annually to the community of Oak Shores. Under the
proposal, the Oak Shores gallery wells could potentially be dry several years in a row. This is unacceptable
and is not addressed in the DEIR.
The DEIR gives no consideration to the fact that the villages of Oak Shores, Tri Counties, Xmas Cove,
South Shore, Bee Rock, North Shore, Laguna Vista, Cal Shasta and Running Deer Ranch all depend
largely on the first response of the fire and rescue boats stationed at Oak Shores, CDF/SLO County Station
34 and Heritage Ranch CDF/SLO County Station 33. The response time by water in most cases is 1/5 the
time as compared to the response time by land. The people of these communities are entitled to the
medical and fire protection they have paid for. It should be noted here that MCWRA or Monterey County
paid exactly zero for the staffing and equipment that provides the protection for Nacimiento's users, citizens,
and properties.
The DEIR offers no mitigation to offset the damage to the docks that will be caused by rapid water release.
There are at least 2.5 to 3 million dollars worth of docks on Lake Nacimiento. You can imagine them being
hung on rocks or lying on shore for long periods of time. MCWRA charges unreasonable fees for these
docks to be on Lake NaCimiento and has an obligation to protect them.

103-10

103-11

103-12

103-13

I

The enormous economic impact to Paso Robles and San Luis Obispo is more than the layman can calculate. 103-14
No mitigation is offered.
There are approximately 3,000 homes that would not be here if it weren't for Lake Nacimiento. They range
from several thousand to a million dollars. The damage to these properties is certain. The results of the
proposal are guesses. If this proposal succeeds, MCWRA and the Corps of Engineers should compensate
each and every property owner in full at market values that pyevailed prior to the disclosure of this DEIR.
In summary, taxpayers need to know that their dollars were spent on this one-sided, self-serving document.
They should know that this DEIR labels them expendable and the damage done to them is called
"significant but unavoidable". We believe it is totally avoidable. The Army Corps of Engineers should be
reminded that they are paid by all the taxpayers not just those from Monterey County.
There is no doubt in our minds that to proceed will make a lot of attorneys a lot of money.
Thank you for your attention and consideration.

CC: Governor Gray Davis
Lois Capps
Jack O'Connell
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103-15

LETTER 103
Charles and Susan Brown
August 22, 2001

•

•

103-1 The MCWRA recently completed a water right amendment process with the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to reconcile the actual storage capacity of
Nacimiento Reservoir with the amount approved in the original water right license,
which was based on preconstruction estimates of reservoir capacity. The SWRCB
approved the MCWRA's application for the additional 27,900 AF. The SVWP
operational design is based on estimates that already account for this additional
existing reservoir yield. However, the license for water conservation (180,000 AFY)
releases has not been altered and is not proposed to be altered. Because the
comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis in the Draft
EIR/EIS, no further response is necessary.
103-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-S for detailed information on water
conservation measures practiced in the Salinas Valley.
103-3 The global warming theory suggests that changes in the earth's atmosphere will cause
global warming and that seawater levels would rise in response to the melting of
polar ice caps and to thermal expansion of seawater. This effect would occur over a
very long period of time and likely would not be evident during the longest period
that can reasonably be evaluated in the EIR/EIS (the approximately 30-year period
to 2030). It is therefore beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS, and probably not
possible without substantial speculation, to evaluate changes in seawater intrusion
and project effectiveness in relation to global warming effects.
103-4 CEQA and NEPA require the analysis of a proposed action and feasible alternatives
that would meet the basic project purpose. The Draft EIR/EIS was prepared, in
compliance with CEQA and NEPA, to evaluate and present the impacts of the
proposed action and potentially feasible alternatives, which are described in Chapter
4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is outside the scope of the EIR/EIS analysis to evaluate
the effects of agricultural encroachment on the Salinas River channel. MCWRA has
no land use authority and the suggested alternative of converting farmland is not a
possible alternative for the Agency. Further, the commenter's suggested action to
increase percolation of river water to the groundwater basin by allowing the Salinas
River to return to its historical floodplain and using a series of rubber dams to
impound water would involve substantial fisheries and flood-control effects as well
as significant land ownership issues related to obtaining overflow easements. Even if
this alternative were feasible, it is probable that its environmental impacts would
substantially exceed those associated with the preferred action.
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103-5 The issue raised by the commenter (old cars formerly used to serve as dikes) is
outside the scope of the SVWP, potential environmental effects related to
construction and operation of the SVWP, and this EIR/EIS. Because the comment
does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS,
no further response is necessary.
103-6 Please see response to Comment 41-S.
103-7 The proposed spillway modification will enable the MCWRA to increase the capacity
of the spillway in order to pass a significant storm or probable maximum flood to
prevent dam failure. The proposed modification is to lower the spillway crest from
an elevation of SOO feet to elevation 792 and to install either a rubber dam or radial
gates in the place of the removed section. This modification will not change the SOOfoot elevation of the spillway and therefore will not enable the MCWRA to increase
the maximum level of the reservoir above SOO feet.

MCWRA has a license to store water up to the SOO-foot level. It is not known if it
would be technically feasible to raise the lake without affecting properties
surrounding the lake, nor what the added environmental impacts would be
(biological resources, downstream fisheries, etc.) or if additional water rights could
be obtained. Due to the substantial uncertainties and the potential for more
environmental impacts, this alternative is not considered feasible.
103-8 Aesthetic and recreation effects of the SVWP are addressed in Sections 5.S and 5.9
of the Draft EIR/EIS, respectively. As discussed previously, Nacimiento was
constructed by MCWRA, which bears noting in this response. The priority of
beneficial use for the water stored behind the reservoirs is groundwater recharge and
flood control. Although important, recreational use is second in priority as a
beneficial water use. Please see Master Response MR-6 for further discussion of
these issues.
103-9 Please refer to response to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to
bald eagles and Master Response MR-7.
103-10 Please refer to Master Response MR-7. Also, please see page 5.6-S5 of the Draft
EIR/EIS.
103-11 Please refer to Master Response MR-10.
103-12 The commenter raises concerns about the project's impact on fire protection for
communities around Nacimiento Reservoir. Currently, the San Luis Obispo County
Fire Department provides fire protection for these communities both by fire boat
and by land, with services provided by land when reservoir levels are too low to
permit adequate access by fire boat. In other words, land-based fire protection
service is necessary under existing conditions during normally occurring dry periods
(periods of below-average rainfall), which historically have included extended
droughts. The project would not increase the risk of fire or the number of service
calls for fire protection, but could increase the frequency with which response to
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fire-service calls from these communities would require the use of fire trucks rather
than fire boats because reservoir levels are drawn down too low to permit fire-boat
access. The fire department operates to meet its own standards for response time,
and there is no evidence to suggest that the pre-existing condition (which includes
land-based response during dry periods when reservoir levels are low) is
unacceptable. There is no indication that the ability of the fire department to meet
its standards would be impaired by implementation of the project.
The commenter also raises concerns associated with the costs of supporting fireprotection services for Nacimiento Reservoir communities. As noted in Master
Response MR-6, economic and social effects of a project are not to be treated as
significant effects on the environment.
103-13 The rate of water release from Nacimiento Reservoir would not increase under
project operations. Lake level drawdown would be no more rapid than under
current conditions. Therefore, no significant impacts to boat docks surrounding the
lake from rapid water release would occur. No further response is necessary.
103-14 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy in northern San Luis Obispo County. This is not
an environmental impact so is not mitigated. However, please see Master Response
MR-2 for additional discussion of recreation mitigation.
103-15 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir. Please refer to
response to Comment 47-8 regarding compensation for property value changes.
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8/22/01

Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Dear Friend,
As a property owner on Nacimiento Lake I am against your proposal to increase the release level of the
lake. Other property owners and users of the lake feel the same way. The result of this proposal will
hamper recreation on the lake and also affect surrounding property values. A property owner for 20 years I
feel that Monterey has given no consideration to the landowners. The result is always there needs and
never the needs of the people who use and own property at the lake. For many years land that was used for
grazing in the Salinas Valley has been put into crop production increasing the demand on the ground water.
I suggest that Monterey look to other sources for more water and discourage the increased pumping of
ground water.
Sincerely,
John Seislove
Signature
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104-1
104-2
104-3

LETTER

104

John Seislove
August 22, 2001

•

•
104-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for a discussion of consideration of mitigation
measures for recreational impacts at Nacimiento Reservoir and Master Response
MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's impacts on property values near
Nacimiento Reservoir.

104-2 Please see responses to Comments 6-10 and 30-4.
104-3 Please see response to Comment 101-3 regarding the development of the proposed
project. See Master Response MR-5 regarding water conservation efforts in the
Salinas Valley.
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August 22, 2001

U. S. Cor-p of
Army Engineer-s
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Attention: Robert Smith.
Reference: DEIRIEIS, Salinas Valley Water Project.
Gentlemen:
We are opposed to the above mentioned project because of the impact on
recreation at Lake Nacimiento. Your impact report relies on yearly averages, and this
leaves the impression that the lake 'levels will be higher than experience has shown in
, the past. This impact alone will be devastating on recreational activities as well as
property values. As a property owner at Lake Nacimiento, I would like the same
consideration as the snail darter and the spotted owl. Uyou lower the lake level
during the summer months, than my recreational, and 'financial health will be in
danger. Please use this letter as-'my request t-o add me to the endangered species list.
There is a strong possibility that this project will have little impact on the salt
intrusion, and may increase the nitrate problem. Add to this the limited number of
people whom will benefit from this project, and we must ask Why do it.
We are opposed to the "Preferred Alternative B".
Yours

trulf,

~WJti

y ours truly,

Kenneth A. Watts
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105-1
105-2

105-3

LETTER 105
Kenneth A. Watts
Joyce D. Watts
August 22, 2001

•

•

105-1 The Draft EIR/EIS reports results in terms of monthly averages rather than yearly
averages in order to give a sense of variation on a monthly basis. The Final
EIR/EIS includes graphs showing the model results of reservoir storage and surface
elevations for the baseline and with-project conditions for each month of the 46-year
simulation period. Please see response to Comment 19-22.
105-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-2 for a discussion on consideration of
mitigation measures for impacts at Nacimiento Reservoir and Master Response MR6 for a discussion of the proposed project's impacts on property values near
Nacimiento Reservoir.
105-3 This comment does not explain the claim that there "is a strong possibility that this
project will have litde impact on the salt intrusion, and may increase the nitrate
problem." Many examples exist where management practices have reduced or
reversed the inland groundwater gradient and thus slowed or halted intrusion. Please
see response to Comment 41-8 regarding this issue.
The project is not expected to contribute to problems of nitrates in water supply;
please see Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
As to benefits, over 150,000 people live in the area of the Salinas Valley at risk to
seawater intrusion and over 24,000 acres of land overlie the area already intruded.
Please see, also, Master Response MR-1.
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106-2

LETTER

106

Bill and Pat Thomas
August 22, 2001

•

•

106-1 This comment, which expresses opposition to the proposed project, does not raise
any environmental issues. No further response is necessary.
106-2 Please refer to response to comment 105-2.

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-489

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

Gerard P. Smith
2273 Lariat Loop
Bradley, CA 93426
805-472-2860
August 22,2001

Mr. Robert Smith
Regulatory Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Dear Mr. Smith;
I would like to submit the following comments concerning the Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project,
SCH#2000034007. My comments concern Section 6.9 Recreation.
Section 5.9 contains 21 pages of information that deals with the impact to
recreational opportunities at Lake Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoir and on page 5.911 makes the following statement, "Annual revenues generated by recreational activities at
both Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs, although not considered environmental or
physical effects subjectto CEQA, are presented here as background information for the
decision-makers to consider during the review."
Because the Monterey County Water Resource Agency (MCWRA) saw fit to
include the fiscal impact to Monterey Country operations due to the proposed
implementation of the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) in the draft EIRlEIS I feel a
complete study of the far reaching economic effects to the surrounding region should have
been completed.
A quick infonnallook in the Pacific Bell Smart Yellow Pages for San Luis Obispo
County 2001 will show that in the areas of Paso Robles, Templeton, Atascadero, San
. Miguel, and Bradley there are 18 businesses that sell, repair, store, or supply equipment
for boats. There are 10 sporting goods suppliers that sell fishing and camping supplies as
well as 18 Hotels and Motels, 20 Service Stations, 10 Liquor Stores, and 22 Retail Grocers
who supply goods and services to the people making use of the lake area.

On page 5.9-4 the MCWRA mentions the existence of "other privately managed
facilities along Nacimiento's shoreline" but it makes no attempt to ascertain the impact on
the revenue that these privately managed facilities would suffer if the SVWP Alternatives A
and B are implemented. In point of fact the residential communities on Lake Nacimiento

1
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107-1

rely a good deal on boat launch and camping fees to offset the costs of running the
communities.
Another aspect to the'economic impact of the implementation of Alternative A or B
of the SVWP is the loss of property value (and subsequent loss of property tax revenue to
San Luis Obispo County) to the surrounding communities around Lake Nacimiento. At a
public information meeting regarding the SVWP held in Paso Robles on August 7,2001
the statement was made that the San Luis Obispo County Tax Collector placed an assessed
value of real property surrounding Lake Nacimiento at over $300 million. Several Realtors
at the meeting placed the market value at $600 million. I believe this market value number
to be near reality because at Oak Shores alone there are currently 34 new homes under
construction with potential market values of from $375,000 to $500,000.
The surrounding lake communities are there only due to the construction of the
Lake Nacimiento reservoir. Monterey County has created a recreational environment that
people have flocked to. Monterey County has charged use fees for the lake and provided
facilities and public safety resources for the users of the Lake and by doing so have
encouraged development around the Lake.
Monterey County is responsible for the development around Lake Nacimiento and
therefore directly responsible for any economic impact the implementation of the SVWP
Alternative A or B by MCWRA would cause. The EIRIEIS should contain a detailed study
of these potential impacts for, in the words of the report, "the decision-makers to consider
during the review."

