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OVERSIGHT FIELD HEARING ON CALIFORNIA
WATER SUPPLY

Saturday, June 28, 2003
U.S. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Water and Power
Committee on Resources
Tulare, California

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:02 a.m., at the
Heritage Complex, 4500 South Laspina, Tulare, California, Hon.
Ken Calvert [Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Present:  Representatives  Calvert, = Radanovich, Nunes,
Napolitano, and Cardoza.

Also Present: Representative Pombo (Ex Officio.)

Mr. NUNES. I want to thank you and Congressman Pombo for ar-
ranging this hearing. I want to thank the other members of the
Committee for coming out here to the San Joaquin Valley. And I
especially want to thank all of you in the audience for taking the
time to come to this official hearing of the U.S. Congress.

It is very important that we show the folks back in Washington,
D.C., that people are serious about water here, and I think that
this is evident, Mr. Chairman, by the well-attended audience that
we have here this morning—especially on a Saturday morning—
which is always difficult.

With that, it is time to have the Boy Scouts, which is the Troop
Number 251, under the direction of Troop Leader Joseph Nelson
with us today, to post the colors.

Please, rise as the scouts present our flag.

[Off the record.]

Ms. CoNnwAY. Thank you, very much. David has agreed to let me
iQ,lpeak (flrst. He said, “Age before beauty.” Actually, that is not what

e said.

On behalf of the county, I am very pleased to welcome you here.
We appreciate Congressman Nunes in inviting the delegation here.
To the Chairman and to the members, on behalf of the 400,000
members of Tulare County, welcome, and we appreciate your inter-
est and your time.

My board is here in full support; Chairman Maples, Supervisor
Worthly, Supervisor Sanders, and myself. I know there are rep-
resentatives from our neighboring counties. I saw Madera. I saw
Kings. All of us welcome this hearing. The Chairman would prob-
ably say, as he is prone to do, “As far back as he can remember,
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and he says that is forever, something like this has never hap-
pened,” so we are very appreciative of the opportunity.

“Whiskey is for drinking. Water is for fighting for,” so are the
words of Mark Twain. I don’t know if he had the Central Valley
in mind when he said those words, but we appreciate this oppor-
tunity to share our thoughts with the Congressional Delegation
and welcome them and their efforts to help us.

Thank you, very much.

Mr. MACEDO. Connie and I spend so much time around each
other, my wife is starting to wonder.

I would like to welcome Congress here to the city of Tulare. We
are very proud to be hosting this. We are very happy to see all of
you from the neighboring communities in our town to—for such an
important issue.

I am going to keep it even briefer than Connie did, but I did
want to make this statement: One of the things that is so impor-
tant is that the farmer gets his water. I keep hearing, “The urban
versus the agriculture.” But if the farmer gets his water, he can
continue to provide an affordable product to the consumer here in
the United States. And as we know, we still eat cheaper in the
United States than any other country in the world, so we commend
this over to folks here today, and we wish you the best, and we
thank you for coming.

Mr. NUNES. Thank you. I also would like now to recognize some
additional dignitaries and elected officials that we have in the
crowd. Please, hold your applause.

From the Tulare County Board of Supervisors, Supervisor Steve
Worthly, Supervisor Connie Conway, Supervisor Jim Maples, Su-
pervisor Bill Sanders. From Madera County, we have Supervisor
Frank Bigelow, who I believe is here. I think that Vern Moss is
here, who I saw earlier; Supervisor Vern Moss. We also have a
councilman from the city of Fresno that I'm very delighted to see
here, Mr. Duncan, Jerry Duncan. The mayor of Orange Cove,
Mayor Lopez. Thank you, Mayor. The Mayor of Tulare, David
Macedo. We also have from Congressman Cal Dooley’s office, that
is Shara Wolfe, if she would please stand also.

Thank you, and if we could please give them a warm round of
applause.

I also want to thank the witnesses for taking time out of their
schedule to come and testify before the Committee. I want to thank
all of you for being here also this morning.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for unanimous consent to submit the fol-
lowing for the record: The prehearing rally transcript, which I have
available here. I want to also submit all the storyboards and video
from the Friant Water Users Authority.

I have a statement here by California State Senator Jeff
Denham; a statement by the Westlands Water District; a state-
ment by Basila Farms; and a statement by Sun-Maid Growers.

Mr. CALVERT. Without objection, so ordered.

[The statement of Senator Denham follows:]
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STATEMENT OF THE HON. KEN CALVERT, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. CALVERT. I thank you, gentlemen. I thank you, Congress-
man. Certainly you are very proud of your community, and your
community should be very proud of Congressman Nunes. He is
doing a great job in Washington, and thank you for helping orga-
nize this hearing today. So far, it is going great.

We are also privileged and honored to have the Chairman of Full
Committee of Resources with us today, Richard Pombo. I will ask
Chairman Pombo for any opening statement he might have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Calvert follows:]

Statement of The Honorable Ken Calvert, Chairman,
Subcommittee on Water and Power

Nearly, everyone agrees with the need for more water supplies, but too little has
been done to meet the growing demands for this increasingly scarce resource. More
than 30 years has passed since California has made any major investment to im-
prove its storage and conveyance systems. To illustrate this point, thousands of acre
feet of water were spilt recently from Friant Dam because of a lack of adequate stor-
age capacity on the Upper San Joaquin. It’s no wonder that many here today are
concerned about having their short and long-term water needs met.

Complicating this matter is a reduction of Colorado River deliveries to California.
As most of you know, the state will have to reduce its dependency on the Colorado
River from past levels by 18%. Complying with this requirement will not be easy,
especially in light of demands placed on the water supply by an ever growing popu-
lation and the reallocation of several hundred thousand acre feet of contracted water
supplies for environmental needs over the past 10 years in this region.

To hear firsthand from experts on the ground, the Water and Power Sub-
committee is conducting a series of field hearings throughout the state over the next
few days. We have started this process, here, in Central California where the need
for a focus on water storage and water conveyance is most acute. My distinguished
colleague, Mr. Nunes, has taken the first step in alleviating this problem through
legislation, signed by the President, that requires a feasibility study on new surface
water storage at Temperance Flat.

Today’s important and historic hearing will help us do even more. Hearing from
today’s experts will be yet another step in finding solutions. Today we will hear
about ways to build surface water storage and enhance water banking efforts, how
water supplies can be maximized by expanding water transfer agreements, and the
efforts underway to improve moving water through the Delta while protecting in—
Delta farming and fishery interests.

I plan to use today’s hearing as another step towards developing legislation to ac-
complish the goals we all share: more surface storage, better conveyance with water
quality protections, private property rights protections, balanced CALFED imple-
mentation, and fiscally sound ecosystem restoration principles. I look forward to
working with my colleagues as this Subcommittee marches forward on this impor-
tant legislation.

I welcome the Chairman of the Resources Committee, my other distinguished col-
leagues and the special guests we have invited here today, and I very much look
forward to hearing how we can better work together to manage and share this valu-
able water resource.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. RICHARD W. POMBO, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. PomBO. Well, thank you. I would like to start off by thanking
Congressman Calvert for holding these hearings on this important
issue that is facing California.

As I think most of you know, water is vital to a healthy and pro-
ductive California. Without a sufficient water supply, all of
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California from ag to urban, from environmental to industrial, will
suffer.

When farmland lays idle due to lack of water, the farmer, the
farmworker, and the industries that supply the inputs to the farm-
er are negatively impacted. When cities are not able to provide
water to industries or the population, jobs are lost and economies
are depressed.

California has not kept up with the growing demand for water.
We have added very little surface storage over the past 20 years;
yet our needs have increased.

With the ever-growing demand for water by urban and environ-
mental needs, we need to find new water and storage options; try-
ing to solve our water shortage needs by transferring water from
agriculture to urban or environmental needs is not a solution.
These transfers do not address the root of the problem, which is a
lack of water.

CALFED was put together to try and address many of these
issues; yet after years of analyzing and spending hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, one has to question, “Where is the water? Have we
all gotten better together?” as the early CALFED mantra stated.

With over $249 million just in Federal money, not to mention
state money, being spent over the past 4 years on ecosystem res-
toration, and only $27 million having been spent on just to—spent
on just studying the storage needs, one wonders, “Are we moving
forward and getting better together?”.

In the Delta, the heart of the water system for the state of
California, many problems still exist. Water quality is an important
issue for many who rely on the Delta for their water; yet, it has
not really improved significantly since CALFED has been estab-
lished. And one question is if it will.

Levee stability is critical not only to those who live in the Delta,
but to the whole water supply system. Yet, it still takes money in
studies and mitigation in some cases than to do the actual levee
work necessary to ensure a safe and stable levee system. Was not
CALFED supposed to streamline this process?

In order for CALFED to be successful, it must address many of
these outstanding issues. We must have more storage, better water
quality, oversight on how many millions of dollars are being spent
in coordination between the agencies to ensure a rapid permitting
process for the necessary projects.

I, again, want to thank Congressman Calvert and Congressman
Nunes for all their work in putting together this hearing. Mr. Cal-
vert in all the work he has done over the past several years on
water issues of impacting California. I know this is an extremely
important issue to all of us, and having the opportunity to be here
and hear from the people in Congressman Nunes’ district is bene-
ficial for all of us, so thank you.

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CALVERT. Nearly everyone agrees with the need for more
water supply, but too little has been done to meet the growing
demand for the increasingly scarce resource.

More than 30 years has passed since California has made any
major investment to improve its storage and conveyance systems.
To illustrate this point, thousands of acre feet of water were spilt
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recently from Friant Dam because of a lack of adequate storage ca-
pacity on the Upper San Joaquin. It is no wonder that many here
today are concerned about having their short- and long-term water
needs met.

Complicating this matter is a reduction of the Colorado River de-
liveries to California. As most of you know, the state will have to
reduce its dependency on the Colorado River from past levels by 18
percent; that is about 800,000 acre feet of water.

Complying with this requirement will not be easy, especially in
light of demands placed on the water supply by an ever-growing
population and the relocation of several hundred thousand acre feet
of contracted water supplies for environmental needs over the next
10 years in this region.

To hear firsthand from experts on the ground, the Water and
Power Subcommittee is conducting a number of field hearings
throughout the state over the next few days. We started the proc-
ess here in Central California where a need for a focus on water
storage and water conveyance is most acute.

My distinguished colleague, Mr. Nunes, has taken the first step
in this problem through legislation signed by the President that re-
qlllires a feasibility study on new surface storage at Temperance
Flat.

Today’s important and historic hearing will help us do even
more. Hearing from the experts will be yet another step forward in
finding solutions. We will hear about ways to build surface water
storage, enhance water banking efforts, how water supplies can be
maximized by expanding water transfer agreements, and the ef-
forts underway to improve moving water through the Delta while
protecting in-Delta farming and fishery interests.

I plan to use today’s hearing as another step toward developing
legislation to accomplish those goals we all share; more surface
storage, better conveyance, and water quality protections, private
property rights protections, balanced CALFED implementation,
and fiscally sound ecosystem restoration principles.

I look forward to working with my colleagues as this Sub-
committee marches forward on this important legislation.

We have other colleagues, of course, with us today throughout
the state of California. And with that, I am going to turn it over
to Mrs. Napolitano, the Ranking Democratic Member for her open-
ing statement, from right there in Los Angeles, California.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. GRACE NAPOLITANO, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I
agree with Chairman Pombo that you are to be commended for con-
tinuing dialog on California’s most precious resource, and—besides
its people, its water.

