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Chapter 30
Growth Inducementand Other Indirect Effects

This chapter addresses thelirect and indirect growth inducement potential of theBDCP

alternatives. Assessing growth inducement potential involves determining whether project
implementation would directly or indirectly support economic expansion, population growth, or
residential construction, and if so, determining thenagnitude and natue of thepotential
environmental effects of that growth.Although some of these effects could be characterized as being

direct effects, most of them aréndirect8s DECOAAO AEEAAOOS6 AOA OAAOOAA AU OE
occur at the same time and placéwhile OET AEOAAO AAEAAOO6 AOA OAADOOAA Al
and8 later in time or farther removed in distance, bu8 still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect or

secondary effects may include growtkinducing effects and other effects related to induced emges

in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate, and related effects on air and water

AT A TOEAO T AOOOAT OUO OWiih &specEtd asderfaiitigiwgat id rBadsadab) OAT O8 6
foreseeable over a substantial time period (herdd DD OT FET AOAT U vn UAAOOQh Of AY
EIR8 necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not

bl OOEAT Ah AT ACATAU i OO0 OOA EOO AAOGO AmEl 000 O1 4
One of the objective of the BDCRs to increase the reliability of the water supplied by the State

Water Project (SWR and the Central Valley Project (CVJPWater supply is one of the primary public

services needed to support urban developmerdnd the production of agricultural products upon

which people depend A water service deficiency could constrain future development in the state of

California, particularly if coupled with policies that constrain growth relative to water supply.

Adequate water supply, treatment, and conveyance would play a role in supportj additional

growth in areas dependent on this water supply, but it would not be the single impetus behind such

growth. Otherimportant factors influencing growth are: economicfactors (such as employment

opportunities) ; capacity of public services and ifnastructure (e.g., wastewater, public schools,

roadways); local land use policies; anthnd use constraints such as floodplains, sensitive habitat

areas, and seismic risk zones.

30.1 Environmental Setting/Affected Environment
30.1.1 RelationshipbetweenLand Usdé’lanning and Water

Supply

In California, cities and counties have primary authorityover land use decisionswhile water
supply can be the responsibility of special districts, county water agencies, investowned utiliti es,

1 CEQA Guidelines, 8§ 15358(a)(2).

2 CEQA Guidelines, § 184; 40 CFR 1508.8(h)

3 Although cities and counties have primary authority over land use planning, there are exceptions to this, including
the California Coastal Commission (regulating development along the coast), the San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commissiong regional agency regulating development adjacent to San Francisco Bay), the
Tahoe Regional Planning Authority (regulating development in the Tahoe Basin), the California Ene@gmmission

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

mutual water companies and, in some cases, the city and county governments themselves. SWP

CVPcontractors that provide water in the state include these same types of agencies. Many SWP and

CVP contractors also act as wholaters of water to the retail agencies that provide water to
municipal and industrial (M&l) customers throughout California.Land use planners throughout the
state employ various procedures and practices ba&sl upon legal and contractual requirements to
evaluate whether adequate water and other utilities are available to support urbagrowth.

This section describes the laws, agencies, guidelines, and publications that provide the regulatory
and planning framework for the coordination of land use planning and water supply management
and planning in thestate. The analysis of th&DCH gowth inducement potential with respect to
water supply is made in the context of these regulations and regulatorstrategies.

This sectionalsosummarizes key regional and local agencies, laws, and planning documents that
guide development decisions. Information is presented that highlights the integration of land use
planning and water supply availability. For further information on the regulatory context for land
use and planning, refer to Chapter 13,and Use(Section13.2), Chapter 5Water Supply(Section
5.2).

30.1.1.1 Regional Planning

Councils of Government (COGéave been formed throughout thestate, based on joint powers
agreements between cities and counties, to coordinate the planning activities within a region. In
addition to the authority that is created through their member dties and counties, COGs carry out
state andfederal statutory duties. The exact combination of duties varies from region to region. In
general, COGs do not have public service delivery responsibility (e.g., water supply, wastewater,
etc.). However, whilethese regional planning agencies are not directly involved with water supply
planning, COGs do direct regional growth decisions by settistate-mandated fair-share regional
housing allocations for cities and counties in their jurisdictions. While most CQGre singlecounty
organizations, several cover multicounty regions, including: the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAJ;the Association of Bay Area Governments BAG, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTGQ, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SAQQC#Rd the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG

Table 30-1 identifies the COGs and member countiesdated in theCalifornia Department of Water
Resources PWR) hydrologic regionswhere SWPor CVPwater is used.

(with permit authority and CEQA lead agency statuof some thermal power plant projects), and the California
Public Utilities Commission (with regulatory authority and CEQA lead agency status for certain utility projects).