Sincerely,

Gerard P. Smith

2
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107-2

LETTER

107

Gerard P. Smith
August 22, 2001

•

•
107-1 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential economic impacts.
107-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
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HAL HVNSB£RG£R
8200 Woody Point Lane
Lake Nacimiento
Bradley, California 93426
805-472-9000 FAX 805-472-9090 Email rnrhal@tcsn.net
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930 Salinas, CA. 93902-0930

c. C. Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
333 Market Street San Francisco, CA. 94105-2197
Subject: Draft EIRIEIS Salinas Valley Water Project Monterey County, CA.
Dear Sir;
I am a resident in Oat Shores Development located on the north side of Lake Nacimiento.
My concerns of the subject Draft EIRIEIS are as follows;
1. Additional water releases as proposed during low rainfall years will result in creating
low water levels. This in tum will greatly impact property values in my community of 851 units.
Also water recreation & boating use could become inaccessible (Lake levels will below our
launching ramp level).
2. The Draft EIRIEIS indicates that both lakes (Lake Nacimiento/San Antonio) will be
released on a 3 to 1 ratio. This ratio is based on the history ofthe water inflow average. In the
past MCWRA has claimed that this was maintained on an annual bases. Release information
indicates some years the release was 3 to 1, but currently, and several years in the past, San
Antonio's release was not accomplished until after October. This practice gave San Antonio
'<Preferential Treatment" and was released only to meet its flood curve requirements. This
resulted in many years having water flow to the ocean ~nd a great loss to the Salinas aquifer.

108-1
108-2

108-3

I propose the following recommendations;
1. Reoperate Lake Nacimiento to release less water during the wet season as proposed
because of the spillway modification, then release the water gained. When the wet/dry cycle
(7 years) change to dry years redefine the operation to "only" allow additional irrigation releases
when the previous winter lake levels exceed the current (2001) flood curve rule. Also the current
State Law that does not allow extraction from the Salinas river surface water must be maintained.
2. Releases from both lakes should be maintained on a 3 to 1 ratio on a weekly basis not
annually as has been done in the past. This would result in both lakes sharing in the burden of
lower lake levels currently and in the future. MCWRA preferential treatment given to Lake San
Antonio releases must be stopped.
Thank you in evaluation of my remarks. Please feel free to contact the undersigned for
any additional information.
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108-4

108-5

LETTER

lOS-

Hal Hunsberger
August 22, 2001

..

•
108-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

108-2 Please refer to response to Comment 102-2.
108-3 The SVWP reoperation component is intended to maximize groundwater recharge
by modifying the timing of releases. As shown in Draft EIR/EIS Figure 5.3-9,
under planned operations of Alternative A, the average total releases from San
Antonio Reservoir during each month of the non-irrigation season (particularly
November) are expected to be reduced in comparison with baseline conditions.
Please see response to Comment 73-4 regarding releases from San Antonio. Please
note that revised modeling has been performed since completion of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Although the basic patterns of storage and releases in the revised
modeling results are the same as shown in the Draft EIR/EIS, the values for
reservoir releases and for storage and elevation are somewhat different. See Master
Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0 for the updated results. The SVWP operations
would reduce the amount of water discharged to the ocean during the irrigation
season by approximately 10,000 AF a year over baseline conditions.
108-4 Please see response to Comment 74-2. Also, note that diversion from the Salinas (or
any other) River is considered by the State Water Resources Control Board through a
permit process, but diversion is not legally prohibited.
108-5 The release schedule for both Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs is reviewed
by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency Reservoir Operations Committee
on a monthly basis. Based on the operations policy developed for the reservoirs by
the committee, the operations ratio is defined as the ratio of empty space in the
conservation pools of San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs, with San Antonio as
the numerator. This ratio is 1 to 3. Reservoir releases are made in such a manner
that the ratio is reached prior to halting releases from both reservoirs at the onset of
the rainy season. Please see Master Response MR-l.
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?IUvut ~utk 71~
8200 Woody Point Lane
Oak Shores, Lake Nacimiento
Bradley, California 93426

Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930 Salinas, CA. 93902-0930
Subject: Draft EIRIEIS Salinas Valley Water Project Monterey County, CA.
Dear Sir;
I am a resident in Oat Shores which is located on the north side of Lake Nacimiento. My
concerns of the subject Draft EIRIEIS are as follows;
1. Additional water releases as proposed, will result in creating low water levels. This in
turn will greatly impact property values, not only in my community of 851 units, but in all of the
communities around the entire lake. The many families who use the lake for water recreation and
boating will not be able to access the lake. (Lake levels will below our launching ramp level).
2. The Draft EIRIEIS indicates that both lakes (Lake Nacimiento/San Antonio) will be
released on a 3 to 1 ratio. Tllis ratio is based on the history of the water inflow average. In the
past, MCWRA has claimed that this was maintained on an annual basis. Release information
indicates some years the release was 3 to 1, but currently, and for numerous years in the past,
San Antonio's release was not accomplished until after October. At this moment Lake Nacimiento
is very low and it appears that no water has been released from San Antonio This practice gives
San Antonio '<Preferential Treatment" and that water is released only to meet its flood curve
requirements. This has resulted in many years of having water flow to the ocean, which is a
great loss to the Salinas aquifer.

1
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109 2
-

109-3

I propose the following recommendations;
1. Reoperate Lake Nacimiento to release less water' during the wet season as proposed
because of the spillway modification, then release the water gained. When the wet/dry cycle
(7 years) change to dry years redefine the operation to "only" allow additional irrigation releases
when the previous winter lake levels exceed the current (2001) flood curve rule. Also the current
State Law that does not allow extraction from the Salinas river surface water must be maintained.
2. Releases from both lakes should be maintained on a 3 to 1 ratio on a weekly basis not
annually as has been done in the past. This would result in both lakes sharing in the burden of
lower lake levels currently and in the future. MCWRA preferential treatment given to Lake San
Antonio releases must be stopped.
Please save Lake Nacimientq's and San Antoni..Q's water release until after school starts, for all of
the children and their parents who enjoy these lovely lakes.
Sincerely,
Mary Ruth Hu
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109-4

lO9-5

109-6

LETTER 109
Mary Ruth Hunsberger
August 22, 2001

•
109-1

•
Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

109-2 Please refer to response to Comment 102-2.
109-3 Please see response to Comment 108-3.
109-4 Please see response to Comment 108-4.
109-5 Please see response to Comment 108-5.
109-6 Nacimiento and San Antonio dams were built by the predecessor to the MCWRA as
the initial phase of efforts to solve the problem of seawater intrusion in the northern
portion of the Salinas Valley. The proposed action will continue this effort by
distributing water to the area of the valley where it is needed to provide irrigation
water supply to halt seawater intrusion. Irrigation in the Salinas Valley occurs
throughout the year, with most between March and October. Delaying water
releases until fall would not provide the water needed in the northern portion of the
Salinas Valley during the main part of the irrigation season to reduce groundwater
pumping and halt seawater intrusion, and also would not provide the water in the
Salinas River that is needed for fish migration.
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HERITAGE RANCH CITIZENS
August 23, 2001
Attention: Robert Smith, Regulatory Branch District Engineer
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Bob Myers
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Post Office Box 930
Salinas, CA 93902-0930

Subject:

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Statement of the Salinas Water Pr<!iect
Dated June 2001

Introduction:
The undersigned have education, licensed credentials and/or active experience in the following:
Engineering, systems analysis, project leadership, city and government management, water and sevver
management, heavy construction, real estate appraisal and sales, environmental action and general
business. Some have fished and recreated on Lake Nacimiento and San Antonio since at least 1980. We
want the Salinas Valley Water (SVWP) accomplished now. Our response is not to create arguments but to
foster adequate mitigation. Constructive suggestions are only made to try to get workable solutions to
satisfy the SVWP objectives. The DEIRIDEIS document is extremely voluminous and difficult to
follow the details to a conclusion on an individual subject Our response, limited by preparation time, is
from the Heritage Ranch Citizens and will focus on the Lake Nacimiento (N) but recognizing the SVWP
also proposes to dewater Lake San Antonio, where Jrutior damages will also occur to recreation and habitat.
It will not be the same degree of economic impact as to homeowners, on Nacimiento because of the
demographics. (Item 1, Part Two of the letter). The undersigned are sending one comment letter as a
coordinated document, prepared to show cumulative results of the SVWP with one letter, rather than six
letters. We have checked each other as to accuracy.

It will be shown that the "Re-operation" plan is flawed and extreme damage will occur when it is not
necessary and not to the advantage of the people in either Monterey or San Luis Obispo Counties. Part
One, will be numbered paragraphs by subject and Part Two, will be specific items referenced to the
DEIRIDEIS document and will appear in the writing by subject

Salinas Valley Water Project

2-497

Response to Comments on the EIRJEIS

PART ONE

Systems & Cumulative effects

.1. General
SVWP OQjectives
Stop Seawater Intrusion
Provide adequate water supplies for current and future (year 2030) needs
bnprove hydrologic balance of the Salinas Valley ground water basin
The DEIRIDEIS document defines the root of the problems documented over 50 years ago related to over
pumping the basin for agriculture (DEIRIDEIS pg 1-7 table 1-2). The objectives to reduce saltwater
intrusion and provide water for irrigation and other purposes are recognized as important objectives for
everyone regardless of where they live. We want these issued resolved. Nature has set a supply limit to
that of actual rainfall, thereafter prudent management is sorely needed to manage that supply to meet the
"demands".
2.

Spillway Modification of Nacimiento Dam
The focus hereafter will concentrate on the preferred solution (Alt A) and use Lake Nacimiento (N) for
discussion. The modification to the Nacimiento spillway is a significant enhancement, provided
the "re-operation" plan allows that the water level to reach the level of the modification frequently
enough to produce results. This is doubtful when the cited re-operation plan dewaters the lake on
the average to approx. 16% of capacity each October, (see Item 5, Part Two, of this letter). Regardless
of the above discussion, the modification to the spillway at Nacimiento is a very positive step in the
right direction and if it were possible deserves to be put on the "fast track" for completion, like
yesterday. Where else in the system except in the present 240,000 AFY outflow to the ocean in the
spring can you easily, add approx. 60,000 AFY to the ~ as is potentially possible by the
increase of the flood control from 771' (elevation) to 789'. (Reference: Item 2 Spillway Mod., Part
Two, this letter)

3.

110-1

110-2

Re-operation and Surface Diversion
Reference: Part Two, Item 3, Diversion Facility
Herein lies the source of impact and questionable management results for both San Luis Obispo (SLO)
residents as well as Monterey County (MC) residents. The creation of the surface division facility is
said to depend on the "re-operation plan cited in the DEIRfDEIS. It shall be shown that the reoperation plan (ALTA) is flawed. Reference is made to DEIRIDEIS page 3.8-20 and tables thereon.
Table 5.8-5 uses "Averages" and it is recognized that there is a wide variation from year to year,
nevertheless the story is clear. On the average of all years the planned "re-operation" would have
Nacimiento at 715' October (16% cap), 739' January (31% cap), then 758' April (47% cap). This
leaves the lake only 47% full when the spring rains stop in April. This sets up the starting point for
operation the rest of the year, never mind that the new flood curve of 789' or the old flood curve of
777' haven't been approached. Why would you want to start the year with your tank less than half
full when you'll expect no significant rain until December. For the farmers benefit their "cushion"
against future dry conditions is very thin and will grow even thinner when by the following October
when Nacimiento will be down to 16% of capacity. How can this be good management for all
concerned,

110-3
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particularly the farmers? It will be shown below that the flawed re-operation plan is the source of
damage to SLO County particularly to the homeowner residing on the lake. (Par 8, Economic

Below). The flaw to the cited "re-operation "plan is in the assumed annual starting point of 758'
elevation (4 7% cap), the amount of water and the timing of the releases is not a problem and add to a
calculated total of 118,000 AFY. It so happens that the amount of water gaptured and retained until
April is also defined as 118,000 AFY. This is approximately the same with either the existing with
ALT A tables on page 5.8-20. It is understood that there would be exceptions, (drought).

Ref: DEIRIDEIS
5.8-20

REOPERTIONRELEASE OPTIONS
NOV
APR

1. EXIST 771' (60010)

230,000AF

737' (29%)

110,000AF

2. ALTA 758' (47%)

179,OOOAF

716' (16%)

61,000 AF

118,000AFY

3.

767' (56%)

213,000 AF

731' (25%)

95,0000AF

118,000AFY

4.

773' (63%)

238,000 AF

740' (32%)

120,000AF

118,000 AFY

5.

775' (65%)

247,000 AF

743' (34%)

129,000AF

118,000AFY

270,000 AF

750 (40010)

152,000 AF

118,000 AFY

6.

780' (71%)

Full 800' (100010)

ANNUAL RELEASE
120,OOOAFY

378,OOOAF

110-3
NOTE: 1.

Assume 118,000 AFY same ALT A Scheel.. Then 3 thru 6 all are options. Option 4-w/min
Pools @ 740' (Rule except draught) mitigate approx. 85% damages to Nacimiento
homeowners. Also mitigates business losses, similarly.