We appreciate thoroughly your attendance, because it is only
through you—I am an old lady—through you that we can under-
stand the issues more thoroughly and be able to grasp the types
of legislation and the impact that it is going to have, not only on
the farmers here in this northern part of California—understand I
am from L.A., so you gather the difference.
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We must work together, north/south, for the benefit of the whole
state. There is no other way. And I might add that—and very
frankly, it may step on a few toes—many of my colleagues in
Washington for the other states do not want to see California be
able to get the assistance it needs to be able to put through the
programs that are going to help.

It is a matter of money, and the dissemination thereof, and I am
telling you from my vantage point—I am not speaking for anybody
else except for me—we must work together to be able to bring
those programs together to get them passed, so that we can fund
those projects that are going to help everybody maintain the life—
promote California product, promote California economy, and pro-
mote California’s great standing in this world.

Mr. Chairman, we were here almost 2 years ago talking hope-
fully to try to get CALFED passed. It didn’t happen. Let’s hope
that we can get more information that is going to bring all the
partners together so that we have an equitable solution to getting
CALFED passed.

The feedback that we receive is not only necessary, it is critical.
It is us understanding the local problems and local issues, and the
impact on California’s economy; not only in the north, but also in
the south that is going to help us to be able to work together.

I am here to listen and to learn, and I look forward to hearing
the testimony. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Radanovich.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. RADANOVICH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want
to thank Chairman Calvert and also Chairman Pombo, for holding
this hearing today. I especially want to recognize—thank the wit-
nesses, but also recognize one in particular, Kole Upton, who is
Chairman of the Friant Water Users Authority, who is just about
the only constituent I have left in the—since redistricting, is that
I used to represent part of Tulare County as well.

But, currently—and I think these statistics are worth putting
into the record—currently, according to California Department of
Water Resources, California’s 78 million acre feet of developed
water is allocated in the following fashion: 46 percent of the water
is used by the environment, 43 percent is used on farms, and 11
percent is used in homes and businesses.

Water supplies for human uses, both ag and urban, have de-
clined 14 percent since 1990. My concern with this trend is that
our state’s population is expected to grow approximately 46 million
by the year 2020. Without major water supply enhancements, our
families will not have adequate drinking water in the near future.

Furthermore, our state’s $27 billion agriculture economy, a large
portion of which is based here in the Central Valley, cannot
continue to thrive without increased water yield through the
construction of water infrastructure.

Congress is working to ensure that such construction occurs as
soon as possible. As many of you know, I have joined my colleague
and friend, Devin Nunes, to push for the creation of water storage
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in the upper San Joaquin River above Friant. We are seeking to
secure $4 million in the Fiscal Year 2004 Federal appropriations
to continue the upper San Joaquin Storage Feasibility Studies,
which will lead to more available water in the Valley for agricul-
tural, environmental, and urban uses.

In addition, I have worked with my Valley colleagues this past
few years to obtain about $1 million in Environmental—EPA
funds—for environmental restoration efforts along the San Joaquin
River.

Phase 1 of the restoration effort is currently underway, and I am
especially pleased that the Resource Management Coalition and
the San Joaquin River Task Force—some of whose membership is
here today—have been driving—have been the driving strength in
my congressional district to make the endeavor a reality.

The Task Force demonstrates a commitment of local residents
and local elected officials who are taking action toward restoring
the San Joaquin River in a meaningful way.

For my part, I will soon be introducing legislation commissioning
a National Academy of Sciences study to determine the best meas-
ures that can be taken to restore the San Joaquin River. The Acad-
emy will be required to report their findings to Congress, and I
hope to work with my constituents and colleagues here today to
move this legislation through the Congress.

Though this hearing is not focused on this issue, I want to speak
briefly about the CVPIA, or the Central Valley Project Improve-
ment Act. It has been 11 years since this Act came into law, and
our region has invested a great deal of resources to make this law
work. Conservation, land retirement, crop changes have all been
implemented by the agriculture community in order to achieve the
objectives of the CVPIA.

Water supply reliability, though, has suffered, and the region’s
agriculture water needs have gone largely unmet; even in normal
and wet water years.

To the detriment of both the environment and agriculture in the
Valley, the CVPIA has significantly raised water prices. Tier pric-
ing under the CVPIA, for example, has made it extremely expen-
sive to operate conjunctive use systems. Growers pay enormous
prices for the water to be stored, extracted, and delivered, and this
creates a clear disincentive for ground water storage.

A more flexible approach to tiered pricing would encourage con-
tractors to conserve and reuse products. Such flexibility is nec-
essary for CVPIA to be successful. I hope to hear suggestions today
as to how the Act could be better administered.

In addition, and even though we are not holding this hearing on
this issue, I think it is important to mention something about
CALFED.

In 1994, CALFED was a program created to develop long-term
solutions for all—as Chairman Pombo mentioned—for all water
users creating a balanced process to provide for agriculture and en-
vironment and human uses.

The motto back then as my Chairman mentioned, “We all get
better together.” Unfortunately, this motto has not driven the
CALFED process, and the people of California are the ones suf-
fering.
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The vast majority of the $280 million of Federal funds spent so
far on CALFED has been spent on environmental projects. Some of
these environmental projects have merit; in fact, most of them do.

However, the environment cannot continue to benefit both to the
exclusion of agriculture and urban water needs, and I fear that if
the CALFED program continues to place the environment ahead of
human needs, our state will find itself in the midst of a water crisis
of catastrophic proportions.

Although I have been critical of CALFED, I am committed to
working to renew the program’s human purpose as outlined in its
own mission statement “to advance water management practices
for all users.” Simply put, this means that more water yield in the
state, which means construction of more water facilities.

Again, I want to thank Chairmen Pombo and Calvert for holding
this important hearing, and I look forward to hearing the testi-
mony of the witnesses.

Thank you very much.

Mr. CALVERT. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Cardoza, also a resident of the Central Valley.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. DENNIS CARDOZA, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. CARDOZA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am going to be very
brief today. I want to thank you for coming to our great Valley.
Thanks to Mrs. Napolitano for coming up here as well.

We have a great working relationship of the Valley Delegation.
Mr. Dooley, Mr. Pombo, and Mr. Radanovich, and I all work to-
gether very well on this issue, and I thank them for welcoming me
into their club this year.

I want to just say two things very quickly: First of all, that—for
those of you who didn’t hear, he said I was Portuguese, so I quali-
fied. Well, I had the prerequisite.

I just want to say a couple of things, and I will say it very sim-
ply. We need water storage. We needed it yesterday. I am here to
listen to see how we are going to get it, and how we are going to
move forward. And, personally, I am not for any more new initia-
tives that don’t include new water.

We have to have new storage. We have to have new supply or
the Valley is not going to be able to compete economically. That
just is not an acceptable alternative.

So with that, I am ready to listen, Mr. Chairman. Thanks for
coming to our part of the world.

Mr. CALVERT. I think we are evenly matched here. We have three
Portuguese and the rest of us.

With us today on the panel is Mr. Tom Glover, the Deputy Direc-
tor of the California Department of Water Resources; Mr. Kole
Upton, the Chairman of the Friant Water Users Authority. Ms.
Gloria Moralez, businesswoman/farmer from Fresno; Mr. Daniel G.
Nelson, the Executive Director to the San Luis & Delta-Mendota
Water Authority; Mr. Marc E. Christopher, Policy Advocate for
Friends of the River; Mr. Thomas Clark, General Manager of the
Kern County Water Agency; and Mr. Keith Watkins, the second
vice president of the Tulare Farm Bureau.
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I forgot Mr. Nunes. I just—I didn’t forget, but he has an opening
statement. Before we recognize our witnesses, Mr. Nunes, you have
an opening statement?

STATEMENT OF THE HON. DEVIN NUNES, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. NUNES. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t know if it
is good or bad for Mr. Cardoza and myself, but when you are the
freshmen out, they oftentimes just forget about you. You sit on the
end of the table, and by the time everyone has talked, there is very
little left to say, so with that—I just want to—I do want to intro-
duce, because I did forget, Mrs. Jenny Barker who is with Assem-
blyman Bill Maze’s office. And I also want to introduce the mayor
of Chowchilla, Mr. Harris, if they would please stand. I think
they’re here. There they are in the back. Thank you for coming.

Mr. Radanovich stole all my thunder, which normally happens
back in Washington also, but I just want to say that, to be very
clear, that the only solution for the San Joaquin Valley, southern
San Joaquin Valley, is another reservoir behind Friant. That is the
only solution. You will hear lots of other solutions out there, but
the whole Valley needs to rally behind this project, because it is
one that is both feasible and viable for the people of this Valley,
and will create new water, which is what the prior speakers talked
about.

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony of
the panel, and I yield back.

Mr. CALVERT. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. CALVERT. We will start with Mr. Tom Glover, the Deputy Di-
rector of the California Department of Water Resources. Mr. Glov-
er, we are operating under the 5-minute rule. I believe there is a
timer here. We will have plenty of time for questions, please—we
will attempt to do that. I know sometimes you may need a little
bit of extra time, but we will try to keep to it.

STATEMENT OF TOM GLOVER, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

Mr. GLOVER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Subcommittee. My name is Tom Glover. I am Deputy Director for
the State Water Project, Department of Water Resources.

You have your—you have my testimony before you, and in my
testimony, I talk about where we are with expanding our pumping
capacity through the Delta, and also some information on the
CALFED budget.

What I would like to focus on this morning is where we are with
the 8,500 in banks and our attempt to increase our pumping capac-
ity through the Delta.

As you recall, the CALFED ROD calls for 8,500 moving from
6,680 cfs to 8,500 cfs pumping plant and eventually moving to
10,300 cfs.

Where we are with that, we are moving ahead with the 8,500 cfs,
and we are—also will be installing permanent barriers within the
Delta for water quality and water level issues.
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Over the last couple of years, we have been meeting with our
counterparts in the Federal Government, both reclamation and the
Regulatory Fish and Wildlife working toward a solution.

A series of meetings—we were not able to really narrow down a
single preferred plan, so this year we are moving ahead; and we
are moving our environmental documents ahead in kind of a wide
range of operational alternatives all the way from the most friendly
to the environment up to maximizing water deliveries.

What we expect to do this year is we expect to by the year end
of calendar year arrive at a preferred option. And by, let’s see,
late—that is in October of this year. By September of 2004, we are
looking to secure our permits for the additional pumping capacity.
And by the end of calendar year 2004, we expect to be imple-
menting the additional pumping capacity. In 2008, we will com-
plete construction of the permanent barriers using the temporary
barriers in the meantime.

Another question that you had asked is our counterparts, the
Federal Government, and our interaction with them to complete
this project.

Obviously, one of our most important counterparts is the Bureau
of Reclamation. They operate the Central Valley Project. We oper-
ate the State Water Project. We are jointly responsible for water
quality issues in the Delta.

It is important that as we move ahead with increased pumping
capacity, that we coordinate with our Central Valley Project most
effectively utilize the additional capacity.

Additionally, the regulatory folks that we deal with are U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, and NOAA Fisheries. They will be submitting
biological opinions on our selected projects.

And, finally, United States Army Corps of Engineers, they will
be submitting a Section 404 permit, and also a Section 10 permit
for the Rivers and Harbors Act.

Obviously, for us to say that we will complete this project by the
end of next year, we are going to have to work closely with our
counterparts in the Federal Government to make this happen.