2. W/spillway mod, it will be easier to achieve :full lake. Flood rules agency
777' to 789' proposed, FERC rule remains 782.5'. Unless the water is allowed
to rise to spillway, there will be no benefit from mod. (ALT A) suggests
annual rise of 716' to 758' or 118,000 AFY? Must·rise 716' to 800' or
319,000 AFY to spill maximum. (392" min)
3.

Data from M.C. EL. vs. storage (numbers interpolated and rounded)

*FERC rule proposed to cease (DEIRIDEIS 5.3-11)

FIGURE I

Why manage releases from N when only 47% full at the start of the dry season? Assuming the same
amount and timing of releases as required by cited "re-operation" plan by using a higher starting point

3
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vs. min. (biIlo). Nacimeinto levels then achieved as follows: 7801750, 7751743, 7731740, 7671731, (all

achievable/drought excepted). Dry years have limited options and flood years can be managed better
presently with weather satellites for prediction and with the lake trends established by February. Then
the only unknown is a heavy March storm. Here also is the opportunity to realize results from the
spillway modification of Nacimiento. Provided the "re-operation" plan is altered to a minimum
reserve pool of 740' (32% cap) except for drought the mitigation would be less than complete;
hOVIIeVer 740' could be enough to the undersigned to reasonably mitigate about 85% of the economic
damages to be further described below ion par 8 Economic. Why isn't the "re-operation" plan
adjusted to provide more adequate mitigation and better provide protection to the farmers with more
water in the "bank"? (Reference Item 4, Part Two this letter)

With respect to the impact to be discussed later the July level of 730' with mud and dIy ground
showing across the entire Snake Creek arm of Nacimiento doesn't deserve the following callus
analysis on page 5.8-20.

110-3

110-4

Quote: "Because this difference would be greater than 10 feet, the reduction in surface water elevation
associated with the Existing Plus Project scenario of Alternate A would be visually discernable to most
visitors"
4.

Conservation

The view of "re-operntion" from a conservation standpoint {Item 6, Part Two of this letter) arrives at the
same conclusion as expressed before; however the suQject comes under some hard questions concerning
inefficient use of water resources. Reference is made to page 5.8-20 and the available water for irrigation.
a

Why dewater in Jan., Feb., and March during the Spring runoff (see pg 5.3-19) to the ocean?

b.

Why manage your available water with so little cushion during the "dry" portion of the year
and with rainfall next year always unknown?

c.

Why end your release year at 716' with a poor chance to realize results from the spillway
modification at Nacimiento? (See Item 5, Part Two of this letter)

The conservation measures suggested for the farmers: i.e. Vineyards instead ofvegetables means that those
growing three crops per year of Broccoli, or two crops of lettuce per year etc. (info from retired ranch
manager) would have to result in more potential profit with Vineyards or it will probably never happen
without governmental direction. Governmental direction has also not occurred though the obvious cause of
the seawater intrusion near Marina and Castroville is the history of over pumping directly attributable to
few farm owners who still will not reduce their demand for water. Thousands of people will be damaged
by SVWP for the benefit of a few farm owners unless adequate mitigation by the SVWP is adopted. The
conservation efforts described in the DElRIDEIS state that scientific methods are being employed yet a
drive down highway 101 shows spray irrigation underway over most of the areas during the heat of the day
or during the rainy season. Why doesn't Monterey County issue and enforce rules and regulating the above
practice, as now is the standard in many cities? The DElRIDEIS states that in the future vineyards will
increase by 25% with a decrease in other crops. As stated above the market forces will of course really
decide this. Nothing is said abont the new vineyards driving north from San Ardo where

4
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110-5

110-6

You will see recently planted vineyards on land that was un-irrigated pasture a few years ago. Why
doesn't Monterey County issue a "no new fields" order a least until it can be certified that water is
available, similar to the proposed SE221 reality check for moon development. The most obvious loss of
water to the total system (tributaries to the ocean) in the presently stated 240,000 AFY on page 1-7 of
DElRIDEIS document. (Reference Item 7, Part Two of this letter). Many other locations are able to create
holding ponds in the streambed to prolong percolation time or concentrate percolation at the desired
location.

110-8
(cont'd)

The future plans to in'crease the ocean outflow to 260,000 AFY (DEIRIDEIS 5.5-31) thereby decreasing
water used by the total system doesn't fit the supply minus nses equals outflow logic expressed in Item 7
above. (Future water conditions, Part Two, this letter). Please explain why outflow (water wasted) is
increasing?
~

110-7

Habitat & Environment

A general description of Lake Nacimiento area is included in Paragraph 8, Economic Part One , of this
letter, we shall expand this description as it related to the Habitat. The DElRIDEIS states that if N is full it

occupies 5400 acres. The acreage occupied at planned lowest level around November cannot be found
although in the letter from DFG (Floreke) 4/10/00 to MCRWA (Weeks) specifically requires that analysis
for DFG approval of the DEIRIDEIS. It is also noteworthy that the above letter cites in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines (sect 15l26d) speaks to "eliminating" or "reducing
environmental effects to an insignificant level". The term "insignificant" is subjective in nature but nothing
can be insignificant unless it is demonstrated to be so. How can reducing the lake surface leaving the
tributaries of Nacimiento dewatered to the main lake be "unavoidable" or just "esthetic"? Item 8 and Item
9, Part Two, is hereby provided by reference there to. Reference is also made to DEIRIDEIS pg 5.5-7,
SLO Gen Plan Requirement for Fish & Wildlife Conservation.
6.

Fishery

The writer has 20 years experience fishing both Nacimiento and San Antonio. The description of the
fishing in N that provides "particularly" desirable recreational sport fishing opportunities is correct and it is
tied to the forested shoreline habitat The table in DEIRIDEIS (pg 5.6-6 is out of date) Spotted Bass are far
more important than large mouth bass. Little is said about White Bass, however if you're taking your
grandson fishing he would have a far better day if that would be your target fish. The impact on the fishing
of the "re-operation" plan is drastic and severe and is not "unavoidable". As stated, the mitigation is
inadequate, and limited to a statement that the impact to the fishing "could be partially mitigated by
providing enhancement structures below the 760 foot elevation". There is no commitment to build said
structures or a definition of their effectiveness. As someone who has worked as a volunteer with Fish &
Game in building fish structures, the undersigned simply concludes that the benefit to the juvenile IlSh
occurs at the level of the fish structures where juvenile fish can avoid predation. The plan of the
DEIRIDEIS would result in a different level each year at the critical time for juvenile IlSh; so how many
fish structures would be required? Serious damage to the spawn would already have occurred (See Part
Two, Item 10 Fishery)
. - -.....__... _-" ...
..

7.

110-8

110-9

Recreation

In general, recreation is treated as a low priority and something relatively unimportant Analysis and
mitigation is limited to the summer period (May-Sept) with strained statements as to only that part of the
smnmer will be affected. How about the period from July (730') to the following January when boats
cannot be launched at H R and other housing developments fronting lake Nacimiento? There are more
than 1500 boats currently on H R and this is consistent with the original EIR and Specific Plan for this
development Reference is made to the DEIRIDEIS (pg 5.9-4) wherein planned reservoir operation
concludes that "although still accessible to recreation users draw down below 730 feet diminish the quality
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110-10

of the lake's recreation, including shoreline use and ability to use recreational facilities and changes in
elevation also effect shoreline composition (i.e. higher levels reduce the area of available sandy beaches),
which influences the desirability of use for camping, sunbathing, and other passive uses". Actually,
recreation on Nacimiento is a major source of revenue and a multi million dollar industry both for the
concession facilities and Northern San Luis Obispo County and is not reducible to "camping and
sunbathing" on the beaches. Reference is made to permited uses as expressed in the California Water
rights board permit 10137, Lic. 7543. Where does it say that irrigation has priority over any other use?
(Reference is made to Item 11, Priority Part Two of this letter). Monterey County (MC) deserves credit for
the foresight to develop the dam on Nacimiento, however SLO County had a reasonable expectancy of
receiving the benefit of the lake related to enhanced property values and a growing recreation industry.
Real mitigation is dismissed that the damage is "unavoidable" and the damage is "esthetic" in nature.
Damages can be mitigated by minor re-working of the model for "re-operation" release plan and accepting
a minimum operational reserve pool. (about 740' elev.). Many people (example approx. 3,000 homes
around N) use the lake year round and actually like it better at times other than summer season when it is
saturated with boats from far and wide. (Reference is made to Item 12 Recreation Part Two of this letter).

110-10
(cont'd)

III 0-11

The broad statement, that the diversion faculty must have the planned re-operation plan is suspect when
only 9,700 AFY is the amount of water to be delivered, and the re-operation plan is flawed as described
previously. Not much lake water is really used by the diversion faculty (justified by the intrusion problem)
compared to the total amount released from the lakes.
8.

110-12
110-13

110-14

Economic

Before addressing the economic impact it will be useful to describe Nacimiento Lake.

a

One hundred sixty miles of shoreline with 5400 surface acres when full heavily bordered by
trees.

b.

Shoreline characterized by wind-sheltered covers and inlets with probably ideal conditions for
fishing, water-skiing, and habitat for birds (bald eagles, osprey, turkeys and animals etc.).

c.

A rare location where much of the watershed and lakefront is owned by private land parcels
with 3000 home sites, 9,000 people.

(DEIRIDEIS pg 5.1-6 "primarily seasonal residences" is incorrect, (see Item 1 Demographics Part Two of
this letter). It is noted that, San Antonio Lake in Character is not as desirable as to shape, habitat, watershed, and the shoreline is not available for ownership by homeowners. Monterey County does rent
campsites there.

110-15

The DEIRIDEIS does not address the economic impact of San Luis County. First is should be noted that
the public has been given up the water from Lake Nacimiento with the expectancy of the enhancement of
land values and potential recreation value for many years. San Luis County now takes only about 1,100
AFY of the 17,000 AFY entitlement established. Much of the watershed/shoreline was never purchased
by Monterey County. Some consideration for impact on the SLO County is warranted

110-16

Home Value hnpact: If a conservative value of $200,000 each is assigned to the 3000 homes around the
lake the total valuation is $600 million. With a loss of 20010 per unit a resultant $120 million impact is
defined. (See Item 13, Economic Part Two of this letter).-

110-17

Business Loss: It is not easy to compile business losses, quality, however good information is available on
visitation. Visitor counts at both lakes total 250,000 visitors per year. The average is 3.5 days of a total of
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110-18

900,000 visitor days per year. In addition at least another 150,000 persons per year visit property owners
around the lakes. The desirability of spending money to visit the lakes deteriorates rapidly below 730'
elevation. Interviews with business owners with respect to ALT A results in statements that they would
suffer 30010 to 50010 losses. The undersigned cannot document these estimates.

110-8
(cont'd)

PART TWO DElR!DEIS ITEMS

Item #1

DEIRIDEIS Document, Demographics

The entire DElR!DEIS document uses demographics that fit San Antonio Lake, but do not fit Nacimiento.
This could have been influenced by limited input from the concessionaires' point ofview solicited by
MCWRA in the past Nacimiento is a rare lake in California where three thousand homeowners own much
of the water front property and 40010 live there year around Even "weekenders" (60010) are there on
weekends and own homes for retirement and other purposes. Heritage Ranch (1616 homes) has seen an
increase in full time occupancy, now (58%). The value of their property relies on the proximity to the
water (location, location. location). The DEIRIDEIS (example pg 2-7,2.4.1) analyzes impact as a
recreation
use between May 1 and September 1 and disregards the rest of the year. This falsely minimizes the impact
and the attendant need for adequate mitigation. Explain why the impact was not analyzed for the actual
demographics at Nacimiento and what will be done to correct the DElR!DEIS?

Item #2

110-19

DElR!DEIS pg. 3-4, 3.2.1 Nacimiento Spillway Modification.

Modification will allow an increase in storage capacity as indicated in the DEIR of a potential 60,000 AFY
and bring the lake level from 777 ft elev. to 789 ft. elev. minimum.
This increase in storage capacity will save some of the estimated 240,000 AFY that escapes past Spreckles
and into the ocean without benefiting either the salt water intrusion or the irrigation in the Salinas Valley
proper. It will also provide a "cushion" for those unforeseen periods of need such as drought This will
also the concerns of both the DSOD and the FERC (3.2.1) The modifications to the spillway will provide
an increase in the storage capability and would provide the ability to "enhance the quantity and quality of
water" as stated in the MCWRA Mission/Purpose (3.2.2) regardless of what "re-operation" plan for
Nacimiento is adopted. (5.3-12)

110-20

Item #3 DEIRIDEIS pg 4-7,4.2.2 Surlace Diversion
The total amount of water available in the Salinas area, or any area, is provided by the sum total of
RAINFALL in the watershed. This is all that we can expect to get even with the cloud seeding program
carried on in the winter months. With all the possible alternatives that exist in the DEIR there needs to be
more efficient use of the very limited supply that is provided.

110-21

At this time there is 240,000 AFY of water lost to the ocean as unclaimed and un-metered water instead of
it being used to combat the salt water intrusion that has already claimed 24,000 acres (1.2.1).
We have neither the information. the expertise, or the resources to provide technical advise on diversion,
but we have concerns and would prefer a more proactive approach.

Item #4 DEIRIDEIS pg 5.8-20,2.2 etc, Re-operation and Nacimiento
The re-operation of Nacimiento (Table 5.8-5) for Alternative A is going to have major negative impact on
recreation in July leaving many of the private docks and the launching facilities at Heritage Ranch
inoperable at the 734 ft. elev. The expression "significant and unavoidable" is rather cavalier considering
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110-22

the financial impact to San Luis Obispo County and the Nacimiento area when a responsible re-operation
plan could provide for a minimum operational reserve of 740ft elevation which would alleviate the
majority of the RECREATION impact in the area, provide MCWRA with the necessary water to negate or
reserve the salt water intrusion and other stated SVWP objectives. Re-operation to the 740 ft elev. would
also allow for a year around operation of the rescue boat currently kept at a dock within Heritage Ranch
facilities. This boat will be non-operational below the 734 ft elev. level forcing the California Division of
Forestry to remove this boat from the water during the later part of the summer recreation season. It is
intended that the RescueIFire Boat to be stored at the new:fire station under construction on Heritage Ranch
and will seriously affect response time for both life support and fire suppression both on the lake, and since
it has a 1,000 gpm pump capability, on the shore line involving, wild land and residential fire suppression
capabilities.

11 0-22
(cont'd)

110-23

Item #5 DE1RJDEIS pg. 5.8-19 Re-operation and Nacimiento Spillway Modification
The ave. yearly change between max and min elevation of Nacimiento quotes that a max of 60" change in
elevation would only occur 13% of the time. With a low of716' December (5.8-20) you would only reach
as much as 776' 13% of the time. Explain how you would realize results from the spillway MOD at
Nacimiento which could only provide results if the water level exceeded 792' (concrete) or whatever flood
rule is finally decided (DE1RJDEIS pg 5.3-11)

110-24

Item #6 (pg 5.8-20 etc) Conservation
With respect to water conservation and the numerous related discussions, it seems to constantly come back
to question that surround the data presented on page 5.8-20.
This page has proposed changes in AVERAGE MONTHLY SURFACE ELEVATIONS, one set of
numbers for existing conditions and another for proposed Alternative A The concept that SVWP
Diversion
facility requires re-operation plan published is called into question (5-3-13).
In view of the ~ective to release some 120,000 AF per year for recharge, the question is why de-water the
lake to an average of elevation 715 since that would create an untenable situation for all parties concerned.
The table uses an average high elevation of 758 in April and an average low elevation of 715 in October.
These elevations equate to water storage capacities of about 180,000 and 60,000 AF respectively, a
difference of approx. 120,000 AF, the desired annual release for Alt A.
Therefore, why not operate the lake within a higher band that meets this same release objective and thus
avoid the fiscal impact of millions of dollars on property owners at the Lake and on the business
community who, for over thirty years, has depended on the recreation-based industry that both lakes have
provided?
A minimum elevation of 740 (capacity=120,000AF) can workjust as well as the proposed Alternative A.

If the minimum (lower) elevation of 740 is used and 120,000 AF is the desired release, then the upper
elevation would be about 773. In other words, the average minimum would be 740 in October and the
average maximum would be 773 in April. In addition, storage in excess of elevation 773 could either be

released or retained depending on downstream needs. Except for drought conditions this criteria would
work and, interestingly enough, is almost identical to the data set forth in the Table for Draw DownExisting Conditions, also on page 5.8-20. The "740" min rule would constitute an "operational reserve" for
future needs. Absent a compromise that uses elevation 740 as a minimum, in view of the fiscal impact,
nothing short of legal action will protect the interest of those affected by the proposed Alternative A reoperation plan.
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110-25

Item #7 DEIR/DEIS pg 1-7, table 1-2 Overall future water conditions in the Salinas Basin
The above table is without SVWP and a like table with SVWP cannot be found in the document although
this information is key to understanding the "big picture". Why isn't this chart shown with the results of
SVWP? Not withstanding the above, attention to the major numbers on page 1-7 are extremely important
Ground water pumping is proposed to be reduced from 463,000 to 443,000 but proposed agricultural
reductions have been almost balanced by urban development (up 88% 1995-2030 DEIRIDEIS pg 7-10).
Seawater intrusion per DEIRIDEIS is said to be stopped with the use of a small amount of approx. 9,700
AFY from the Salinas River (with recycled water added) and still approx. 240,000 AFY (no evidence in
document found reducing this number) out flowing to the ocean. Clearly the main use of future water
planned
by SVWP is to provide for urban growth. The urban growth in Monterey County is to happen at the
expense of the impact, economic and otherwise on San Luis Obispo County on existing homes and business

110-26

110-27

and not on the future growth in San Luis Obispo County. Please explain this matter'? The publication of
the above chart with SVWP in place would illustrate in terms of quantity of water used where the goals of
the SVWP are leading. Since the supply (rainfall) is fixed by God, and uses of water are subject to only
limited improvements in efficiency, major improvement in the total sYStem (trIbutary to ocean) can only
occur if outflow to the ocean is reduced Simply stated ~ minus use equals outflow.

Item #8 DEIRIDEIS 2.2 & table 2-1 Environmental Habitat (Impact around Nacimiento missing)
Nacimiento Lake is surrounded by dense forest pockets described as Foothill Woodlands and Savannas.
The Foothill Woodlands are identified by specific species which include: Blue Oak, Valley Oak, Digger
Pine, and a ground cover of annual grasses. The Savannas include: chaparral and a variety of shrub and
grasses. Very little research and study has been done on this type of forest. It is believed that the
Woodlands are declining in size and numbers due to development and the grazing of livestock Other
reasons as to decline of these lands is the availability of moist, deeper soils. Many of the specie have long
roots and it is shown that the Woodlands on flat land near water are more abundant We question the
impact of distancing the Foothill Woodlands from its water source. The Foothill woodland plays a very
important role in the eco-system surrounding Lake Nacimiento. Birds, small rodents, wild turkey, coastal
black tail deer, the threatened Bald Eagle, and the endangered Kit Fox make their home in and on the
outskirts of the Woodlands. The Woodlands provide food, habitat and protection from predators for these
and numerous other animals. As witnessed at Lake Nacimiento, the Bald Eagle prefers his nest to be at the
edge of the Woodlands and very near the water. The Bald Eagles currently being watched and protected by
DFG are nesting in fingers of the lake that will be dried mud holes at a lake elevation of 716 feet.
(16o/oeapacity) The SVMP will put Lake Nacimiento into near drought condition for at least five months
out of the year. As documented during the six-year drought, the Bald Eagles in this area were reduced to
less than half their number. The surface of the lake is to be reduced from 5400 acres when full to roughly
1000 acres at 716 elevation. (Pg.5.8-20) We question the impact of increased water temperature and
decreased oxygen levels? Also will this have an impact on mercury levels? An eco-system does not only
pertain to habitat and species, but the delicate balance between those species. In other words, if the habitat
is changed drastically and causes a species to have less natural protection against its predators then that
species can be significantly reduced causing the predator to seek new food sources which could include a
for a predator who has lost a source. endangered species. The endangered Kit Fox is primarily carnivorous.
The principal foods are black-tailed hares and desert cottontails, rodents (especially kangaroo

rats and ground squirrels), insects, reptiles, and some birds, bird eggs and vegetation. Most pups are born
February through April and become sexually mature in the second year. Potential predators are: coyotes,
large hawks, owls, eagles and bobcats. Cultivation has eliminated much habitat. Kit Foxes are vulnerable
to many human activities, such as hunting and poisons. The Kit Fox could be new food source
Item #9 5.13 Environmental Justice Executive Order # 12898
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110-28

110-29

110-30

Heritage Village Ranch is a private community comprising a variety of housing opportunities. Housing in
1998 ranged from mobile homes, affordable small lot homes, and affordable rentals to the more expensive
large home and mini-ranch. At least one-third of the residents are senior citizens, many on fixed incomes.
Another third are dual income families who have taken advantage of the affordability, and are first time
homeowners. Our rentals offer affordability to young working singles. Many of those who are among the
low and fixed incomes derive their recreation through lake activities. Simple activities such as swimming,
fishing and boating. Many senior citizens who are physically impaired use golf carts to ride down to the
Heritage Village Ranch Marina to view the lake. The SVWP will close our launch ramp and marina to use
five peak months out of the year. All lake recreational activities in Heritage will cease. As a private
community we depend on the fees charged for visitor boats and camping to provide funds for trimming for
fire safety, security, and maintenance on roads and facilities. These funds will no longer be available.

110-31

The SVWP Alternate A is a project with no guarantee for success. Is the irreparable damage to the ec0system and environment of Lake Nacimiento and Heritage Village Ranch justified under the criteria of the
State SEQA Guidelines as permitted by 401502.25 of the code of federal regulations and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)?

Item #10 Fishery

DEIRJDEIS pg 5.6-42 to 46

The discussion in above reference and 20 years of fishing experience on the lake by the undersigned causes
agreement that the damage to the fish spawn is the principle impact of the re-operation plans for Alt A
Rising waters are not the problem since only falling waters occur at a time dedicated to the Nacimiento fish
spawn. The potential damage expressed ("significant" impacts largemouth bass) is correct. It is recognized
that the largemouth bass population has largely been replaced by spotted bass, but their spawning time
would be about the same. The impact would occur as stated in the DEIRJDEIS pg 5.6-43 by Kobler, 1993
and von Geldren 1971. "Unsuccessful year classes occur when water levels decrease in excess of2.6
inches per day" The release schedule for re-operation on pg. 5.8-20 (ALT.A) provides for a maximum of 2
inches per day surface decrease for May but jumps to 4.8 inches per day decreases for June. The suggested
mitigation by fish structures that "could" be placed, but no promise of who would actually build them,
would serve some moderate purpose to protect juvenile fish but not do anything for the spawn. If one
could build enough fish structures to have some available at the many different surface LEVELS IN spring
and Summer, some but inadequate benefit would occur. Why doesn't Monterey County coordinate with
DFG to fine-tune the spawn time (June) release each year to minimize the impact? Each year would
probably be a little different depending on weather conditions. The fishery is a valuable asset for both
Monterey & San Luis Obispo and once damaged it would take five-ten more years to repair. Who is
responsible to repair the damage to the fishery?

110-32

Item #11 Priority pg. 2-4,2.2
The presumption that irrigation has priority over recreation and other uses permeates this DElR/DEIS.
State permit 10137, Lic. 7543 does not assign this priority. What is the legal authority which states that
irrigation bas priority over recreation and other uses cited in said permit? It should be noted that economic
damages to Nacimiento homeowners and N. San Luis Obispo County have already been identified at over
one hundred million dollars on a cursory basis, provided that SVWP is implemented as written now. (see
Impact Part One, par 7 above.)It is noteworthy that, water is a public resource and the California State
Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) retains the rights "to preserve or restore the uses protected by
public trust" (Example recorded reel 309/pg 436,4/6/94, Salinas).
Item #12 Recreation
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110-33

Anyone that believes that the only individuals that use the lake are "young water skiers" needs to
reconsider. Many that use the lakes are our elders who enjoy an afternoon of boating, or early morning
fishing, bringing to them much enjoyment and pleasure of recreation in their senior years. Along with this,
are families that enjoy a day, weekend, or week at the lake with good wholesome family recreation.
Society is such today, that there is a demand, a need for this. As Families, retirees and singles need to have
recreational enjoyment of the lakes that they may live near, or that are within a few hours from their homes.

110-34

No monetary value can ever be placed on grandchildren having memories of spending time with their
grandparents for a day of boating, no monetary value can be placed on parents with their children enjoying
fishing, water skiing and a day filled with moments that unite families together, and became cherished
moments forever.

Item #13 Economic
The D. E. I R does not address several crucial issues that need to be considered.
First, consideration to the property values of homeowners at Heritage Ranch and other lake communities
needs to be addressed The Financial impact well exceed millions. Whether a low of 20010 loss is computed
for property values or a more realistic figure of anywhere between 30% to 40% is used During the drought
years of the 80's property values saw an approximate 30010 decrease, bear in mind that this was during a

drought and potential buyers of property knew that the lakes would replenish with future rains. Should
Monterey County proceed as indicated in the D. E. I R the future water levels will be perpetual and thus
have a more crucial effect on property values.

110-35

If property owners who desire to sell property can not obtain enough money out of their property there will
be a number of homes that will tum into foreclosures resulting in another financial loss, to lending
institutions.

Additionally, property taxes will decrease based on a lower value thus creating another loss to the County
of San Luis Obispo.
Depressed property values will attract individuals who do not take pride in home ownership again, these
properties if not maintained properly will have added financial impact on the rest of the community.
Hardworking individuals that have pride in ownership do not desire to purchase property around blighted
conditions.
Second, consideration must be given to the financial impact of businesses around the lakes, to those within
the City of Paso Robles and within San Luis Obispo County as well
Let's start with businesses around the lakes, no water for recreation will result in businesses closing causing
hardworking business owners to lose their "American Dream" additionally, individuals that are employed
around the lakes will be without jobs to support themselves and their families. Resulting in possible higher
unemployment rates.

Local businesses within the City of Paso Robles will endure a loss in revenue due to lake enthusiasts no
longer patronizing Nacimiento. This loss will be felt by service stations, super markets, restaurants, and
other business owners as well Motels, hotels will be effected, the list goes on.

1I
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110-36

Along with the City, there is a loss of County revenue as many lake enthusiasts travel from Southern
California, thereby stopping in other County cities to purchase gas, dine and so forth.