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Glover follows:]

Statement of Tom Glover, Deputy Director,
State of California Department of Water Resources

Introduction

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to be here today. My name is Tom Glover, and I serve as Deputy Director of the
California Department of Water Resources. I am pleased to present the State of
California’s perspectives on the CALFED Bay-Delta Program and water supply
issues impacting the Central Valley and the entire state.

The Subcommittee has asked me to touch upon two topics. One relates to the ef-
forts of the Department of Water Resources to increase the State Water Project’s
Delta export limit to 8,500 cubic feet per second and, ultimately, to 10,300 cfs, and
to any Federal agency coordination or cooperation necessary to implement the in-
crease. The second topic is the impact the State’s budget shortfall is having upon
funding the CALFED Program.

The Department of Water Resources is a member of CALFED and is a State lead
agency for the CALFED Program elements covering storage, conveyance, levees,
water use efficiency, water transfers, and watershed management. In January of
this year, the California Bay—Delta Authority was established to implement the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program. DWR is responsible for implementing many of the in-
dividual projects within the CALFED Program and is integrally involved in devel-
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oping the budgets for these efforts. Information contained in this testimony regard-
ing funding for the CALFED Program overall has been developed by the Authority
in close coordination with individual State and Federal agencies. For ease of presen-
tation, I am covering both topics.

Efforts to Increase SWP Delta exports to 8,500 cfs

The Record of Decision for the Programmatic EIR/S for the CALFED Bay-Delta
Program calls for an increase in the maximum allowable pumping limit at the SWP
export facilities from the current level of 6,680 cfs to 8,500 cfs. The ROD also speci-
fies a subsequent increase of the pumping limit to 10,300 cfs in association with new
fish screens at Clifton Court Forebay and the construction and operation of perma-
nent operable barriers in the south Delta.

At the time the ROD was prepared, the cost of new fish screens at Clifton Court
Forebay was largely unknown. Since that time, the projected cost of the envisioned
fish screen facility has been refined and is estimated between $1.0 - $1.2 billion dol-
lars. This large cost and the uncertainty among fish biologists of the value of screen-
ing for all endangered fish prompted a reassessment of the plan contained in the
ROD for south Delta improvements.

Considering these factors, the CALFED Program agencies decided in 2002 to re-
duce the scope of the South Delta Improvements Program to address increasing the
SWP export capability to only the 8,500 cfs level and constructing permanent oper-
able barriers in the south Delta. Increasing the SWP export limit to 10,300 cfs will
follow once the method of screening is defined. The exact method of screening Clif-
ton Court Forebay will require additional study, which is expected to include a test
facility at the Central Valley Project’s Delta pumping plant. In addition to increas-
ing the SWP export limit to 8,500 cfs and installing permanent operable barriers,
the SDIP includes channel dredging and relocating some existing agricultural diver-
sions in selected areas in the south Delta channels.

Figure 1 illustrates the study area in the south Delta and the actions proposed
under SDIP.

Per the ROD, increasing the SWP export capacity to 8,500 cfs requires the devel-
opment of a “project-specific operations plan that addresses the potential impacts of
increased pumping” and that the plan “will be developed through an open CALFED
process”.

With this requirement in mind, DWR convened a series of meetings with Federal
and State representatives and various stakeholders between January 2002 and Oc-
tober 2002 to solicit input on the potential components of the operations plan for
8,500 cfs and to identify areas of agreement.

Several alternative sets of rules for operating the SWP to the 8,500 cfs limit were
developed through this process. No single plan emerged as the obvious preferred op-
eration. Because of significant outstanding issues associated with the operations
plan, DWR and the Bureau of Reclamation have decided to issue a draft EIR/S for
SDIP that encompasses a “range” of operation alternatives. It is anticipated that a
specific 8,500 cfs operation plan will be identified by the end of 2003 and will con-
sider other programs and activities related to Delta operations which require deci-
sions this year. The related activities are the extension of the Environmental Water
Account, the intertie connecting the California Aqueduct and the Delta—Mendota
Canal, long-term contract renewals for the Central Valley project, and sharing the
water made available under the settlement regarding the Sacramento River water
users’ responsibility for meeting Delta water quality standards.

The schedule contained in the ROD has the 8,500 cfs operation beginning by mid—
2003. Due to delays in identifying a preferred alternative for the operational rules
governing the use of 8,500 cfs, this schedule has been delayed about one year. The
current schedule for implementing the SDIP is as follows:

* Release SDIP Draft EIR/S for Public Review: Late October 2003
Issue SDIP Final EIR/S: Early June 2004
Secure Permits for 8500 cfs and barriers: September 2004
Implement 8500 cfs operation: October 2004
Complete construction of permanent barriers: December 2008

State bond funds for $56 million are specifically earmarked for permanent barrier
construction. The total estimated cost for barrier construction is $68 million. We an-
ticipate the remaining $12 million would be paid by SWP and CVP contractors with
possible cost sharing from the Federal Government.

Federal Agency Coordination [ Cooperation

Development, approval, and implementation of the SDIP requires coordination
with and the cooperation of the Bureau of Reclamation, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, NOAA Fisheries, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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The Bureau, as the operating agency of the Central Valley Project, and DWR, as
the SWP operating agency, coordinate very closely in the operation of the two
projects. The projects are jointly operated to meet Delta water quality standards and
the sharing of this responsibility is governed by rules contained in the Coordinated
Operation Agreement (1986). When capacity is available at the SWP export facili-
ties, water can be pumped for the CVP. Approval for this operation (commonly re-
ferred to as a joint point of diversion) is dependent upon maintaining sufficient
water levels in the local south Delta channels for the agricultural diverters. Suffi-
cient water levels are maintained by the temporary agricultural barriers currently
being installed by DWR and, in the future, by the permanent barriers proposed in
the SDIP. In addition, the Bureau is directed by the Central Valley Improvement
Act to install the fish-protection barrier currently being installed by DWR, and pro-
posed in the SDIP, and to mitigate the impacts of that barrier upon the local agri-
cultural divertors downstream. For these reasons, the Bureau is the Federal lead
agency for assuring the SDIP meets requirements under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act. In addition, the Bureau is working closely with DWR to explore
ways increasing the SWP export limit to 8,500 cfs can help recover some of the CVP
water supply dedicated for fish and wildlife purposes under CVPIA.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA Fisheries, and the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers are Federal permitting agencies for the SDIP. The resource agencies
will be analyzing the impacts of the project upon fish and wildlife. DWR is working
with these agencies to identify mitigation actions required under the Federal En-
dangered Species Act and other actions consistent with the CALFED Multi—Species
Conservation Strategy for incorporation into the actions contained in the SDIP.

The Corps of Engineers will be conducting an independent review of SDIP under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and under Section 10 of the River and Harbors
Act.

Coordination between all agencies is an important factor for implementing the
SDIP. However, inter-agency cooperation is essential in selecting the final operation
rules for the 8,500 cfs limit, identifying the components of the selected project, and
assuring operating to the 8,500 cfs limit begins in Fall, 2004. These components in-
clude the operation rules governing the increased export, the associated improve-
ment in SWP water supply and the Environmental Water Account, commitments to
funding for maintenance activities and local diversion improvements, and additional
ecosystem actions to contribute to recovery of endangered species and improve con-
ditions for non-listed species. For the SDIP schedule to be met, the selected project
should be decided early next year and Federal permits received by September, 2004.

A related activity that requires close cooperation between State and Federal agen-
cies is preparation of an updated Operations Criteria and Plan, or OCAP. This docu-
ment will serve as a baseline description of the facilities and operating environment
of the Central Valley Project and the State Water Project. We are committed to
working closely with Reclamation to ensure that, together, we can produce an OCAP
that properly describes our operations and can serve as a solid foundation for En-
dangered Species Act consultations and CVP long-term contract renewals.

Impact of State’s Budget Shortfall on CALFED Funding

The California Bay Delta Program is in the third year of program implementa-
tion. At the time the Record of Decision was signed in 2000, the financial status
of the State and Federal Governments was much more positive. The ROD estimated
that for the first 7 years (Stage 1) an estimated $8.6 billion (State, Federal and
Local/Water User funding) would be needed to support all activities.

Funding available to meet program objectives has been provided from all sources
over the first 3 years of the program. As shown in the attached bar chart (Figure
2), funding has primarily been provided by State and local/water user sources. For
the State contribution, even with the significant reduction in General Funds, the
California Bay Delta Program has received substantial funding (approximately $450
million each year), primarily from bond funds (Propositions 204, and 13). Local
funding has been provided primarily as part of the local cost share required for Title
XVI recycling projects (ranging from $60 to $200 million per year). Water user fund-
ing has averaged approximately $50 million each year, which includes State Water
Project funds and CVP Restoration Funds. Federal funding has been primarily pro-
vided from the Bureau of Reclamation and has averaged approximately $50 million
per year also.

When the ROD was signed, it was anticipated that funding would come equally
from Federal, State, and local user sources. To date, 60 percent of the funding has
come from the State, 32 percent from users and local funding, and 8 percent from
the Federal Government.
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Also attached are bar charts displaying funding by program element (Figure 3)
and by CALFED objective (Figure 4). These bar charts describe how the funding to
date (Years 1-3) has compared to the funding projected in the ROD. The program
elements that have been impacted the most due to lack of funding are Water Use
Efficiency, Delta Levees, Drinking Water Quality and Science. While funding gaps
have occurred through Year 3, most program elements will be receiving significant
additional funding in Years 4, 5 and 6 from State Proposition 50 bond funds. The
primary program element still affected by funding delays is the Drinking Water
Quality Program, because Federal funding has not been made available and because
funding was not specifically targeted for CALFED DWQ in Proposition 50.

Future funding for the California Bay Delta Program in Year 4 is displayed in
the attached table (Table 1) based on the Governor’'s May Revise (fiscal year 03—
04) and the President’s proposed budget (fiscal year 04). The primary funding avail-
able in Year 4 is from Proposition 50. These funds are expected to support the Pro-
gram for 2-3 years. After Year 5 additional funding will be needed from Federal,
State and other sources.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. Thank you for inviting me to share
the State’s perspectives on these important issues. I look forward to answering any
questions you may have.
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Figure 2
California Bay-Delta Program Funding
State, Federal & Local/Water User
Years 1-3
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Figure 4
Cumulative Funding for California Bay-Delta Program Objectives
Years 1-3
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* \Water User/Local funding includes State Water Project Funds and CVPIA Restoration from stale water contrack d Central Valley Project water users, but are budgeted and appropriated

[trough the federal ard state governments. Local funds at based on Year S estimates for local cost sharing and wit be updated as information becomes avaiable.
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Table 1
Testamony of Tom Glover
House Comrritiee:

on Resources

Juns 28, 2003

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Kole Upton, Chairman of the Friant Water
Users Authority.

STATEMENT OF KOLE UPTON, CHAIRMAN,
FRIANT WATER USERS AUTHORITY

Mr. UpToN. Can you hear me? Can you hear me now? OK. My
name is Kole Upton. I am a farmer. I live in Chowchilla in the
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Friant Service area. I am a family farmer. I live on my farm. My
sons live on my farm, and my dad started the farm years ago.

There are 15,000 family farmers in the Friant Service Area. It
consists of about a million acres, and it stretches from Merced
County to the north, and Kern County to the south. Within the
same service area, there is about 1 million people that also live in
the Friant Service area that indirectly or directly depend on Friant
Service Water to exist.

Friant Dam was built to replenish the underground aquifer that
was depleted during the '20’s and ’30’s. It was presented as a gov-
ernment opportunity for people to come here and farm 160 acres
or better, and change the desert back into a garden. It is a govern-
ment program that has been remarkably successful, but it is in
jeopardy now because of lack of additional water storage.