110-36
(cont'd)

Obviously, the hardest financial loss to be felt is the businesses around the lakes and City of Paso Robles.
With the direct loss, there is also the indirect loss, business owners when not prospering cannot afford to
contribute to fund raisers, and local charities. Neither business owners andlor their employees have income
to spend within the area as well, as "belts are tightened".
Therefore, property values and the effect on businesses needs to be addressed, the financial loss will be in
the multi-million range!

110-36
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CONCLUSION:
Monterey County can have the water proposed by and on the dates scheduled by "preferred" plan
(Alternate A) and provide for a 740' minimum lake level of Nacimiento with few exceptions. We would
prefer to receive adequate mitigation and not be forced to defend our homes.
REPLY:

It is requested that responses to this letter be made to each of the undersigned

Sincerely,

~nrn.[ t;It..
Chair
AARE, BSME, MSIE
Fmr. Exec. Ballistic Missiles

&~=Kit Carter
District Mgr. H R C. S. D.

(

~'~"~~
aineHollin~

Business Owner
r
H R Sales Office
American Residential Funding

4#~~-

~ng.
Contractor &
Developer

Marilyn Brei
Fmr. Community Services Commissioner
Fmr. City Council

Sherman E. Ellis
Kit Carter
Marilyn Breland

JohnMott
Jack Foster
Elaine Hollingsworth

Salinas Valley Water Project

ohnMott
Vice Chair
General Manager, H R O. A

4642 Smugglers Pt., Paso Robles, CA 93446
P. O. Box 450, Paso Robles, CA 93447
1958 Greenbrook Lane, Paso Robles, CA 93446
4907 Sparrow Hawk Lane, Paso Robles, CA 93446
5121 NorthFork, Paso Robles, CA 93446
4677 Greenpine Lane, Paso Robles, CA 93446
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LETTER

110

Heritage Ranch Citizens
August 23, 2001

•
110-1

This comment does not raise any environmental issues. No further response is
necessary.

110-2 Support for the modification of the spillway at Nacimiento Dam is noted. No
further response is necessary as no specific environmental issues on the Draft
EIR/EIS were raised.
110-3 Revised modeling has been performed since completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and
the reservoir conditions shown for Alternative A have been modified. See Master
Response MR-4 and Chapter 3.0 for a description of the revised simulations and
results. The values in revised Tables 5.8-1 through 5.8-6 (see Chapter 3.0 of this
Final EIR/EIS) more accurately reflect the impacts of the SVWP on each reservoir
and show smaller declines in water levels under the SVWP than were shown in the
Draft EIR/EIS. The revised modeling shows that average Nacimiento Reservoir
levels in October, January, and April would be 732, 749, and 767 feet, respectively.
These elevations correspond to storage capacities of 26,39, and 57 percent for
October,January, and April, respectively. Therefore, on average, Nacimiento
Reservoir would be approximately 57 percent full by April, at the beginning of
conservation releases for the surface water diversions, and would decline to slighdy
under 26 percent by October, at the end of the irrigation season. The operations
suggested by the commenters could be implemented if the MCWRA were certain
that inflow to the reservoir would be similar every year and the MCWRA would not
have to deal with drought impacts or a heavy March storm as noted in the comment.
However, those are conditions that always have to be considered in the regulation of
releases and reservoir storage in order to protect against downstream flood impacts
and operate the reservoirs for maximizing water conservation releases and
groundwater recharge.
110-4 Based on the impact analysis presented in the visual resources section of the Draft
EIR/EIS, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would reduce
surface water elevations of Nacimiento or San Antonio reservoirs an average of 10
feet or more below what occurs during peak visitation periods under existing
conditions. This 10-foot threshold has been commonly used in environmental
documents for other water resource projects in California, including the Draft EIR
for the Water Forum Proposal (EDAW /SWRI, 1999) and the Draft EIR/EA for the
Interim Reoperation of Folsom Dam and Reservoir (SAFCA/USBR, 1994). It was
not the intent of the Draft EIR/EIS to minimize the extent of this visual impact at
the reservoirs, but instead to provide a metric to resolve a subjective issue.
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110-5

Please see response to Comment 110-3 regarding revised model results and decisions
about reservoir operations. In addition, it should be noted that the outflow to the
ocean in winter months reflects spills for flood control in accordance with the flood
rule curve and releases to meet in-stream flows requirements for fisheries. The
MCWRA intends to store as much winter/early spring runoff as possible in the
reservoirs in order to maximize irrigation season conservation releases, but will be
required to continue to need to make releases for these purposes.

110-6 Please refer to Master Response MR-5 for more information on water conservatin
practices in the Salinas Valley ..
110-7 The analysis did not find that outflow to the ocean would be increased. The
statement on Draft EIR/EIS page 5.5-31 indicates that: "Outflow to Monterey Bay
would be slighdy reduced, from an annual average of 269,000 AFY (baseline) to
261,000 AFY a 3 percent reduction." As described on page 5.3-17, total outflow to the
ocean would be reduced by approximately 10,000 acre-feet per year.
110-8

Please refer to response to Comment 24-10 for information on potential effects on
terrestrial wildlife.

110-9 Please refer to Master Response MR-7.
110-10 The Draft EIR/EIS provides an analysis of project impacts to recreation in Section
5.9. It was not the intent of the Draft EIR/EIS to minimize the importance of
recreational impacts at the reservoirs resulting from the proposed project. Please
refer to Master Response MR-2. In addition, an economic analysis was conducted
that evaluated the role that recreation plays in the local economy. Please refer to
Master Response MR-6.
The commenter also questions where it is stated that irrigation has priority over any
other use at Nacimiento Reservoir. Please refer to response to Comment 42-1 for a
discussion of the priority uses established at Nacimiento Reservoir.

110-11 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir. The MCWRA
cannot comment on San Luis Obispo County's expectations regarding property
values or benefits related to a reservoir-centered recreation industry. These are
economic and not environmental impacts. When the MCWRA built Nacimiento
Dam and formed Nacimiento Reservoir, it did not do so to enhance property values,
and it has never operated the reservoir with this intent.
110-12 The hydrologic model for the proposed project indicates that lake levels would be
required to fall below the 740-foot level, in some years, substantially below, to meet
the objectives of the project. Please see responses to Comments 110-3 and 110-5.
110-13 It is noted that permanent residents of Nacimiento Reservoir prefer to use the lake
for recreation at times other than the summer season due to crowded conditions.
The environmental analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS focuses on the impacts
Salinas Valley Water Project

2-511

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

to recreation at Lakes Nacimiento and San Antonio when the greatest number of
people would be affected by project conditions (i.e., the summer season). It is
reasonable to assume that a majority of people using Lakes Nacimiento and San
Antonio for recreational purposes would do so during the prime recreation period of
the year - the summer season. However, this is a surrogate for determining that
recreation impacts are significant and unavoidable to recreation during other times of
the year.

110-14 Analysis of reservoir releases versus amounts that would be impounded downstream
and diverted for irrigation purposes must consider streambed recharge, minimum
flow requirements for steelhead, winter spills made in accordance with the flood rule
curve, and periods when surface water deliveries will be higher than 9,700 AFY.
This is why reservoir releases must be as high as they are proposed to be. Please see
response to Comment 110-5.
110-15 The commenter's suggested word changes for Page 5.1-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS have
been taken into consideration and are included in Chapter 3.0 of this document
(Changes to the Draft EIR/EIS).
110-16 Please see response to Comment 110-11. For purposes of the modeling performed
to evaluate the SVWP, it was assumed that San Luis Obispo would exercise its full
entidement, even though it has not done so historically (see Master Response MR10). Therefore, it should be noted that the modeling and model results are
conservative in this regard, showing greater effects than would occur if San Luis
Obispo County continues to not exercise its entidement. Please also note that the
MCWRA also has not exercised its full entidement in many years. The MCWRA is
now evaluating maximizing its entided water rights to solve the seawater intrusion
problem. This was one of the primary reasons the reservoir was constructed by
MCWRA and why it was granted the water rights it was. The public's expectations
on whether MCWRA (and San Luis Obispo County) would exercise their water
rights is not an environmental issue and no further response is warranted.
110-17 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
110-18 In order to ascertain the potential impacts to businesses near Nacimiento Reservoir
resulting from the proposed project, interviews were conducted with the
concessionaire at Lake Nacimiento, Monterey County Parks Department, and San
Luis Obispo County officials during the preparation of the Final EIR/EIS. Please
refer to Master Response MR-6 for a summary of the findings from these interviews
and a discussion of the proposed project's potential impacts on the economy of
northern San Luis Obispo County.
110-19 The Draft EIR/EIS focused on potential impacts during the peak recreation season
because it represents the worst-case scenario for recreation impacts. During this
season, the greatest number of people would be affected by project conditions at
Nacimiento Reservoir. It is noted that the lake is used year-round and impacts to
recreation during the non-peak season would also occur. Please see Master
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Response MR-6 regarding property values and response to Comment 47-S
concerning compensation for property value changes.
110-20 The commenters express support for the Nacimiento Dam spillway modification.
Because this comment does not raise any issues on the environmental analysis in the
Draft EIR/EIS, no further response is required. It must also be noted, however,
that Section 3.2.1 does not indicate an additional volume of water that could be
stored in the reservoir following spillway modification. As specified on Draft
EIR/EIS page 3-11 in Section 3.2.2, the preferred reoperation of the reservoirs
would result in approximately 29,000 AFY of additional stored water that would be
available for additional conservation releases and downstream diversion, not 60,000
AFY, as indicated by the commenters. Also, see response to Comment 110-5
regarding outflows to the ocean.
110-21 See Master Response MR-5 for a discussion of water conservation practices in the
Salinas Valley.
110-22 The commenter's request that any reoperation plan incorporate a minimum elevation
of 740 feet is noted. The hydrologic model or the proposed project indicates that
lake levels would be required to fall below the 740-foot level to meet the objectives
of the project. Please refer to Master Response MR-2 regarding mitigation of
recreational impacts.
110-23 Please refer to response to Comment lOS-12.
110-24 The commenters appear to be mixing model results for individual years (described at
the bottom of Draft EIR/EIS page 5.S-19) with average monthly results for the
entire 46-year modeling period (shown in Table 5.S-5 on page 5.S-20); in addition,
the results for individual years that are cited by the commenter are for the baseline
(existing) condition, whereas the average monthly results apparently being cited in
this comment are for the baseline plus Alternative A. As noted by the commenters,
the text on page 5.S-19 that refers to results for the individual years does state that
the model results showed a difference of more than 60 vertical feet (we assume the
commenter refers to feet rather than inches) between the maximum and minimum
monthly surface elevations in 13% of years; these results are for baseline (existing)
conditions. The commenters then cite a "low of 716' December" and refer to page
5.S-20. This appears to be a reference to a low average monthly surface elevation for
the 46-year modeling period for the baseline plus Alternative A in Table 5.S-5. (The
value of 716 feet is shown for November, not December, and an even lower value,
715 feet, is shown for October.) Even if both sets of results referred to by the
commenter were for existing conditions plus Alternative A, it would be
inappropriate to compare these numbers in the manner in which they are compared
in this comment. Figures 1-12 (shown in response to Comment 19-22) refer to new
monthlY graphs of reservoir surface elevations/ storage, which plot the month-bymonth model results for the baseline and the baseline plus Alternative A, may
provide the commenters with a better understanding of the fluctuations in surface
elevations (or drawdown) within each individual year. Please note that, as indicated
in response to Comment 110-3, refined modeling has been performed since the
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Draft EIR/EIS was released for public review, showing a somewhat lesser impact on
reservoir levels; the monthly results in response to Comment 19-21 reflect the
corrections in the modeling.
110-25 The reservoirs could be operated within a higher average range of elevations if there
is a greater amount of inflow to the reservoirs, on average (over a span of years),
than has historically occurred; otherwise, the SVWP would not achieve project
objectives. Please note that the average values cited by the commenter reflect the
availability of water as a result of rainfall, not just the MCWRA's preferred operation
of the reservoirs. In other words, these values reflect the occurrence of drought
conditions (in addition to normal and wetter years) as well as drawdown for
conservation. There is not enough water produced in the watershed, on an average
basis, to meet project objectives and the commenter's desires. Review of Figures 112 in response to Comment 19-22, which compare baseline conditions with the
baseline plus Alternative A, show many years in which surface elevations would be
low regardless of whether the reservoir were being reoperated under the SVWP. The
low elevation of drought years lowers the average values for the entire span of years
modeled.
110-26 Table 1-2 was presented as part of the introduction (Chapter 1.0) to help summarize
the conditions defining the need for the SVWP and to establish some of the basic
assumptions (amounts of groundwater pumping) that were used in the modeling
performed to evaluate the project. Some of the corresponding conditions expected
to result from SVWP operations are encompassed in the project objectives, while
others are described in the results of the project analysis, particularly Section 5.3,
Hydrology and Flooding, along with results related to many other parameters, such
as effects on streamflows and effects on reservoir levels. It is an objective of the
SVWP to reduce seawater intrusion to zero; therefore, the corresponding value for
project operations should be understood to be zero. Another project objective is to
improve hydrologic balance in the basin. As described on pages 5.3-24 and 5.3-25,
groundwater storage would increase under either Alternative A or Alternative B
rather than being reduced; thus, basin overdraft would also be zero under the
project.
110-27 The comment misquotes the Draft EIR/EIS; outflow to Monterey Bay from the
Salinas River will be decreased by approximately 10,000 acre feet a year as a result of
Alternative A. Please refer to Master Response MR-3.
110-28 The comments regarding wildlife and wildlife habitat in the vicinity of the
Nacimiento Reservoir is noted. The commenter does not provide any information
substantiating his statement that the San Joaquin kit fox occurs in the vicinity of
Nacimiento Reservoir. Much of the habitat (e.g., dense woodland and chaparral) in
the vicinity of the Nacimiento Reservoir is not suitable for the kit fox and there are
no recent or historical kit fox occurrences that have been documented and verified
for this area; therefore, no kit fox are expected in the project area. Lower annual
lake levels at Nacimiento Reservoir are anticipated; however, as explained in
response to Comment 2-10 these lower lake levels are not expected to have a
substantial effect on bald eagle or any other wildlife species.
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110-29 Please refer to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to bald eagles.
During the critical dry period of 1989-1991, the average bald eagle count on the San
Antonio/Nacimiento Recreation Area census averaged 33 bald eagles, which is
above the twenty-year average of 30. This information is not intended to suggest
that bald eagle populations are unaffected by drought conditions or that they would
unaffected by future reoperation that resulted in lower lake levels but it does provide
evidence that the bald eagle population would not be significantly affected if lower
lake levels persists as a result of implementation of the proposed project.
110-30 Please refer to Master Response MR-7, which summarizes the analysis of effects of
fluctuating reservoir levels on largemouth bass spawning; this analysis, presented on
Draft EIR/EIS pages 5.6-42 through 5.6-46, includes discussion of temperature and
spawning effects. As indicated by the response to Comments 2-13, 2-14, and 2-16,
water level fluctuations in Nacimiento Reservoir will be within the range occurring
under present operations and are not expected to result in increased erosion in the
drawdown zone. Therefore, there should be no potential for increased mobilization
of mercury and no impacts on aquatic life from erosion as a result of the proposed
project.
110-31 Please see Master Response MR-2 concerning mitigation for recreational activities.

As to whether the project is "justified" under CEQA or NEPA, both acts require
that environmental impacts are balanced against project objectives and benefits in
determining if a project should be approved. This is a decision to be made by the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors and the Secretary of the U.S. Army.
110-32 Please see Master Response MR-7.
110-33 The State Water Resources Control Board issued License No. 7543 to the MCWRA
on August 6, 1964 (modified in 2001) for diversion and use of water from
Nacimiento Reservoir. The license gives the MCWRA the right to store 337,900 AF
and use up to 180,000 AF of water from Nacimiento Reservoir for irrigation,
domestic, municipal, industrial, and recreational uses. The proposed project would
operate within these parameters. Based on the special bond election on April 26,
1955, the priority uses for Nacimiento Reservoir were established as flood control
and water conservation. This bond measure was approved by voters in Zone 2 of
the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, now known
as the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, to construct the reservoir.

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion on the potential costs to the
Salinas Valley agricultural industry if it does not receive an alternate source of water,
which the proposed project would provide.
110-34 Despite lower lake levels, recreation opportunities would continue at Nacimiento
Reservoir. No further response is necessary as no specific environmental issues are
raised.
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110-35 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.
110-36 Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.
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August 23, 2001

In reference to: Public Hearing: EIR I EIS- Meeting July 30, 2001
Subject: Salinas Valley Water Project
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas CA 93902-0930
Phone: (831) 755-4860
E-Mail: meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Dear Bob Meyer,
We purchased our property at Heritage Ranch in 1989. Because of Lake Nacimiento we enjoy a
recreation area. We believe most people bought because of the lake! Heritage Ranch, Oak Shores and
the other communities around the lake have changed from a recreation only Community to full time living
community. The population and housing has radically increased.

We learned that Lake Nacimiento was a Reservoir built to protect from flooding, supply water for the
farmer's crops, provide drinking water for the communities around the lake, and recreation for the area.
An allotment of 17,500 acre-feet of water would be for San Louis Obispo County. We've seen the effect
of fluctuation in lake level.

BecaUSe of drought, in the early 1990's we experienced some of the hardships of a low water level on
the lake. People at Oak Shores had very bad water and had to bottle it in. At Heritage we were lucky to
have good drinking water but only mud remained for boat launching. And other recreation uses. With the
launch ramp below 730 feet the amount of usage the road to the public ramp will endure surely will drive
the cost of repair and maintenance up. The selling price for homes was very· low and not what people
expected. When the lake went up so did our hOme prices. Who will want to purChase the remaining
1 ,200 housing lots here in the Ranch with no lake?

MOdification of the Nacimiento spillway to protect from a flood and the necessity of replenishing the
underground water for agricultural use are good Objectives. But the emphasis seems to be on Seawater
intrusion and lowering the lake to prevent it The reducing surface elevations during the recreation
season by 16 to 28 feet seem to be a significant impact. Other alternative solutions to the intrusion have
not bee suffiCiently explored.
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111-1
111-2
111-3

111-4

-2-

August 24, 2001

San Louis Obispo is currently working on a project to pipe the SLO water allocation from the lake to the
communities that require more water. What will be the combined effect on the lake level? What will
happen to the fish population, the eagles? The deer and other wildlife? Will they ever regain the
numbers they are now at if the lake drops as planned, or become extinct to our area?

111-5
111-6

What will be the financial side effect on the City of Paso Robles with the drastically reduced recreation
business?

1

111 7
-

Without the lake recreational activity available, what is the economic impact to the price of housing, how
much will it go down? 15-20% is NOT acceptable.

1

111 8
-

1

111 -9

We think these concerns are significant and are avoidable. We think further research into the issues
raised at the meeting is desperately needed. What about the shellfish farming ideas? Our community
thinks the answers you find in doing further research will support the vote to keep our lake levels and find
an opportunity to solve the problem that suits everybody.

Retain the lake elevation above which most boat launch ramps around the lake are operational.
Sincerely,

Crandon MacDonald
4799 Pintail Drive
Heritage Ranch
CA 93446
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LETTER

111

Crandon MacDonald
August 23, 2001

•

•

111-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-10 for a discussion of San Luis Obispo
County's entidement from Nacimiento Reservoir and response to Comment 103-11
concerning Oak Shores. No further response is necessary as no significant
environmental issues are raised.

111-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-2.

111-3

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

111-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-8 for a discussion of alternatives that have been
previously considered to meet the objectives of the proposed project.

111-5

The San Luis Obispo County entidement from Nacimiento Reservoir is accounted
for in the impact analysis for the SVWP; therefore, the model results reflect the
combined withdrawals by San Luis Obispo County and the MCWRA. Please see
Master Response MR-lO.

111-6

Please refer to response to Comment 24-10 for information on potential effects to
terrestrial wildlife in the vicinity of Nacimiento Reservoir. Please refer to Master
Response MR-7.

111-7

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.

111-8

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

111-9

Please refer to Master Response MR-2.
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August 23, 2001
Mr . Bob Myers
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Post Office Box 930
Subject:

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Statement of the Salinas Water Project
Dated June 2001.

Dear Mr. Myers,
I am a concered Heritage Ranch property owner and I have some questions about the
subject environmental report that I would like you to respond to. They are as follows:

* If Monterey County proceeds to reduce the water level in Lake Nacimiento by 20 to 27
feet below the present agreed upon lowest levels,th~ the mercury that currently exsists in
the lake (plus the continuous amount of mercury that continues to How into the lake from
Los Tables Creek) will be stirred lip at an alarming rate due to the increased wave action.
This will result in a catastrophic impact on both the fish and wildlife that are in the lake
and the surrounding shoreline. In addition it will also adversely affect the Steelhead
Trout and other fish and game species in the Salinas River. My question is: The subject
Environmental Impact Report does not address this issue, therefore are you going to
investigate this issue? In additon are you going to consult with the California Department
ofFish and Game and get their input on this issue?

112-1

* The stated purpose of the subject Environmental

Impact Report is to stop the incursion
of saltwater into the Salinas Valley agricultural areas and provide for future growth in
Monterey County until the year 2030. Destroying valuable assets like Lake Nacimiento
and Lake San Antonio will not accomplish either goal. It is my experience that the
"Stated Goals" are not the real intent of the project. Therefore, my questions are: 1) Are
there any new expansion plans in the works? ( Examples would be: Major new housing
projects accompanied by new large shopping malls). 2) Are any major cop orations or
large landowners planning to convert grazing areas 'intovineyards?; ..
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* If the subject proposal to draw down both Lake Nacimiento and Lake San Antonio were to go forward it would result in

112-3

major financial losses for businesses and homeowners in both Monterey and San Luis Obispo Counties. My question is: Have
you informed the Taxpayers of Monterey County of these potential financial losses ?

* If the subject proposal to draw down both Lake Naciemiento and Lake San Antonio were to go forward it would result in
major litigation by the affected business community, homeowners, cities and the county of San Luis Obisbo. My question
is: Have you informed the taxpayers of Monterey County of the major financial obligation they may incur if the subject
pro{>OSal were to be implemented ?

112-4

Your timely response to the above questions will be appreciated
Summaty

I agree with you that ther~isaneed for additional water resources to meet the growing demands of Monterey County. There
is also a need for additional water resources to meet the growing demands of San Luis Obisbo County. You could drain Lake
Nacimiento dry every year and it still will stop the saltwater incursion and satisfy the growing demands for water in Monterey
County. Therefore, I would like to suggest that the correct way to solve the problem is not to try and draw down both of the
lakes as proposed, but to enlist the aid of the County Supervisors and Congressmen from both Monterey and San Luis
Obisbo Counties to find a long range solution to this very important water shortage. What is needed are new reservoirs and
pipelines to bring water in from northern California and the Pacific Northwest to satisfy our water demands. In addition the
excess water run-off in winter and early spring should be captured and stored in reservoirs until later in the year. The
California Congressional caucus is a powetful force in Washington D. C. , therefore they are the ones to obtain Federal
Funding to meet our counties water needs.
If you have any questions please contact me at : (805) 337-6188
EMail: dellwood@tcsn.net

Sincerely Yours,

Lloyd ' llllell
9110 Windmill Road
Paso Robles, CA 93446
Copies to:
Congresswomen Lois Capps
Congressman Sam Farr
Kit Carter, District Mgr. H R C. S. D
Terry Chavis, President H R O.A.
Harry Ovitt, Supervisor San Luis Obisbo County
Mike Ryan, Supervisor San Luis Obisbo County
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112-5

LETTER 112
lloyd O'Connell
August 2, 2001

•

•
112-1

Mercury naturally occurs in the watershed that drains into Lake Nacimiento in the
form of cinnabar, the primary ore mineral of mercury. One way mercury can enter a
lake is through runoff or increased erosion from its watershed. As indicated by the
responses to Comments 2-13 through 2-15, water level fluctuations in Nacimiento
and San Antonio reservoirs will be within the range occurring under present
operations and are not expected to result in increased erosion in the drawdown zone.
Therefore, mercury levels in Lake Nacimiento would not be expected to increase as a
result of the proposed project. Furthermore, according to water quality data from
the San Luis Obispo County Department of Public Works from 1993 to 2001,
mercury levels measured in Lake Nacimiento have been less than 0.5 ug/L at various
depths (SLO Public Works Dept, 2001), which is well below the current drinking
water standard for mercury of 2 ug/L. See also response to Comment 110-30. The
project includes consultation with CDFG for potential project effects on steelhead
and for mitigation at the lakes (see Master Response MR-7); all pertinent issues will
be addressed through the consultation process.
It is also noted that there are not present "agreements" for lake levels. MCWRA has
a license to store 377,900 AF and release 180,000 AFY from Lake Nacimiento. The
proposed project would not alter this agreement. The EIR/EIS reflects the change
from current operating parameters, but not a change in any agreements.

112-2

The intent of the project is as stated: to halt seawater intrusion, improve the
hydrologic balance of the Basin, and provide adequate water supplies to meet current
and future (year 2030) needs. Year 2030 needs include substantial population
growth, which would include support for commercial development. Please see
Section 7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As to conversion to vineyards, agricultural crop
changes are not subjected to discretionary actions, so a definitive response is not
possible. However, given the recent patterns of changes in agricultural land uses, it
would be reasonable to assume conversion of grazing land to vineyards will occur
over the next 30 years.

112-3

Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 and MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed
project's potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir and on the
economy of northern San Luis Obispo County, and the potential impact on the
economy of the Salinas Valley should seawater intrusion not be halted.

112-4

The potential cost of threatened litigation is not an environmental issue and no
further suspense is warranted.
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112-5

Please refer to Master Response MR-8 for a discussion of alternatives that have been
previously considered to meet the objectives of the proposed project. Each of the
projects mentioned-new reservoirs, pipelines, etc.-would involve moving water
from one watershed to the Salinas Valley. Thus, it could be expected that similar
impacts to the project would occur, if such an option were available.
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August 23, 2001
In reference to: Public Hearing: EIR / ElS- Meeting July 30, 2001
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
Salinas CA 93902-0930
Phone: (831) 755-4860
E-Mail: meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Dear Bob Meyer,

SUBJECT: SALINAS VALI.EYWA1ER PROJECT
We purchased our property at Heritage Ranch in 1983. We were coming to the area mostly on weekends until we
finished building our home and moved into it in 1987. Because of Lake Nacimiento we enjoy a recreation area. This is
the reason so many other people moved hear as well. Heritage Ranch, Oak Shores and the other communities around
the lake have changed from a recreation only Community to full time living community. The population and housing
has radically increased
We learned that Lake Nacimiento was a Reservoir built to protect from flooding, supply water for the farmer's crops,
provide drinking water for the communities around the lake, and recreation for the area. An allotment of 17,500 acrefeet of water would be for San Louis Obispo County. We've seen the effect of fluctuation in lake level.
Because of drought, in the early 1990's we experienced some of the hardships of a low water level on the lake. People
at Oak Shores had very bad water and had to bottle it in. At Heritage we were lucky to have good drinking water but
only mud remained for boat launching. And other recreation uses. The selling price for homes was very low and not
what people expected. When the lake went up so did our home prices.