The key to Friant is its location. It is central in California, and,
therefore, it is critical to solve the Californian’s water needs. What-
ever you do here is going to have an effect on the north and the
south.

We in Friant are trying to reach out and start working with
people on either side of us in order to try and augment solutions.
I don’t think we can expect you folks in Congress to do anything
for us with your colleagues in Congress if we can’t get along to-
gether here in California.

So one thing that we do and we are working with Metropolitan
Water District of Los Angeles currently toward a water quality ex-
change. The water out of Friant is pure, and it comes in—in fact,
it is so pure it cannot go in the ground in some places in Friant,
and it needs some impurities. Well, Metropolitan has graciously
agreed to provide the impurities.

They receive some water from the Delta, and we can do a quality
exchange, which will improve our reliability and also give us a
powerful ally in water situation.

We are also working with the people to the north; Merced, Mo-
desto, Turlock, all the way and including the city and county of San
Francisco, the VAMP Program, Vernalis Adaptive Management
Program. This sweetens the Delta and does ecological enhancement
in the river up in that area.

To the west of us, we have finally made peace with the
Westlands Water District. We are now working together with those
folks, so that everybody in the Valley is working together.

We have also reached out to nonwater folks, such diverse folks
as the United Farm Workers, for instance, which farmers usually
don’t have a lot in common with, but one thing that we have found
and they have found is that without water, we don’t have farms,
and their folks don’t have jobs.

I, last, commend the Board of Supervisors of Madera and Fresno
counties. They unanimously put together the San Joaquin River
Task Force, and invited many water interests to join, including us,
exchange contractors, and other stakeholders. They are also gra-
cious enough to invite the National Resources Defense Council, a
national environmental organization, that has a lot of interest in
this area, because of their lawsuits. Unfortunately, they refused to
participate and refused to work with the local interests.
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Lastly, I would like to point out the building of Temperance Flat
and how we should look at that, in my opinion. You are going to
hear a lot of testimony that it is going to cost you $400 and $500
an acre foot to get that water out of Temperance Flat. That is the
wrong way to look at that. I look at it the same as you look at a
four- or five-year-old child, we spent $200,000, $300,000 educating
that child in order to be a doctor, or God forbid, a lawyer, or some-
thing like that.

We can very easily economically go across to another country and
buy that Ph.D., and have them come here. But we are, as a society,
like an educated population. That tells us what kind of people we
were.

It is the same with Temperance Flat Dam. We need to invest in
our own infrastructure, invest in our own people, and invest in our
own food supply for future generations. We do not want to depend
on a foreign country for food supply. And the solution to that in the
Central Valley is Temperance Flat.

Lastly, you folks came here to have some question answered, I
guess your question is: “What do we need to help us in the future
in the Central Valley?” Congressman Nunes said it, “It is Temper-
ance Flat. When do we need it? We need it now.”.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Upton follows:]

Statement of Kole M. Upton, Chairman,
Friant Water Users Authority

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I very much appreciate being given the opportunity to testify before the Sub-
committee to provide information about the state of our water supply reliability in
the Friant Division (Friant) of the Federal Central Valley Project (“CVP”). I would
like to focus on a critical Federal role in helping develop much-needed additional
water storage facilities on the upper San Joaquin River in Central California, par-
ticularly in the area known as Temperance Flat. I am testifying today as the Chair-
man of the Friant Water Users Authority and as a family farmer in the Friant Divi-
sion service area.

It is truly an honor and privilege to be invited to offer testimony to the Sub-
committee. I am grateful for the Subcommittee’s recognition that the concept and
need for additional water storage in California is alive and very real, rather than
being a dead issue as so many in the environmental movement would like to charac-
terize the necessity for new dams and reservoirs. My testimony today will focus on
the San Joaquin River, Friant’'s CVP water source, and its critical need for addi-
tional water storage for environmental enhancement, flood control and existing ben-
eficial uses. However, it is important to note that the San Joaquin River’s needs are,
in many ways, merely a reflection on the vital necessity of meeting needs for future
water storage created by rapidly growing population and environmental pressures
elsewhere in California.

As you know, Friant water from the CVP and San Joaquin River is the vital fuel
that powers much of the multi-billion dollar economy and creates tens of thousands
of jobs in parts of Merced, Madera, Fresno, Tulare and Kern counties. Friant Dam
was built to supplement the underground aquifer that exists under the Friant serv-
ice area. This aquifer had become depleted during the 1920’s and 1930’s. Thus,
many farms and communities were literally drying up. Friant Dam achieved its pur-
pose by initiating a process called conjunctive use, utilizing a combination of surface
water and groundwater to provide an adequate, stable and affordable water supply.
The surface water was used when available and the underground was saved for dry
years and droughts. It is a process that until recently has worked remarkably well.

Mr. Chairman, the issues and problems we are talking about here today are not
about water. They are about people—the people of the San Joaquin Valley; the
people most affected by any decisions made that impact water supplies. Friant
water serves 15,000 farmers and 1,000,000 acres. Through the percolation of its sur-
face water to the underground aquifer, it also helps maintain the water supply for
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approximately one million people living in or near the Friant service area. Thus,
anything that affects Friant deliveries will affect surrounding communities, their
residents, their livelihoods and their way of life.

One valley generation after another has made a living through hard work and
sacrifice. The written testimony I am pleased to offer to your Subcommittee will ex-
amine this marvelous valley of ours, a land that has been created by determined
people thanks to farsighted efforts to provide dependable supplies of water. I will
also address our region’s critical water needs, particularly in the development of ad-
ditional supplies through new surface storage.

Introduction

I am Kole M. Upton, Chairman of the Friant Water Users Authority. My ranch
in southern Merced County receives CVP water through the Chowchilla Water Dis-
trict, of which I am a Director. The Friant Water Users Authority is a joint powers
authority formed under state law comprised of 24 member agencies that all receive
water from the Friant Division of the CVP.

The Friant service area is comprised of approximately one million acres of the
world’s richest farmland. It ranges from the southern part of Merced County, all the
way to the base of the Tehachapi Mountains in Kern County. The majority of the
service area is in Madera, Fresno, Tulare and Kern counties. This area annually
produces about $4 billion in gross agricultural production with a tremendous variety
of crops. The majority of the area is dedicated to permanent plantings of grapes,
nuts, tree fruit and citrus. Friant also has a significant amount of row and field
crops, as well as leading the nation in dairy production. This area is truly unique
in its quality of agriculture and in its ability to produce all of this on small family
farms that average approximately 100 acres in size. The area is also renowned for
its highly efficient use of irrigation water, having been a “hot bed” for the develop-
ment of drip and low volume irrigation technology. Friant boasts of some of the
highest irrigation efficiencies found anywhere in the world.

The Friant Division consists of Friant Dam and Millerton Lake on the San Joa-
quin River northeast of Fresno, the 152-mile Friant—-Kern Canal that runs south all
the way to Bakersfield and the 36-mile Madera Canal that runs north to the
Chowchilla River. Friant annually delivers approximately 1.5 million acre-feet of
water. This water supply is principally used as a supplemental water supply, pro-
viding only 1.5 acre-feet per acre on average. However, there are some parts of the
service area that rely totally on the Friant Division water as their sole source of
supply. The area is blessed with good quality groundwater aquifers. Groundwater
is the firm source of supply for the majority of the service area.

The Friant Division is unique among Reclamation projects in the West in that it
employs a two-class system of water deliveries. Class 1 water is the first water
(some 800,000 acre-feet) to develop behind Friant Dam and is typically delivered to
those parts of the service area that have limited or no access to groundwater sup-
plies. Class 2 water develops only after it becomes apparent to the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation that all Class 1 demands can be met. Class 2 water is delivered to
those parts of the service area that can rely on groundwater. Class 2 water is typi-
cally used to replenish the groundwater through “in-lieu” recharge—providing grow-
ers with surface water in-lieu of using their wells, and through direct recharge—
percolating water in recharge basins, natural waterways and unlined canals into the
underground aquifers. The Friant Division has been in service for more than 50
years and has been successful in arresting a serious condition of groundwater over-
draft that existed prior to the project. However, a condition of critical groundwater
overdraft still exists in parts of the Friant service area and in neighboring areas
in the southern San Joaquin Valley.

Congress authorized the CVP in the late 1930s, taking the project over from the
State of California when the Great Depression made it impossible for the state to
sell general obligation bonds that had been authorized by voters to build the
Project’s initial stages, including principal Friant features, between 1938-57..

The majority of the water rights to the San Joaquin River allowing for the diver-
sion of water at Friant Dam are based on purchase and exchange agreements with
the individuals and entities that held rights on the San Joaquin River at the time
the Friant Division was developed. The single largest of these agreements requires
the annual delivery of 840,000 acre-feet of water to the western San Joaquin Valley
near Mendota (commonly referred to as the Exchange Contract). As a result, the
Friant is dependent upon other CVP features, including Shasta Dam, the Tracy
Pumping Plant and the Delta—Mendota Canal, to facilitate this required exchange.
If for some reason the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation is unable to meet the demands
of the Exchange Contract out of Delta export supplies, the Exchange Contract
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provides for the release of water from Friant Dam to meet Exchange Contractor
demands. Such a release has never had to be made.

All of these arrangements and developments occurred because of recognition that
hard work by the earliest valley generations could not overcome, on its own, a lack
of available water supply. Most of Friant’s one million acres had been developed to
permanent crops but heavy pumping in the 1920s and 1930s overdrafted ground-
water in many areas to the point of exhaustion and severe land subsidence.

So the Federal Government made a deal with the people along the valley’s East
Side: In exchange for a water supply system, thousands of farmers and their com-
munities agreed to invest in farms, homes, equipment, cities, towns and infrastruc-
ture to put the water to work. Congress gave its full blessing, later endorsed
through Supreme Court decisions. The government provided opportunity. Valley
folks seized it and made the most of it. Very few Federal programs have been so
successful.

Now this program stands in jeopardy because certain elements of the environ-
mental community believe Congress made a mistake when it authorized the Friant
Division. Those radical elements believe the purposes for which Friant was created
should now be subordinated to the goal of re-establishing a salmon fishery that dis-
appeared more than half a century ago. Perhaps Congress would make a different
decision today if it were faced with a decision to construct the Friant Division; how-
ever, the reality is that your predecessors made a decision, and we are where we
are.

California’s Growing Water Supply Crisis and the San Joaquin River

As officials of the Friant Water Users Authority have pointed out in previous tes-
timony before this Subcommittee and other Congressional Committees, California is
beginning to confront the reality of a chronic water shortage within the state and,
in particular, the San Joaquin Valley as a region.

Within the San Joaquin Valley and throughout California, population growth con-
tinues to drive the need for developing additional water supplies. Very few new
water projects have been completed over the past 25 years. The state has had to
live off of the “extra” capacity of the systems our forefathers designed and built dec-
ades ago. Now, most of that extra capacity is gone. Only limited ability now exists
to supply Californians during a drought of just a few years.

At the same time, needs associated with the development of the environmental
movement have had enormous impacts. Passage and implementation of the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) and other regulatory actions to protect and
enhance the environment have resulted in less and less water being available for
human uses, including agricultural production. The San Joaquin Valley certainly
has suffered. Water supplies such as those in the Westlands Water District and
elsewhere along the West Side that were historically dependable are now unreliable.
The valley’s well-documented groundwater overdraft has been significantly wors-
ened as a result of lessening availability of surface water supplies.