113-1
113-2
113-3

Modification of the Nacimiento spillway to protect from a flood and the necessity of replenishing the underground
water for agricultural use are good Objectives. But the emphasis seems to be on Seawater Intrusion and lowering the
lake to prevent it. The reducing surface elevations during the recreation season by 16 to 28 feet seem to be a significant
impact.
San Louis Obispo is currently working on a project to pipe the SLO water allocation from the lake to the communities
that require more water. What will be the combined effect on the lake level?
What will be the financial side effect on the City of Paso Robles with the reduced recreation business?

113-4
113-5

Without the lake recreational activity available, what is the economic impact to the price of housing, how much will it
go down?

113-6

I think these concerns are significant and are avoidable. Retain the lake elevation above which most boat launch
ramps around the lake are operational.

113-7

Sincerely,

Wayne Foster
2081 Wood Duck Lane
Heritage Ranch
California 93446
mwfoster@tcsn.net
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LETTER 113
Wayne Foster
August 23, 2001

•

•

113-1

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-1. Please see response to Comment
111-1.

113-2

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-2. Please see response to Comment
111-2.

113-3

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-3. Please see response to Comment
111-3.

113-4

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-5. Please see response to Comment
111-5.

113-5

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-7. Please see response to Comment
111-7.

113-6

Please see response to Comment 111-8.

113-7

Please see response to Comment 111-9.
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August 24) 2001

Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks) General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
SaiitUls) CaHfornia 93901-4455
Dear Sir:
We are property owners at Lake Nacimiento. We spend most of our
weekends enjoying the recreational attributes of the lake all yearlong.
We are extrelnely opposed to the EIR proposing to lower the lake levels.
Not only wJ1l it lower our property values and sporting opportunities) bu~
we are also concerned about the impact on W11dJife) especial1y the rare
nesting bald eagles whonl we silare the lake with
Please) do not take this issue under advisement. We have numerous
questions that need to be answered Has a study been made regarding the
eagles? If so) what were the results? Is there any proof that this project
would solve the saltwater intrusion in the Salinas Val1ey? lVhat is it? Has
Monterey County considered the loss of considerable revellues that will be
incurred with the decreased lake use?
We feel further studies need to be make on the impact to ail parties
involvec4 not just a few Salinas Val1ey Farmers. Tha.nkyou for your time.
Sincerely,
Joel 0- Carol Riley
Heritage Ranch
2705 Saddle Back Lane
Paso Robles,; CA 93446

7
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114-1
114-2

114-3
114-4
114-5

LETTER

114

Joel and Carol Riley
August 24, 2001

•

•

114-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

114-2

Please refer to response to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to
bald eagles.

114-3

Please refer to response to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to
bald eagles.

114-4

Please see Master Response MR-1.

114-5

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on County revenues.
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August 24, 2001

Monterey County Water Resource Agency
C/O Curtis Weeks, General Manager
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, California 93901-4455
Dear Sir:
We are property owners at Lake Nacimiento. We spend most of our
weekends enjoying the recreational attributes of the lake all year long.
We are extremely opposed to the EIR proposing to lower the lake levels.
Not only will it lower our property values and sporting opportunities, but,
we are also concerned about the impact on wildlife, especially the rare
nesting bald eagles whon1 we slwre the lake with.
Please, do not take this issue under advisement. We have numerous
questions that need to be answered Has a study been made regarding the
eagles? If so, what were the results? Is there any proof that this project
would solve the saltwater intrusion in the Salinas Valley? Mrhat is it? Has
Monterey County considered the loss of considerable revenues that will be
incurred with the decreased lake use?

114-1
114-2

114-3
114-4
114-5

We feel further studies need to be make on the impact to all parties
involved, notjust a few Salinas Valley Farmers.. Tlumkyou for your time.

115-6

CIS- N
o jZ.
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It

LETTER

115

Don Colombus
D. L. Colombus
August 24, 2001

•
115-1

•
This comment is a duplicate of Comment 114-1. Please see response to Comment
114-1.

115-2 Please refer to response to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to
bald eagles.
115-3

Please refer to response to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to
bald eagles.

115-4 This comment is a duplicate of Comment 114-4. Please see response to Comment
114-4.
115-5 This comment is a duplicate of Comment 114-5. Please see response to Comment
114-5.
115-6 The commenter's support of the spillway modification is noted. No further
response is necessary as no environmental concerns were raised.
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8-24-01
Monterey County Water Resource Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901-4455
Dear Curtis Weeks, General Manager,
I am writing with concerns towards the Salinas Valley Water Project EIR.
I attended the informational meeting on July 30, 2001 at the Paso Robles
High School Activities Center and have read the materials I received at
this meeting. Many concerns that were brought up at this meeting were
never addressed in the above mentioned EIR and therefore this project
should not continue. I will list below some of those concerns:
- Economic impact on North San Luis Obispo County.
- Real Estate values on property surrounding Nacimiento Lake.
- Environmental impact on fish and wildlife, including the bald
eagles that are nesting along Nacimiento Lake.
- Recreational impacts - when I purchased my home at Heritage
Ranch I was never informed that this project would impact my
quality of life or that this project was being considered.
- No guarantee that this project will work.
- What will the mercury content be when the water i s lowered?
- Projected rainfall is a variable that will effect the lake levels and
could cause a drought in these lakes for many years. This EIR
only mentioned what would happen with "sufficient"
rainfall(whatever that means!)
As a homeowner at Heritage Ranch Community, I am appalled at the lack of
projected impacts that the Salinas Valley Water Project EIR included.
Please investigate further on the above listed issues and lets work
together to find other solutions. Thank You.
Sincer~ly"
~ .~

,

' / ' I'

/I(1

'.

~;~h~~:1~it1s\)~
1953 Brook Lane
Paso Robles,CA 93446
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116-1
116-2
116-3

116-4
116-5
116-6
116-7

LETTER 116
Michelle Aguis
August 24, 2001

•

•
116-1

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the local economy of Northern San Luis Obispo County. As
noted in that response, CEQA and NEPA do not consider economic effects, in
themselves, to be significant environmental effects; therefore, analysis of economic
effects is not required in an EIR or EIS.

116-2

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the proposed project's
potential impacts on the property values near Nacimiento Reservoir.

116-3

Please refer to response to Comment 24-10 for information on potential effects to
terrestrial wildlife in the vicinity of Nacimiento Reservoir. Please refer to response
to Comment 2-10 for information on potential effects to bald eagles.

116-4

The proposed project would not eliminate recreational use of Nacimiento Reservoir.
See also Master Response MR-2. No further response is necessary as no specific
environmental issues are raised.

116-5

Please see response to Comment 114-4.

116-6

Please see response to Comment 112-1

116-7

The modeling performed to evaluate project operations is based on the 46-year
hydrologic record (October 1948 through September 1994). This period includes
both drought years and wet years and therefore provides for adequate assessment of
the impacts of the SVWP under different climatic periods. The results presented in
the Draft EIRjEIS are averages for the entire 46-year period and therefore reflect
conditions is dry years as well as wet years. It is acknowledged in numerous places in
the document that operations would vary from year to year based on rainfall, and the
possibility of droughts was considered in the reoperation assumptions.
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August-24, 2001

in reference to: Public Hearing: EIR I EIS- Meeting July 30,2001
Subject: SaUnas VaUey Water P.r.oject
Bob Meyer
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
P.O. Box 930
SaJinas CA9,39D2-09.30
Phone: (831)755-4860
E-Mail: meyerb@co.monterey.ca.us
Dear BDb May,ar,
We purchased our property at Heritage Ranch in 1989. Because of lake NaCimiento we enjoy a
recreation area. We believe most people bought because of the lake1 Heritage Ranch, Oak Shores and
the other communities around the lake have changed from a recreation only Community to full time living
community. The p.op.ulation and housing has radlcaJJy increased.

We learned that lake Nacimiento was a Reservoir bui1t to protect from flooding, supply water for the
farmer's crops, provide drinking water for the communities around the lake, and recreation for the area.
An aJJotment of 17,500 acre-feet of water wo.uld be for San Lo.uls Obispo County. We've seen the effect
of fluctuation in lake level.

Because of drought, in the early 1990's we experienced some of the hardships of a low water level on
the lake. People at Oak Shores had very bad water and had to bottle it in. At Heritage we were lucky to
have good drinking water but onJy mud remained for boat Jaunching. And other recreation uses. With the
launch ramp below 730 feet the amount of usage the road to the public ramp will endure surely will drive
the cost of repair and maintenance up. The selling price for homes was very low and not what people
expected. When the lake went up so did our home prices. Who wi11 want to purchase the remaining
1,200 housing lots here in the Ranch with no lake?

Modification of the Nacimiento spiUway to protect from a flood and the necessity of rep1enishing the
underground water for agricultural use are good Objectives. But the emphasis seems to be on Seawater
Intrusion and lowering the lake to prevent .it. The reducing surface elevations during the recreation
season by 16 to 28 feet seem to be a significant impact. Other alternative solutions to the intrusion have
not bee sufficiently explored.
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117-1
117-2
117-3

I 117-4

-2-

August 24, 2001

San Louis Obispo is currently working on a project to pipe the SLO water allocation from the lake to the
communities that require more water. What will be the combined effect on the lake level? What will
happen to the fish population, the eagles? The deer and other wildlife? Will they ever regain the
numbers they are now at if the lake drops as planned, or become extinct to our area?

What will be the financial side effect on the City of Paso Robles with the drastically reduced recreation
business?

WithOut the lake recreational activity available, what is the economic impact to the price Of housing, how
much will it go down? 15-20% is NOT acceptable.

117-5
117-6

I 117-7
117-8

We think these concems are significant and are avoidable. We think further researCh into the issues
raised at the meeting is desperately needed. What about the shellfish farming ideas? Our community
thinks the answers you find in doing further research will support the vote to keep our lake levels and find
an opportunity to solve the problem that suits everybody.

Retain the lake el&Wttion above which most boat launch ramps around the fake are operational.
Sincerely,

to"'" ~.
Bryan L. Jenkins
2070 Wood Duck Lane
Heritage Ranch
bjenkins@webex.com
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117-9

LETTER

117

Bryan L. Jenkins
August 24, 2001

•

•

117-1

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-1. Please see response to Comment
111-1.

117-2

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-2. Please see response to Comment
111-2.

117-3

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-3. Please see response to Comment
111-3.

117-4

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-4. Please see response to Comment
111-4.

117-5

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-5. Please see response to Comment
111-5.

117 -6

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-6. Please see response to Comment
111-6.

117-7

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-7. Please see response to Comment
111-7.

117-8

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-8. Please see response to Comment
111-8.

117-9

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 111-9. Please see response to Comment
111-9.
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August 24,2001

u.S. Anny Corps of Engineers
333 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197
Att: Robert Smith

Monterey County Water Resources Agency
893 Blanco Circle
Salinas, CA 93901
Att: Curtis Weeks
California Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1115
Sacramento, CA 95814
Att: Thomas Hannigan, Director

Gentlepersons:
This letter is in response to the DEIR and your verbal presentation regarding the Alternate B
proposal to modifY the reservoir operation of Lake Nacimiento. We extremely oppose this
proposal for the following reasons:
The recent recalculations of the capacity of Lake Nacimiento means that MCWRA already takes
more water than they originally bargained for by some 29,000 acre feet.

118-1

There seems to be a great concern about the 2500 year flood but no studies about global warming
and the effect this could cause upon the salt water intrusion problem.

118-2

There is no mention of a more efficient use of water once it enters the Salinas River. This could
be achieved by no overhead spraying, less water intensive crops and metering. There is no
control over the incredibly wasteful use of water by the Salinas farmers. I have driven by in the
dead of winter, pouring down rain and the rain birds are still flowing at full force. Also in the
summer, during the hottest part of the day, they are spraying with the wind blowing at full force.

118-3

The farmers for years have encroached on the natural flow of the Salinas River. This has
made the river narrower and narrower, thus the area for percolation has been depleted. If the
acreage were returned to the river and the proposed rubber dams installed this would allow
for better percolation.

118-4

No mention is made of raising the Nacimiento Lake level. NCWRA has the right to flood to the
825' elevation. NCWRA is proposing to increase the release capacity of the Nacimiento dam.
Therefore it seem logical that the lake level increase of 2' - 6' could be accomplished when this
rubber spillway is installed. A capacity increase of 11,000-40,000 acre feet of water could be
obtained as well as accommodating the phantom flood.
There is no value given to the psychological benefit to the public at large regarding the use of
Lake Nacimiento. People from all over California come to enjoy the beauty of this lake.
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118-5

I 118-6

Dropping the lake to the levels proposed would devastate the fisheries and not to mention the
effect it would have on the nesting bald eagle population. The Department ofFish and Game
states veryplainly that the impacts on the largemouth bass and other species can not be ignored.

118-7

MCWRA is obligated to provide 600 acre feet of water annually to the community of Oak
Shores. Under the proposal, the Oak Shores wells could potentially be dry several years in a
row. This is unacceptable and is not addressed in the DEIR.

118-8

The DEIR gives no consideration to the fact that the persons in Oak Shores, Tri Counties, Xmas
Cove, South Shore, Bee Rock, North Shore, Laguna Vista, Cal Shasta and Running Deer Ranch
all depend largely on the first response of the fire and rescue boats stationed a Oak Shores, CDFI
SLO County Station 34 and Heritage Ranch CDF/SLO County Station 33. The response time by
water in most cases is 1/5 the time it would take to respond by land. The people in these
communities are entitled to medical and fire protection they have paid for.
The DEIR offers no mitigation to offset the damage to the dock damage that will be caused
by rapid water release. There are millions of dollars worth of docks at Lake Nacimiento.
MCWRA charges unreasonable fees for these docks to be on the Lake and has an obligation
to protect them.
The enormous economic impact to Paso Robles and San Luis Obispo is more than anyone
can imagine. No mitigation is offered for this.
There are approximately 3,000 homes that would not be here if it weren't for Lake Nacimiento.
They range from several thousand to a million dollars in value. We have already seen results
from the DEIR being released. If this proposal succeeds, NCWRA and the Corps of Engineers
should compensate each and every property owner in full at market values that prevailed prior
to the disclosure of this DEIR.
How much of the taxpayers dollars were spent on this one sided, self serving document. This
document labels them as expendable and the damage done to them is called "significant but
unavoidable." We believe it is totally avoidable. The Army Corps of Engineers should be
reminded that they are paid by all the taxpayers not just those from Monterey County.
There is no doubt that the only persons to benefit from all of this will be the attorneys.
Thank you for your attention and consideration in this matter.

6 QCl

C
Richard and Kimberly Olson ~~ .
8206 Bass Point Rd.
. . __~;/ ;:;-~"
Bradley, CA 93426
~C(S~~·~
CC: Governor Gray Davis
Lois Capps
Jack O'Connell

Salinas Valley Water Project

c:.:......'_ _

San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
Monterey County Board of Supervisors

2-536

Response to Comments on the EIRIEIS

118-9

118-10

/118-11

118-12

LETTER

118

Richard and Kimberly Olson
August 24, 2001

•

•

118-1

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 103-1. Please see response to Comment
103-1.

118-2

Please see response to Comment 103-3.

118-3

Please see response to Comment 103-2.

118-4

Please see response to Comment 103-4.

118-5

Please see response to Comment 103-7.

118-6

This comment is a duplicate of 103-8. Please see response to Comment 103-8.

118-7

Please see responses to Comments 103-9 and 103-10.

118-8

Please see response to Comment 103-11.

118-9

This comment is a duplicate of 103-12. Please see response to Comment 103-12.

118-10 Please see response to Comment 103-13.
118-11 Please see response to Comment 103-14.
118-12 Please see response to Comment 103-15.
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1:: ~'~;ye r-s

HQnterey C,QUl1ty Wa.ter Resourcesc Agen.cy

P.O. Box 930

6'cdiilas; Ca. ,'"93902... 0930

Dear Sir:
1 have recently had the opportunity to review the
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Satement for the Salinas Valley Water Projeqt. AS.a
recent home bui.lder and a longtime (19'74) camper on
property owned by me. at Lake Nacimi.ento. I.am.somewbat
disturbed b) the ramifications of the proposed water
usage. Having experienced two major draught~ at the lake
during the 70s and 80s, in years when ther was insufficent rainfall to renew even basic lake levels, as an owner
of waterfront property you can see my concern. With a
normal deapth in front of the property of over eighty
feet. a totally dry lake bottGm stretching from Town
6reek to the main lake is not the most pleasant view.
During the 80s and 90s 1 had on many occasions driven
to Santa Cruz by way of Salinas and Watsonville during
the rainy season. It was not unusual tosee farm areas
running their sprinklers during heavy rainfall. Nowhere
in the report is there mention of water conservation
measures that could be
applied to lessen ..the
drawdown of
.
.
.
the lake. In view of the constantly expanding acreage
of new vinyards with many s81ll committed to overhead watering instead of drip irrigation, the growing of water intensive crops, and other water wasteful practices it would
seem prudent, indeed mandatory, that any plan regarding the
increased utilization of Nacimiento water would i.nclude
the most efficent and conservation directed use of that water.
It is my understanding that the license issued by the
state was for flood control, irrigation, and recreation. In
the past it has been apparent that recreation has been the
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119-1

119-2

119-3

poor relation. lam sure that a relevent study oithe
financial impact of reduced recreation will have a large
effect on the counties involved.
There appea.:rs to be a ('l.J.spari ty between the stated acrefeet figures. The report states that there will be 172,000
AFY released, an increase of 30,000 AFY but only 18,300
AFt is the maximum for di.version'i
In conclusion, if the spillway changes will increase
the I1s8..ved water ll why is there no revion of the time table
i,or flood c9ntrol rel$.as.~'1 Ip, t~eIla1iit .• ,by tl1e time the
mandatory flood release was completed,in most years there
Vias little or no rainfall and the lake never reached a
good level, reducing its recreational potential and in
many years resulting in extremely low levels at hteend of
summer. Certainly the water that i,s releaseddur:i.ng heavy
flood control rel.eases could be st-ored somewher.e down
stream, rather being allowed to flow into the ocean. It
seems appropriate that some storage shoud be provided so
that this water could be used for irrigation or the control
of salt water incursion and thus relieve some of the drawdown on the lake.
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119-4

119-5

119-6

24. August 2001
.Att~fitidn: Robert 3mi th .
U.• .$. Army' Corps of· :8l1.gineers

,san Fra:qcisco District
333 N~"ket street
P..-....
S·.e1.
-

7·.... a.-·1"·; ..... {" '"

f'i'
L~cl~_cvu7v

r"
1 DC:;
?l,"'"
~~_
~- __
;'(

a .,

Dear Sir: .
I have .recently. had the ·opportuili ty to review the
Dr~~t Env~roriri1ent,al Impact Repo.rt/Environmental Impact
Saternent fortp.e Salinas Valley ·Water Project. As a
'recent home builder and a longtime .( 1974) camper on
property 9vmed by 'me at Lake Nacimiento,' I .am somewhat
disturbed by' the rarn:Lfic;?,tions of:. the proposed water
usage. Having experienced tyiO major draughts. at the la.~e
.
.
.
during the 70s and' 80s~ in "veal's
when
ther
was
insuffic.
basic lak'e . levels., as ·anovrn-er·
of waterfront property you can see my concern. With'a
normal deapth in front of the' 'property of over eighty
.feet, '0. totally dry lake bottQm stretching from Town
6reek to the main lake is'not the ¥lost pleasant view.
During the BOs and 90s·I had on many occasions driven
to Santa Cruz by way o'f' S~linas. andVlatsonv.illed~ring
the ra i ny season.. It was l1o't unusual tosee' farm areas
running theirspr'inklers during heavy rainfall., 'Nowhere
.
.
.
in t,he report "is'
there
men~ion of water conservati.on
.
measures that could be applied to lessen the drawdown of
the lake. In view of the constantly expanding, acreage
of neVI vil1yards with many still comrJi ttedto overhead watering instead of drip irrigation, the g;rowing of wa.ter intensive crops, and o.ther water waste,fulpractices it would
SBeD prudent, indeed TI-ian.datory ,that any plan regarding the
incr~ased u tilizatiol1 of Nacimiento, water :~vOlild include'
the most efficent and conserva.tion directed use of that water.
It'is- m,y' ulldersta:!lding that the li.cense issued by 'the
state was: for flood· control, irrigation,
and. recreation. In
.
the past it has been apparent that recreati'on has been thB.
.

.

.

.
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poor relation.

a: r-e--l-€lve-rrt, st,udy

I eJIl supe that

of ,the

financial impact 'o'f reduced recreation wi11 have a large
:"
. ." '
.~'~~!.!.' . .'~. . '.'.
e ffee t 011 the countie s 111volved.
There appears to. be a' disparity between the stated acrefeet figures. The report states that there vdll be 172,000
AFY released, an increase..:: of 30,000 AFY but· only 18,300
AFY is the1l1aximum for diversion?'
In 'cQl1c'lusiol1, if the spillway 'cbzanges will increase
the' !I saved Vlater ll why is there no 'revion ,of the time table
for flood control release?'
the past,by the time 'the
mandatory flood, release was completed, in most years there
'was 'little or no rainfall al'1d the lake nev'er reached a
good level, reducing.i ts recreational: potential and in
.
many years resulting in extremely low levels at hte, end :of
summer. Certainly the water that is released· duringhyavy"
floodcol1trol releases could be stored somevihere doWn"
stream, rather being 8.1101:;;ed to flow into 'the ocean. It
seems appropriate thc:-t some storage shoud be provided so
that this water could be used for irrigation or the control
of salt water incursion and thus relieve some of the oxawdown on the lake.

In

.

Sincerely

/)

v~ours."

/?'

.'

'

ItK~~
John R. Tomec
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IReport
Predicts
Thirstier
World
Environment: One in
three people won't have
access to sufficient water
by 2025, forum sponsored
by the U.N. concludes.
Clashes loom, it says.
ByMAGGIEFARLEYTIMES STAFF WRITER

i

UNITED NATIONS-"Whiskey's for drinking, water's for fighting about," Mark Twain is said to
have observed, and on Monday, scientists warned that more people
may be fighting over water this
century than over oil.
A report issued Monday at the
U.N.-sponsored World Water Forum in Stockholm says that one in
three people will not have access to
enou@ water IDL2025 and that it is
dely that traditional a@culturl1
~ feed the worlO'S ~tion
~ready, bottled drTriRill'g
water costs more per gallon than
gas around the world, and it is
bound to become even more precious.
Water shortages affect about
450 million people in 29 countries,
and tensions over water rights in
Asia and Africa could erupt into se,rious clashes if governments don..l
find n
YS to use eXiStm su
plies more.!:f iClent~e reporL
warns.
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"Water could become the new
oil as a major source of conflict,"
Dutch Crown Prince Willem" Alexander, chairman of the 2000
World Water Forum, said after
opening the Stockholm conference Monday.
"Increasing scarcity, competition and arguments over water in
" the first quarter of the 21st century
wi.~l dramatically change the way
we value and use water and the
way we mobilize and manage water
resources," he said.
From clashes over the use of local watering holes to disagreements between countries over the
right to dam a shared river to corporations' desire to privatize distribution, water has already become a major source of strife.
While few wars have been fought
over water outright, political dis- _I
agreements are intensified when' !
such essential resources become i
scarce.
Californians are familiar with the
challenges of making city grow
from a desert. Just as Los Angeles
had to siphon water from rivers and
watersheds hundreds of miles away
as its population exploded, rapidly
expanding cities in Asia and subSaharan Africa are thirsting for adequate supplies for drinking and
sanitation.
Despite innovations that' have
lowered costs of water treatment,
more than a billion people still lack
safe drinking water, said SandraPostel, director of the Global'Water Policy Project based in Amherst, Mass. "We're running as fast
as we can just to stay in one place,"
she said.
.~ral, agricultural areas a~ threat~oT most, the report. :
Sa:ys:-A--COm ination of glohal ,
~ming, wasteful..prac~
pollution !!leAns that major riverL
tfiat tradition!!.bWlav~been ~.
~p'y:~~f people are,

a

}lQ:w._rlUlning,~.f...ib.e
~.'l'he Yellow River in China,

{he Nile in Africa and the Indus
and the Ganges in south Asia
don't always reach the se~
the dry seaftlln, leaving farmers
stf'Uggling. ~ricultural sCie.D.::,
~s ate... trvin,g to !!n!t~
g~1,!!illU~. ).Vatgr...t.a.
p~event ~~~e in ~h~;:.e::...:.:n:.::e.::.:x.:..t.;:;.25
years.
~re's not enough water available to produce enough food.
That's the problem," said Peter
Gleick, director of the Pacific Institute for Studies in Development,
Environment and Security in Oak-
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LETTER

119

John R. Tomec
August 24, 2001

•
119-1

•
The Draft EIR/EIS analyzed impacts to visual resources in Section 5.8. Please refer
to this section for a detailed discussion of project impacts associated with lower lake
levels, which were found to be significant and unavoidable at Nacimiento Reservoir.

119-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-5 for a detailed discussion of water
conservation measures that have been implemented in the Salinas Valley.
119-3 The State Water Resources Control Board issued License No. 7543 to the MCWRA
on August 6, 1964 (modified in 2001) for diversion and use of water from
Nacimiento Reservoir. The license gives the MCWRA the right to store 377,900 AF
and use up to 180,000 AFY of water from Nacimiento Reservoir for irrigation,
domestic, municipal, industrial, and recreational uses. Based on the special bond
election on April 26, 1955, the priority uses for Nacimiento Reservoir were
established as flood control and water conservation. This bond measure was
approved by voters in Zone 2 of the Monterey County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District, now known as the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency.
119-4

Please refer to Master Response MR-6 for a detailed discussion of project impacts on
the economy of northern San Luis Obispo County.

119-5

Please see Master Response MR-1. The difference between average annual total
releases and amount available for diversion in the irrigation season is the amount of
additional streambed recharge and minimum flow requirements for steelhead.

119-6 The SVWP includes reservoir reoperation. With the proposed reoperation, the
MCWRA would modify the timing of reservoir releases to maximize the amount of
water stored for later delivery downstream for ultimate irrigation-season use.
However, please note that the MCWRA would continue to release water for
streambed recharge and to meet flow requirements for steelhead outside the
irrigation season. Impoundment of winter releases is not allowed because of the
effects on migrating steelhead. See also response to Comment 73-4.
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