The reliability of Friant Division water supplies remains at risk as a result of liti-
gation brought in 1988 by a number of environmental and fishing organizations. Re-
maining aspects of that litigation seek to return sufficient flow to the San Joaquin
River for the restoration of a salmon fishery below Friant Dam. Estimates, many
made by highly respected scientists, of the need for additional water to restore this
fishery range in the many hundreds of thousands of acre-feet per year. If Friant
water users were ordered by the courts to release existing supplies for this purpose,
it obviously would have a major impact on the availability of water to Friant Divi-
sion water users unless additional water supplies were developed to meet this need.
Unfortunately, a stay to this litigation developed by the parties in 1999 has ended
because the NRDC’s environmental coalition has opted to return the case to the
courts.

In so doing, the NRDC coalition has again vividly demonstrated the true colors
of too many of those who so avidly wave the environmentalist banner to the det-
riment of the lives and well being of others. Far from being constructive members
of society in search of workable solutions, too many of these individuals and organi-
zations are radical elements that seek political and social power, and work with
great skill and dedication to disrupt the broader ways of life to which the over-
whelming majority of our nation’s hard-working population subscribes. Inflexible
and unreasonable positions taken by many in the environmental community on vir-
tually all water-related issues seem to have become the standard by which every-
thing else, including the realities of irrigated agriculture in the water-short San Joa-
quin Valley, are judged. The time has come to demand constructive, rather than ob-
structive, engagement by these radical environmental forces with their private agen-
das that are so detrimental to the well being of the American economy and broader
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society. The threat of their tiresome lawsuits should be no guarantee, as it is now,
that these environmental organizations must be included in whatever the water-
issue loop happens to be.

Today, the pendulum has shifted so far toward environmental advocacy that those
of us continuing to honor the deal made with the government 60 years ago and
merely attempting to defend our families, our livelihoods and our way of life find
ourselves heaped with scorn. Generally, the environmental advocates who are the
most self-righteous, indignant and demanding tend to live the farthest away from
the communities the more severe of their often-extreme policies would decimate and
the lives they would leave shattered.

There simply must be better solutions to our water issues than the sort of legal
power plays Friant water users have had to battle for 15 years. There has to be
balance, fairness and compromise. Reality must be recognized. So must the fact that
people’s lives are at stake.

Friant worked cooperatively with NRDC for four years in studying ways to en-
hance and improve the San Joaquin River. I am pleased that our four-year settle-
ment process with NRDC and its environmental coalition made progress. We
learned much about what can and cannot reasonably be done to enhance the San
Joaquin River. This attempt at litigation settlement was especially fruitful in the
early years and resulted in obtaining much valuable data and techniques about the
effective use of water in restoration activities. An example is the tremendous in-
crease in knowledge gained about the use of the same water for both agricultural
and environmental purposes. It is a shame that NRDC opted to return to the courts
rather that finish the job we all started four years ago.

NRDC’s solution and objective seems to be to have a salmon run on the river. Our
analysis of the joint studies is that such a run is not reasonable, prudent or feasible.
Until NRDC unilaterally stopped the appropriate studies, the data was showing the
folly of spending the public’s money in order to try to restore a salmon run in a
reach of river that has largely been without riparian resources for such an extended
period.

One such study was the study of temperatures of the water in Millerton Lake be-
hind Friant Dam. The type of fishery appropriate for a river system is largely tem-
perature dependent. Cold water will permit a salmon fishery to survive. Warmer
water provides optimal conditions for other types of fish and they are usually mutu-
ally exclusive. The studies showed that Millerton Lake’s water temperatures are so
warm that releases from Friant Dam, no matter the quantity, would not allow salm-
on to survive in the San Joaquin River above the Merced River. Furthermore, San
Joaquin River water from Friant would, upon reaching the Merced River confluence,
would be so warm that it would damage the existing salmon run on the Merced
River. Since these results did not fit in to NRDC’s preordained desired outcome, the
study was stopped. It is irresponsible to spend the public’s money on something that
we know will not work, and would even harm an existing ecosystem.

That said, let me assure the Subcommittee that Friant Water Users are com-
mitted to the San Joaquin River’s environmental improvement and enhancement
while preserving our way of life. We are continuing to work with other stakeholders
who feel the same. We welcome any environmental group that wants to join con-
structively in this effort. Friant has consistently found ways to work with former
adversaries in search of solutions that benefit all interests, and will continue to do
that with respect to the San Joaquin River.

Effects of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act

The Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA), which Congress enacted in
1992, has obviously had tremendous effects upon all aspects of the CVP. The CVPIA
has contributed to problems related, in general, with the CVP’s water supply and,
in particular, to the conjunctive use program upon which the Friant system was
largely planned, devised and implemented a half century and more ago.

Prior to CVPIA’s enactment, during wet years districts were able to bring in sur-
face water at low cost during the winter months to encourage farmers to pre-irrigate
row crops, fill up the lower profile of the root zones of crops such as alfalfa and or-
chards, and run water down creeks and other natural and artificial recharge sys-
tems. All of these activities had the effect of replenishing the underground aquifer
and reducing the use of surface water during the hot months. Water costs have es-
calated ten fold since 1988 for Friant Users, with between a third to one half of the
increase attributable to CVPIA charges. The impact has been to render groundwater
recharge activities economically infeasible.

Even though the CVPIA is not the focus of this hearing, let me say that 11 years
a}ﬁterl the law’s passage, the time has come for a thorough Congressional review of
this law.
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The Need For Additional Surface Water Storage

What is most needed to environmentally improve the San Joaquin River and sus-
tain the valley’s way of life are new sources of water. We know how to stretch exist-
ing supplies and we have discovered ways to beneficially reuse water. What we real-
ly need is more storage, behind a dam such as Temperance Flat in the upper end
of Millerton Lake.

Aside from the well-documented fact that the entire south valley region is water
short, the reasons why additional storage is a necessity are fairly simple. The San
Joaquin River must have a source of “new” water for any meaningful environmental
and fishery enhancement to occur. Although opportunities for water reuse and
groundwater banking may exist, they are obviously insufficient to capture and store
the huge quantities of surplus flows generated during the flood events of hydrologic
above average years.

Millerton Lake’s record makes clear that Friant Dam, with a reservoir storage of
520,500 acre-feet, is incapable of offering reserve storage. Millerton’s water manage-
ment shortfalls, both for the San Joaquin River and Friant water users, were dra-
matic}?lly illustrated during a pair of recent events, one of which occurred just this
month:

e In 1997, a heavy autumn and early winter snowpack suddenly melted under the
pounding of more than 20 inches of rain that fell in 24 hours as high as ele-
vations of 12,000 feet in the San Joaquin River watershed. The result was a
calculated natural flow that briefly reached a catastrophic level of 120,000 cubic
feet per second and filled Millerton Lake to more than 10,000 acre-feet above
capacity. Record releases of nearly 60,000 c.f.s. had to be made to the San Joa-
quin River, causing extensive damage to homes and farmlands along the river.
Approaches to two bridges were washed away. The Bureau of Reclamation fol-
lowed the immediate crisis with huge flood releases but, ironically, that winter’s
storm activity suddenly and completely vanished. Despite this massive flood re-
lease year, Friant’s contractual water supplies ended up at only about 55% of
contract amounts.

¢ In June 2003, a combination of circumstances—a cool and wet spring, already
high reservoir storage, lack of early season irrigation demand and a mid- to
late—May series of heat waves—caused Millerton Lake to fill and spill over
Friant Dam into the San Joaquin River for several days. The situation com-
pelled the Bureau of Reclamation to make “Section 215” (surplus) water avail-
able, even for non-long term Friant contractors. The spill wasn’t all that much,
adding up to about 8,300 acre-feet. However, this event occurred during a
“short” water supply year that is only about 85% of average. Incredibly, because
of the heavy movement of water to help evacuate Millerton Lake storage during
the spill, it is possible that the overall Friant water supply declaration could
end up being slightly decreased this year by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.

In each of these cases, the lack of storage capacity in Millerton Lake was the cul-
prit. If we could generate meaningful added supply on a regular basis, I assure you
that Friant’s expert water managers will figure out ways to do wonders for the envi-
ronment and everyone else.

Congress clearly recognized the environmental tradeoffs it was making when it
authorized the construction of the Friant Division of the CVP back in 1939. We ex-
pect Congress and the Federal Government to have a major role in the restoration
of the river and return of a fishery. That will require additional water storage.

A new dam is desperately needed for this area. Temperance Flat is the right place
for this dam. This dam would be an investment in the future of America. Do not
be fooled by the creative accounting methods of those opposing any new storage
structures. They will claim that any new surface storage would result in water costs
of $400 to $500 per acre-foot and that no farmer could afford such a cost. Thus, they
reason, no dam should be built.

That is the wrong way to look at this situation. When a society invests in its own
people, its own infrastructure and its future food supply, it is making an investment
that will pay great dividends in the future. Why do we spend hundreds of thousands
of dollars educating a child from age 5 until he or she achieves a Ph.D? Why not
just save the expense and go hire someone with a Ph.D from another country and
save a great deal of expense? The reason, of course, is that an educated society is
a better society. It is an investment in the future and well worth it. Exactly the
same reasoning holds true with the proposed dam and reservoir at Temperance
Flat. Farmers with the help of the Federal Government have provided a low cost
and reliable food supply for this country. That is something that this society should
not discard. Relying on a potential enemy for a food supply is foolhardy. New water
storage is an investment in agricultural self-reliance as well as environmental en-
hancement and meeting future needs created by inevitable population growth.



23

New water supply infrastructure, including the new storage contemplated in the
CalFed Bay-Delta Program Record of Decision, must be supported and the regu-
latory hurdles leading to construction minimized. This does not mean abandoning
existing law and regulation and running the risk of making environmental or eco-
nomic mistakes. However, a plan of water supply development and water quality
improvements that takes too long to come to fruition will only create new mistrust
of the process and new reasons for individual interests to think and act only for
themselves. Being able to move effectively and efficiently in making the necessary
determinations to effect water system improvements is essential.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, valley people love their land and communities. Our people favor
and will support realistic and reasonable river enhancement but valley people need
the tools so they, their homes, their livelihoods and their way of life can be saved
along with the San Joaquin River. More water storage is that solution, for the riv-
er’s future and our own.

Thank you once again, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, for the
opportunity to testify and be part of such an important process. I assure you that
the Friant Water Users Authority and its member agencies stand eager and willing
to work with you to make these goals a reality.

Mr. CALVERT. Ms. Gloria Moralez.

STATEMENT OF GLORIA MORALEZ, BUSINESSWOMAN/
FARMER, FRESNO, CALIFORNIA

Ms. MORALEZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee. My
name is Gloria Moralez, and I am also a member of the State Rec-
lamation Board of Directors, so I am familiar with the issue here
at hand.

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify before
you, being that this is one of the most important and most critical
issues that we have here in the Valley. As you may know,
California is the world’s leader in agricultural production in the
Central Valley, and the primary reason for that is because many
years ago, the State of California and Federal Government suc-
ceeded in developing the Central Valley Project.

As a farmer, I understand the importance of all the peripheral
services needed to grow, harvest, and market the Valley’s crops. As
a businessperson, I understand the importance of the agricultural
economy to my customers.

I have ground-level knowledge of how agriculture works and
what it means for the farmworkers that make our agriculture econ-
omy function. According to the Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker
Enumeration Profiles Study as of September 2000, we have ap-
proximately 400,000 migrant and seasonal farmworker jobs in the
San Joaquin Valley that depend on agriculture for their livelihood.
The constant population growth through new immigrants with lim-
ited job skills and the demand for these jobs will continue to grow
as a world population grows.

Hispanics are not only the farmworkers who depend on agri-
culture for farm labor jobs. We are, in fact, also the fastest growing
racial group as well as the fastest growing ethnic group in estab-
lishing new businesses; however, none of these efforts can continue
if we do not have enough water to sustain the needs of agriculture,
job creation, new businesses, new housing, et cetera.

I speak for every citizen that resides in the San Joaquin Valley
with a clear understanding of our need for additional water storage
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to continue to enjoy a high quality of life that good jobs can pro-
vide. Everyone who lives in this Valley is tied in one way or an-
other to agriculture, and we need your help in appropriating fund-
ing for water storage projects to maintain and improve the Valley’s
economic and environmental needs.

Unfortunately, the current water storage in place such as Friant
Dam, which holds only over half a million acre feet, is simply inad-
equate to provide for the level of water supply reliability needed to
meet the ever-growing urban and rural population, and the ever-
increasing demands of the environment.

Historically, the Friant water contracts hardly ever get 100 per-
cent of their annual water supplies, even in wet years. We need to
improve the water storage capability to meet the future needs of
our Valley.

As a member of the reclamation board, we have done some pre-
liminary investigation to see how could we work with Friant Dam
to enhance and have more water capacity; however, nothing that
we have looked at looks feasible. Water storage in a more grand
manner is necessary. Also the cost-benefit ratio that we will get by
having more flood control and the safety for our citizens is of up-
most importance.

Increased water storage in this region will without a doubt take
advantage of the volatility of nature’s water delivery by capturing
and containing its periods of abundant delivery to better satisfy the
demands of beneficial use in the context of today’s world.

Possible benefits of increased storage are: Providing a reliable ag-
ricultural and domestic water supply; allowing deliveries to in-
crease aquifer recharge; increasing electrical power producing po-
tential; providing greater flood control ability; improving regional
water quality; promoting river enhancements; and increasing rec-
reational opportunities.

In closing, I urge you that you please take our message to Con-
gress and put all of your collective efforts into providing the nec-
essary funding to adequately resolve this very urgent matter.

Our participation here today is an event that will take years to
resolve; however, in the past 5 minutes that I have spoken to you,
our population has already grown. Let’s be wise and place water
storage in our region your No. 1 priority to resolve.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I was requested by your office to please give a
synopsis of this information into the record—

Mr. CALVERT. Yes, Ms. Moralez. I will recognize you in one mo-
ment.

One thing I want to point out is that this is an official congres-
sional hearing today, and any acknowledgments, either positive or
negative, we would appreciate that not be done. We appreciate
your cooperation in that matter. Thank you very much.

With that, Ms. Moralez, you are recognized.

Ms. MORALEZ. Thank you very much. (Further comments by Ms.
Moralez in Spanish.).

[The prepared statement of Ms. Moralez follows:]
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Statement of Gloria P. Moralez, Businesswoman/Farmer,
Fresno, California

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I would first like to thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Sub-
committee on an issue that is critically important to the San Joaquin Valley and
the people that work and live here. As former farm worker, farmer and business-
Won(iag I would like to explain to you why additional water storage projects are
needed.

As you may know California is the world’s leader in agricultural production and
the Central Valley is the primary reason for that success. However, this was only
possible through the wisdom of legislators much like you who had great a vision.
Through proper planning and hard work long ago, the State of California and Fed-
eral Government succeeded in developing the Central Valley Project. The Central
Valley Project through its Friant Division generates literally hundreds of different
crops delivered around the globe, resulting in hundreds of thousands of jobs and bil-
lions of dollars to the regional economy.

As a farmer, I understand the importance of all the peripheral services needed
to grow, harvest and market the Valley’s crops. As a business person I understand
the importance of the agricultural economy to my customers.

I have ground level knowledge of how agriculture works and what it means to the
farm workers that made our agricultural economy function. According to the MI-
GRANT AND SEASONAL FARMWORKER ENUMERATION PROFILES STUDY
FOR CALIFORNIA as of September 20, 2000 we have approximately 400,000 mi-
grant and seasonal farm work jobs in the San Joaquin Valley that depend on agri-
culture for their livelihood. The constant population growth through new immi-
grants with limited job skills will continue to grow and the demand for these jobs
will continue to grow as the world’s population grows and agriculture continues to
refine its technology to be more effective and productive. Hispanics are not only the
farm workers who depend on agriculture for farm labor jobs: we are in fact also the
fastest growing racial group as well as the fastest growing ethnic group in estab-
lishing our own businesses. However, none of these efforts can continue if we do not
have enough water to sustain the needs of agriculture, job creation, new businesses,
new housing, etc. I speak for every citizen that resides in the San Joaquin Valley
with a clear understanding of our need for additional water storage to continue to
enjoy a high quality of life that good jobs can provide. Everyone who lives in this
valley is tied in one way or another to agriculture and we need your help in appro-
priating funding for water storage projects to maintain and improve the valley’s eco-
nomic and environmental needs.

Unfortunately, the current water storage in place such as Friant Dam which only
holds just over half a million acre feet is simply inadequate to provide for the level
of water supply reliability needed to meet the ever growing urban and rural popu-
lation, and the ever increasing demands of the environment. Historically, the Friant
water contracts hardly ever get 100% of their annual water supplies, even in wet
years. We need to improve the water storage capability to meet the future needs
of our valley.

Increased water storage in the region, will without doubt, take advantage of the
volatility of nature’s water delivery by capturing and containing its periods of abun-
danltddelivery to better satisfy the demands of beneficial use in the context of today’s
world.

Potential benefits of increased storage are real, many” and varied. They include:
Providing a reliable agricultural and domestic water supply
Allowing deliveries to increase aquifer recharge
Increasing electrical power producing potential
Providing greater flood control ability
Improving regional water quality
Promoting river enhancements

¢ Increasing recreational opportunities

In closing I urge you that you please take our message to Congress and put all
your collective efforts into providing the necessary funding to adequately resolve
this very urgent matter. Our participation here today is an event that will take
years to resolve, however in the past five minutes that I have spoken to you our
population has already grown, let’s be wise and place water storage in our region
your number one priority to resolve. Thank you

Mr. CALVERT. With that, Mr. Daniel G. Nelson, Executive
Director, San Luis and Delta-Mendota Water Authority.
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STATEMENT OF DANIEL G. NELSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
SAN LUIS & DELTA-MENDOTA WATER AUTHORITY

Mr. NELSON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
Committee. Welcome to the San Joaquin Valley. My name is Daniel
Nelson. I am the Executive Director of the San Luis and Delta-
Mendota Water Authority.

And I would, first of all, like to commend the Chairman for his
ongoing efforts in moving forward with the development of a bal-
ance in CALFED legislation; it is only through a balanced legisla-
tive effort that CALFED can be successful.

And last but not least, I would like to commend Congressman
Nunes for his leadership in advancing storage. Storage projects
such as Temperance Flat are going to be necessary components of
any long-term California program.

And although additional storage is a critical component of any
long-term California program, there are a couple of other compo-
nents, and I have been asked to focus on those components of
California water supply.

I am going to use this graphic to assist in going through convey-
ance issues. First of all, as you can see in the northern part of the
state, we have storage of Shasta, Whiskeytown, Trinity, Folsom
and Oroville. In the southern part of the state is where the major-
ity of the use is for both agriculture and the population. The di-
lemma that we have is the bottleneck here in the middle and the
heart of the system, which is the Delta.

The real challenge in managing California water resources is
how it is that we manage and operate the Delta and move water
from Northern California to the southern area while meeting the
needs in the Delta?

The points I want to emphasize regarding conveyance are, No. 1,
conveyance is a very, very important component of how it is we
manage water resources in the state. Two-thirds of the state’s pop-
ulation rely on this dynamic and a major portion of agriculture
economy as well.

The second point is inherent to this system is protecting the agri-
cultural uses and the water quality within the Delta, and also
being able to enhance the fishery—the fishery uses and also pro-
tecting Northern California uses as well. Those protections are in-
herent to whatever plan that we use with conveying water through
the Delta.

To take the mystery away from this, there really are just two
components that factor into how it is that—how much water we
can move through this system. No. 1 is the pumping plants’
capacity—and currently the Tracy pumping plant is at 4,300 to
4,600 cfs, depending on the time of the year. And the Banks pump-
ing plant is at 6680 cfs. CALFED in stage 1 anticipates that we
can increase our permits up to 8,500 csf, and through an intertie
inogl:rease the 4,300 to reliable 4,600 on the Tracy pumping plant
side.

The second component is the regulations and restrictions, essen-
tially the rules that govern how it is that we operate these pump-
ing plants and govern the windows of opportunities we have for
using and moving this water through the Delta.
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There are three Federal statutes that simply govern this. One is
the Endangered Species Act. The second is the Central Valley
Project Improvement Act, and the third is the Clean Water Act.
And these are the standard and regulation and how it is that gov-
ern how it is that we move water through the Delta.

In summary, on conveyance, there are short-term needs that we
need to accomplish immediately to accommodate this conveyance
system. No. 1 is the permits at Banks need to be increased to
8,500 cfs immediately. This was the quid pro quo and the CALFED
plan, and we have had delays of well over a year. We need to move
on and increase the permits to 8,500 cfs.

The second is we need to intertie that is called the CALFED
ROD between the Delta-Mendota Canal and the State Aqueduct.
This allows us to increase on the Federal side from 4,300 to 4,600
on a consistent basis.

Another project that is called for on the ROD is to address low
point issues at San Luis Reservoir. In effect, once we are successful
in doing this, we have 200,000 acre feet of additional storage, usa-
ble storage out at San Luis, if we can be successful in dealing with
low point issues. It also implicates conveyance opportunities, be-
cause with that additional storage, we can move additional water
in the springtime, when those pumps are usually off, because we
don’t have any storage opportunities to place that.

Last but not least, we need to review the regulations that re-
strain the pumping in the Delta. We need to make sure that we
are meeting the water quality and the environmental fishery objec-
tives, but we need to make sure that we are doing this efficiently,
and that we are using the best science available.

I would now like to speak very briefly, obviously with these dy-
namics this takes an extraordinary amount of cooperation between
the Federal project and the state project.

Currently, that relationship is established by the Coordinated
Operations Agreement that was developed in 1986. We—a lot has
changed since 1986. And the projects have done as good a job as
they possibly can in trying to use that as a tool, but be able to deal
with the new circumstances that we find ourselves faced with. And
there is tension between the two projects.

But what I would like to emphasize is: I—I am very optimistic
that there are opportunities for the two projects to coordinate, and,
in some cases, integrate their operations, so that both projects ben-
efit. We are committed to working with the state contractors in the
state to accomplish that.

Finally, on a fairly specific issue that is very important to our
region—the Central Valley Project Improvement Act dedicated
250,000 to 400,000 acre feet to wildlife refuges. As part of that,
they directed the secretary of interior to go out and to diversify
those supplies to minimize impact.

We have implemented a lot of the components of CVPIA that re-
store the environment, but we haven’t implemented those compo-
nents that would minimize the impacts to water users, and we
need to. The CALFED ROD establishes that we do this. And so, we
need to move forward with the diversification of Level 4 supplies,
which is a pretty good chunk or percentage of our water supply
south of the Delta.
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Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Nelson follows:]

Statement of Daniel G. Nelson, Executive Director,
San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee: Good morning and welcome to the
San Joaquin Valley. I am Daniel Nelson, Executive Director of the San Luis &
Delta—Mendota Water Authority (the Authority), and I appreciate the opportunity
to appear before you today.

At the outset Mr. Chairman, I commend you and the Subcommittee for holding
this hearing in the San Joaquin Valley, where policies of the Federal Government
have negatively impacted farmers, farmworkers and rural communities over the last
decade.

I also extend the Authority’s ongoing appreciation for your efforts to address
California’s water problems in a balanced and realistic manner. Your commitment
to introduce legislation that will ensure that Calfed moves forward to address water
supply, environmental restoration and enhancement, and water quality issues on an
equal basis is fundamental to the ultimate success of Calfed.

Finally, I commend Representative Nunes for his leadership in seeking authoriza-
tion to pursue additional water storage in the upper San Joaquin River basin. This
is a vital first step in building the necessary foundation for new programs and poli-
cies to solve water problems in the San Joaquin Valley and throughout the state.
New water storage is essential, and the Authority supports the feasibility evaluation
of upper San Joaquin River storage projects proposed by Congressman Nunes.

Key Points of Testimony

Today, I will address the opportunities that Calfed could provide this region, in
terms of conveyance and coordination between the Federal and state water projects
and refuges. At the outset, I will summarize my testimony.

¢ Conveyance of water through the Sacramento / San Joaquin River Delta to

south of the Delta is a key component to the Calfed Program. Two thirds of the
state’s population and a significant portion of the state’s agriculture rely on con-
veyance through the Delta.

¢ A conveyance plan must include protections for in—-Delta water users, water

quality, environmental/fishery uses, and northern California uses.

¢ The two key factors controlling conveyance opportunities are the pumping plant

capacities and regulations governing the operations of the facilities.

¢ Short-term capacity issues can be addressed by implementing portions of the

Calfed Record of Decision that:

(1) increases the State Water Project (SWP) Banks Pumping Plant permits to
8,500 cfs;

(2) constructs the Intertie between the Central Valley Project (CVP) Delta—
Mendota Canal (DMC) and the State Aqueduct; and

(3) finalizes and implements the San Luis Reservoir Low Point Project.

¢ Regulations at the pumping plants significantly restrict conveyance opportuni-

ties. These regulations need to be reviewed to assure that environmental/fishery

objectives are being efficiently met. Moreover, the Calfed Science Program must

ensure that good science is being developed and used in the review process.

¢ Cooperation and coordination between the Federal and state water projects is

essential to implementing a balanced successful Calfed Program. There are
many opportunities for further coordination of operations, including sharing of
facilities that would benefit both projects, to benefit all water users in a bal-
anced manner, and to avoid major conflicts between the projects. The Authority
is committed to working with state and Federal agencies as well as SWP con-
tractors to accomplish this.

¢ CVPIA provides for the diversification of sources of water delivered as Level 2

refuge supplies. The Calfed ROD identifies improving the diversification of
sources of supply as a means of improving CVP south-of—~Delta supplies for CVP
contractors. Appropriate resources should be dedicated to implement.

THE SAN LUIS & DELTA-MENDOTA WATER AUTHORITY

The Authority is a joint powers agency organized under California Law. Its 32
member agencies are water and irrigation districts that contract with the Bureau
of Reclamation for the receipt of water from the Central Valley Project (CVP). These
member agencies provide water for irrigation to approximately 1,200,000 acres of
land within the western San Joaquin Valley, San Benito County, and Santa Clara
County, water for wildlife habitat including over 125,000 acres of critical waterfowl
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habitat within the Pacific Flyway, and water for municipal and industrial (M&]I) use
throughout the same area. The area served by the Authority’s member agencies is
among the most productive farming regions in the nation. Farmers in this region
produce over 60 different commercial fiber and food crops sold for the fresh, dry,
canned or frozen food markets; domestic and export. With an adequate water supply
they could produce crops worth more than $2 billion dollars. One of the Authority’s
member agencies, Santa Clara Valley Water District, is responsible for providing
water to 1.8 million people and to the vital high-tech computer industry known as
“SiliconValley”. This multi-billion dollar industry is critical to the economic health
of California and the nation.

Agriculture, M&I and waterfowl habitat in our region depend significantly on con-
veyance of water through the Sacramento / San Joaquin River Delta, primarily at
the CVP Tracy Pumping Plant. A bottleneck in this conveyance system results in
water shortages to south-of-Delta users, even when water is plentiful and available
for export. A major challenge for improving the management of California’s water
resources is addressing this bottleneck. This bottleneck has been illustrated in the
form of an hourglass and is attached to this testimony, (Attachment 1).

There are opportunities to improve in how we move water through the Delta to
meet the needs of those south of the Delta while protecting fish, water quality and
users in northern California and in the delta. The Authority stands committed to
work with this Committee, other water users, state and Federal agencies and Calfed
to accomplish this delicate balance.

In addition, efforts are underway to better coordinate the operations of the CVP
and the SWP. It is anticipated that through better cooperation and coordination be-
tween the two projects that significant water supply, water quality and environ-
mental benefits will be realized.

CONVEYANCE ISSUES / OPPORTUNITIES

Background

Californians are the beneficiaries of a miraculous plumbing system, which has
provided the state the opportunity to develop prosperity and a life style envied by
the world. California’s plumbing system is comprised of two major categories of fa-
cilities, storage and conveyance. The storage facilities include a series of dams to
store water in the winter and spring, when water is plentiful for subsequent use
during dry periods. The conveyance facilities include pumping plants and canals to
transport the water to far reaches of the state. The heart of this plumbing system
is the Sacramento / San Joaquin River Delta (Delta), where two major river systems
converge. In the Delta, the CVP and SWP operate major pumping plants to divert
water for conveyance through the Delta—Mendota Canal (DMC), the Edmond G.
Brown Aqueduct (Aqueduct), and the South Bay Aqueduct.

Multiple factors affect water supply that can be made available through this sys-
tem. They include weather, storage, upstream flows, in—Delta regulations, and con-
veyance capacity. Much attention has been given to the need to enhance the state’s
water storage opportunities, and rightfully so. Increased demands for a growing pop-
ulation, water dedicated to the environment and the maintenance of a thriving agri-
cultural industry necessitate that we expand storage availability. This is especially
important to address the hydrologic volatility we have in the state by storing water
during wet years for use in dryer years. Just as important as storage however is
the ability to be able to convey this water to where it is needed. Indeed, because
of increased regulations in the Delta, conveyance through the Delta has become the
factor that most limits water supplies for a majority of Californians. This is espe-
cially so in below normal, above normal and wet year-types, when storage is gen-
erally sufficient, but limitations in conveyance cause shortages to south-of-Delta
users.

Conveyance Considerations

The conveyance plan needs to take into consideration the competing needs of the
delta. In-Delta uses and in-Delta water quality, fishery and northern California
uses need to be taken into consideration and protected as part of a successful con-
veyance plan.

Export Components of Conveyance (Refer to Attachment 1)

The two major factors that limit the export of water from the delta are:
(1) Capacity at the pumping plants; and
(2) Standards / Regulations governing the use of the pumping plants.
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Pumping Capacities at the SWP and CVP Pumping Plants

The Harvey O Banks Pumping Plant (Banks) and the Tracy Pumping Plant have
a capacity of 10,300 cfs and 4,600 cfs, respectively. Under current permits, Banks
is restricted to 6,680 cfs, with the expectation that through Stage 1 of Calfed, the
permit will increase to 8,500 cfs and longer term to 10,300 cfs. The CVP Tracy
Pumping Plant permit is 4,600 cfs, but is restricted to 4,300 cfs during certain times
of the year when capacity on the upper DMC is limited. (See Intertie below).

SWP Banks CVP Tracy
Current 6,680 cfs 4,300-4,600 cfs
Cal-Fed Stage 1 8,500 cfs 4,300-4,600 cfs
Long-term 10,300 cfs 4,600 cfs

Banks Pumping Plant Increased Permits to 8,500 cfs / 10,300 cfs

A key feature of the Calfed Program is the increase of approved capacity of Banks
Pumping Plant to 8,500 cfs. Increased pumping at Banks was part of the quid pro
quo for other elements of the Calfed Program, including environmental and water
quality improvements. As noted above, the Calfed ROD anticipated that increased
pumping at Banks would occur in the short term, but delays of over a year have
raised questions as to the sincerity of Calfed to move forward in a balanced manner.

Intertie

As a result of subsidence a few miles downstream from the CVP Tracy Pumping
Plant, the capacity on the DMC has been reduced to around 4,300 cfs. An “intertie”
from the DMC to the Aqueduct was identified by the Calfed ROD as the remedy
for this issue. This intertie would allow water to be shuttled between the DMC and
Aqueduct and would provide numerous operational benefits including restoration of
pumping to historic levels (4,600 cfs) at the CVP Tracy Pumping Plant. This compo-
gent 1of the Calfed Stage 1 Program should be funded and implemented imme-

iately.

San Luis Reservoir Low Point Improvement Project

The Calfed ROD identified the need to address water quality and reliability prob-
lems associated with low water elevations in San Luis Reservoir. Santa Clara Valley
Water District (SCVWD) received a $14 million Proposition 13 grant as the lead
agency to study alternatives to resolving the low point problem. The goal of the Low
Point Improvement Project is to increase the operational flexibility of storage in San
Luis Reservoir and to ensure a high-quality, reliable water supply for the CVP San
Felipe Division contractors. The increase in reservoir operational flexibility will
benefit all CVP and SWP contractors. Specifically, the project has three primary ob-
jectives:

(1) To increase the operational flexibility of the San Luis Reservoir by increasing
the effective storage up to 200,000 acre-feet. This increase in effective storage
will allow utilization of available delta conveyance in the spring of most years;

(2) To ensure that San Felipe Division contractors are able to utilize their annual
CVP contract allocation to meet their water supply and water quality commit-
ments; and

(3) To provide opportunities for project-related environmental enhancements and
other improvements where feasible.

In summary this project was a component of the Calfed package and enhances
storage, conveyance and water quality. Support should be given to SCVWD to com-
plete the study, environmental review process, design and implementation of the
preferred alternative.

Standards and Regulations Governing the Use of the Pumping Plants

There are several layers of regulations that govern the operations of the Delta
CVP/SWP Delta pumping plants. The environmental/fishery and water quality pro-
tections are provided generally through three Federal statutes.

(1) Endangered Species Act;

(a) Winter Run Salmon
(b) Delta Smelt
(2) CVPIA
(a) Dedication of 800,000 acre feet (af) of CVP yield for environmental pur-
poses; and

(3) Clean Water Act

(a) 1995 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Water Quality Con-
trol Plan for the Bay—Delta.
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As a result of these regulations and standards the opportunities to move water
through the delta have decreased significantly. It is primarily for this reason that
south-of-Delta CVP M&I and ag service contractors have chronic shortages. Indeed,
shortages are imposed on south-of-delta ag service contractors in wet years, when
water north of the Delta is abundant.

The Federal and state regulatory statutes provide broad discretion that allows the
regulations to be implemented in a balanced and efficient manner. This discretion
should include taking into consideration water supply objectives as well as meeting
their environmental/fishery and water quality mandates.

Regulations, Good Science and the Calfed Science Program

In the last few years, the Calfed Science program has engaged in the effort to de-
veltzlp better science. We have great hopes for the success of the Program in this re-
gard.

Better science could be the basis for a new generation of environmental require-
ments, ones that are more flexible, ones based more on real time conditions, and
ones allowing tradeoffs that are good for both fish and water supply. It is not hard
to conceive of requirements that, while providing more fish, also increase water sup-
plies by an amount comparable to the construction of new reservoirs, simply by free-
ing up the conveyance capacity we already have.

Of course, the trick is not just to develop better science, but to incorporate that
science into better environmental requirements. It is not evident that this connec-
tion has yet been well established. Therefore, we look forward to an enhanced role
for the Calfed Science Program in this area, namely, helping to ensure that better
science results in better requirements.

The new generation of environmental requirements should be framed by the same
principles that apply to agricultural and urban supplies. All over the state, agricul-
tural and urban water users are making great strides to improve their water use
efficiency. They have considered new alternatives for matching supplies and needs.
The results are impressive, and promise to be more so in the future. Now, it is time
to apply the same principles of efficiency and broad alternatives to the use of envi-
ronmental water.

You do that by paying more attention to the science. What really works? What
uses of water produce higher benefits and what uses do not? Where are we uncer-
tain and where are we sure? Can we take a broader view of the problem? Are there
alternatives that we haven’t considered? What are they and can we substitute them
for things that don’t work well or cost too much?

These are the questions we want the Calfed Science Program to address. In other
words, we want the Calfed Science Program to supply the information that will
allow transition to a new generation of requirements. We also want the Calfed
Science Program to figure out how to ensure the timely use of this information.

COORDINATION AND COOPERATION BETWEEN THE CVP / SWP

Coordinated Operations Agreement

In 1986 Congress approved an agreement between the United States of America
and the State of California for the Coordinated Operation of the Central Valley
Project and the State Water Project (COA). This agreement established in part the
relationship between the operations of the two projects and provided under what cir-
cumstances the two projects could pump and how the two projects would share re-
sponsibility for meeting the then existing water, quality and fishery standards.

Since 1986 much has changed. Fishery protection under the Endangered Species
Act, the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, and water quality standards have
significantly affected how the two projects operate. Conforming Project operations
to these new conditions has been an ongoing challenge. To the credit of the state
and Federal project administrators, they have been fairly successful at working
through circumstances as they develop, but the COA is outdated. The COA no
longer provides clear guidelines to govern the relationship of the two projects or how
burdens of operational constraints imposed to protect water quality and fishery re-
sources will be shared.

Joint Point of Diversion:

An important component of conveyance in the Calfed ROD is the Joint Point of
Diversion (Joint Point). Joint Point provides opportunities for CVP to utilize SWP
Banks capacity, under certain conditions, for the wheeling of CVP water. At the
time of the development of the ROD CVP contractors were advised that Joint Point
opportunities would average around 184,000 af/year. Given the capacity at CVP
Tracy Pumping Plant and the restrictions placed on pumping, this was an important
component of the ROD for CVP contractors.
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As a result of many different factors including increased demand by SWP contrac-
tors south of the delta and the potential need by southern California SWP contrac-
tors for transfers of northern California water to replace lost Colorado River water,
Joint Point status is uncertain at best, and nonexistent in some years. Certainly not
the 184,000 af anticipated in the ROD.

The dilemma is that the Calfed ROD created conflicting expectations for both
SWP contractors and CVP contractors.

Dual Delta Conveyance

One alternative for improving the conveyance of water from north of the Delta
to south of the Delta that was rejected by the Calfed ROD is dual Delta conveyance,
which would include an isolated diversion facility on the Sacramento River to con-
vey water around the Delta. The ROD rejected this alternative as infeasible due to
social and technical considerations based, in part, on the expectation that other al-
ternatives “hald] a high likelihood of success in a shorter time period.” Calfed ROD
at 27. The failure of these other alternatives to provide the expected improvement
in conveyance has lead some south-of-the-delta water users to question whether the
feasibility of the dual Delta conveyance alternative should be reexamined.

Coordination and Cooperation Opportunities:

Despite these conflicting expectations, there are opportunities for mutual benefits
to both projects when taking a comprehensive approach at coordinating operations.
Some have pointed to CVP storage and SWP conveyance as an opportunity for shar-
ing those benefits both projects. This sharing could be the basis of a compromise.
Better coordination of demands has also been identified as an area of project oper-
ations that could improve supplies for all south-of-Delta users.

CVP/SWP Coordination and Cooperation Summary:

Better coordination and cooperation between the projects is needed and is achiev-
able, and improved coordination and cooperation is essential to implementing a bal-
anced Calfed program. The Authority and its members are committed to working
with the appropriate Federal and state agencies as well as the SWP contractors to
accomplish this objective.

REFUGE SUPPLY DIVERSIFICATION

The CVPIA fundamentally changed the way the CVP operates and the allocation
of CVP water. Among other things, CVPIA rededicated well over 1 million af of CVP
water from historical uses to environmental purposes each year. CVP water was re-
dedicated primarily through three provisions:

(1) Section 3406 b(2), dedication of 800,000 af of CVP yield for environmental/fish-

ery purposes;

(2) Restoration of the Trinity River; and

(3) Dedication of over 400,000 af of CVP water for wildlife refuges.

The CVPIA also provided direction and authority for mitigation / minimizing im-
pacts to water users as a result of the legislation. Examples of mitigation measures
include:

(1) CVPIA, Section 3408;j. A provision that calls for the Secretary of Interior to
develop a plan to increase the yield of the CVP by the amount dedicated to
fish and wildlife purposes; and

(2) CVPIA, Section 3406 d(1). A provision that calls for the replacement of water
dedicated for Level 2 refuge supplies. Specifically the provision states: In im-
plementing this paragraph, the Secretary shall endeavor to diversify sources
of supply in order to minimize possible adverse effects upon Central Valley
Project Contractors.

(3) CVPIA, Section 3406 d(5) further provides that: The Secretary is authorized
and directed to construct or to acquire from non—Federal entities such water
conveyance facilities, conveyance capacity, and wells as are necessary to im-
plement the requirements of this subsection.

Alternative supplies for refuges are directed and authorized in the CVPIA and the
ROD commits Calfed Agencies to working on a plan for alternative refuge supplies
and conveyance. This is an important component of Calfed for CVP contractors and
should be implemented immediately.

CONCLUSION

* Conveyance of water from north of the Sacramento / San Joaquin River Delta
to south of the Delta is a key component to the Calfed Program. Two thirds of
the state’s population and a significant portion of the state’s agriculture rely on
this conveyance through the delta.
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¢ A conveyance plan must include protections for in-delta water users, water
quality, environmental/fishery uses, and northern California uses.

¢ The two key factors controlling conveyance opportunities are the pumping plant
capacities and regulations governing the operations of the facilities.

¢ Short-term capacity issues can be addressed by:
(1) increasing the SWP Banks Pumping Plant permits to 8,500 cfs;
(2) constructing the Intertie between the CVP DMC and the State Aqueduct;

and
(3) finalizing and implementing a plan to address the San Luis Reservoir Low
Point issues.

¢ Regulations at the pumping plants significantly restrict conveyance opportuni-
ties. Through the Calfed Science Program, these regulations need to be re-
viewed to assure that we are efficiently meeting our environmental/fishery ob-
jectives and that good science is being developed and used in the review process.

* Cooperation and coordination between the Federal and state water projects is
essential to implementing a balanced successful Calfed Program. We are opti-
mistic that there are opportunities through comprehensive coordination of oper-
ations and sharing of facilities that would benefit both projects, assure that all
water users are benefiting in a balanced manner, and avoid major conflicts be-
tween the projects.

¢ CVPIA provides for the diversification of water dedicated to for Level 2 refuge
supplies. This is noted in the Calfed ROD and is an important component for
CVP south of delta contractors. Appropriate resources should be dedicated to
implement.

Thank you again, for the Committee’s ongoing efforts to address these issues and

for the opportunity to submit this testimony.
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Mr. CALVERT. I would point out to the audience that this is an
official congressional hearing. Any acknowledgments either positive
or negative are not allowed. We appreciate your cooperation.

With that, Mr. Marc Christopher, Friends of the River.

STATEMENT OF MARC E. CHRISTOPHER, POLICY ADVOCATE,
FRIENDS OF THE RIVER

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. My
name is Marc Christopher, and I represent Friends of the River.
Friends of the River, for those of you who don’t know, it is a state-
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wide river conservation organization committed to maintaining and
restoring California’s free flowing rivers.

I appreciate the opportunity to talk here today about an issue
that affects every living thing, humans and everything in
California, and that is clean, reliable water.

Certainly, in the upcoming years, the CALFED program will
force both state and Federal decisionmakers to make value judg-
ments about water that will affect the health of our citizens, the
economy, and the environment.

I submit that the success of the CALFED program could not be
judged by short-term successes, but must be viewed as a commit-
ment to long-term sustainability. Sustainability not gauged in
months and years, but measured in decades and generations.

I have been asked here today to present the environmentalist’s
perspective on CALFED, and I realize that probably it is not going
to be very popular, but it is a voice that needs to be heard, and
it is a voice shared by a lot of other Californians.

To create sustainable solutions, one must accurately understand
the current environmental problems we face. For modern
California, is largely a history of dam building. These dams and
water diversions have produced a robust agricultural economy and
a vibrant manufacturing arena where, because of arid conditions,
none could have existed before. These are good things.

But for this success, our environment and the thousands of
Californians that rely on it for their livelihood and their recreation
have paid a heavy toll. Sixty percent of our native fishes are listed
as endangered, threatened or on the decline, and 40 to 60 percent
of the historical flows through the Delta are diverted. Water qual-
ity in the San Joaquin Delta is well below Federal and state stand-
ards and is among the poorest in the nation. Undammed rivers in
California are so few that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service con-
siders them to be an endangered ecosystem. The problems we face
are real and substantial.

Recognizing the importance of the Delta in a society that uses
water in competing ways that nature provides us, only a finite
amount of water, the CALFED program has invested a tremendous
amount of time, money, and energy to provide a framework for so-
lutions.

The Record of Decision is a comprehensive plan that, if imple-
mented as a whole, will work to improve the health of the Bay-
Delta estuary. Now, I certainly do not feel comfortable with every-
thing that is in the document; however, it gives a framework from
which to work and resolve the conflicts that have been inhibiting
us in the past.

Billions have been spent in the last century on water develop-
ment in California. And I would add that in comparison, CALFED’s
Program investment in restoration is relatively modest. It will take
time to realize a quantifiable return on this investment.

Presently, we are just starting to see some minor improvements
in fish populations and water quality. We are encouraged by that.
But the “Program balance,” so often referred to when discussing
CALFED, cannot be quantified in terms of dollars spent but
through sustainable success.
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The CALFED Record of Decision cannot be a document of trade-
offs. We must resist the “If you get this, we are entitled to that”
mentality, because if we forgo real, sustainable improvements, the
CALFED Program becomes a zero-sum game, and we have done
our state and nation a grand disservice.

Specifically, I have asked by the Subcommittee Chair to address
the South Delta Improvement Plan, which centers around the issue
of increasing pump capacity at Banks Pumping Plant by as much
as 60 percent.

The South Delta Improvement Plan was envisioned to provide
water for fish habitat, conveyance, and restoring water quality.
And if used properly, the plan could greatly benefit the environ-
ment while providing increased water supply reliability; however,
if increased pumping capacity is used to divert excess water from
the Delta and increases the amount of water exported south while
requiring, at the same time, the public to pay for mitigation meas-
ures, the plan could undo environmental and water quality
progress we have already made.

For a number of reasons, we are somewhat skeptical of the plan.
The CALFED Record of Decision sets forth no operating criteria
and no d