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Table 301. Councils of Government in Hydagic Regions Potentially Affected by the Proposed

Project

Hydrologic Regions
with SWPand/or

Councils of Government within Hydrologic

CVPContractors Regiore Counties within Hydrologic Regiof
San Francisco Bay Association of Bajrea Governments Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Nap@an
Francisco, San MatedSanta Clara, Solano,
and Sonoma
Sacramento River  Siskiyou Association of Governmental Siskiyou
Entities
Tri-County Area Planning Council ColusaGlennand Tehama
Butte Association of Governments Butte

Lake County/City Area Planning Council  Lake

Sierra Planning Organization and Economic EIl Dorado, Nevada&?lacer, and Sierra
Development District

Central Sierra Planning Council and Econom| Alpineand Amador
Development District

Association of Bay Area Governments Napa andSolano

Sacramento Area COG Sacramentq Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba
San Joaquin River Association of Bay Area Governments Contra Costa

Sacramento Area COG Sacramento

Sierra PlanningOrganization and Economic El Dorado
Development District

Central Sierra Planning Council and Alpine,Amador, Calaveras, and Tuolumne
Economic Developmeristrict

San Joaquin COG San Joaquin

Calaveras COG Calaveras

Stanislaus COG Stanislaus

Merced County Association of Government Merced
Council of Fresno County Governments Fresno

Central Coast

Association of Monterey Bay Area Monterey and Santa Cruz
Governments

Association of Bay Area Governments Santa Clara

Council of San Benit@ounty Governments San Benito

San Luis Obispo COG San Luis Obispo

Santa Barbara County Association of Santa Barbara
Governments

Southern California Association of Ventura

Government$

South Coast

San Diego Association of Governments San Diego

Southern California Association of Los AngeleQrange,Riverside,
Governments SanBernardino,and Ventura

Tulare Lake

Council of San Benito County Governments San Benito
Council of Fresno County Governments Fresno
Kings County Association osovernments  Kings
Tulare County Association of Governments Tulare

Bay Delta Conservation Plan
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Hydrologic Regions
with SWPand/or Councils of Government within Hydrologic

CVPContractors Regiore Counties within Hydrologic Regiof
Kern Council of Governments Kern

South Lahontan Eastern Sierra COG Inyo and Mono
Kern COG Kern
Southern California Association of Los Angelesnd San Bernardino
Governments

Colorado River San Diego Association of Governments San Diego
Southern California Association of Imperial, Riversideand San Bernardino
Governments

Source: Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 2012

a COGs in multiple hydrologic regions are shown iitalics.

b Counties listed are only counties that fall within the hydrologic region and may not be a complete list of
counties represented in the COG; counties italics are in multiple hydrologic regions.

¢ ABAG consists of the following counties: Sonoma, Napa, Marin, Solano, Contra C8ataFranciscoAlameda,
San Mateo, ananta Clara.

d SCAG consists of the followg counties: Ventura, Los Angeles, San BernardinOrangeRiverside, and
Imperial.

30.1.1.2 Local Planning

General Plans and Zoning

Pursuant to state law (California Government Cod8ections 6530065362), each city and countyn
California is required to adopt a comprehensive, lonterm general plan for the physical

development of its jurisdiction. The general plan is a statement of development policies and is
required to include land use, circulation, housing, conservation, @m space, noise, and safety
elements. The land use element designates the proposed general distribution, location, and extent of
land uses and includes a statement of the standards of population density and building intensity
recommended for lands coveredy the plan. Water resource topics, including water supply, are to

be addressed in general plan conservation and/or open space elements. The conservation element
addresses the conservation, development, and use of water and other natural resources. Theewat
section of the conservation element must be developed in coordination with any countyide water
agency and with all districts and city agencies that have developed, serviced, controlled, managed, or
conserved water of any type for any purpose in the ti or county for which the general plan is
prepared. Such coordination must include the discussion and evaluation of any water supply and
demand information provided pursuant to California Government Code Sectid@@b352.5. An EIR
prepared in conjunction with a general plan typically provides some assessment of the adequacy of
water supply to accommodate development and population growth projected under the general

plan. Cities and counties develop policies thatonnect the management of water resources and
provision of water supply infrastructure with development patterns. For how generally water
conservation/demand management is addressed, see Appendix Tiemand ManagemenYleasures

With respect to planning development to accommodate housing growth, the $aPlanning and
Zoning law (California Government Codesection 65000 et seq.prescribes that the housing element
of a general plan may not be constrained by the lack of all needed governmental services, including

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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public water service. The housing element is required to plan for the housing allocated to a given

city or county pursuant to Government Code Sectiogb584 (typically by a COG). Tthe extent that

governmental services, like a public water supply, are not availhbA 01 £O01 1 U | AAO A AEO
Ei OOET ¢ AT 1T AAOQGEITh "TOAOTTI AT O #1 AA 3AAOQOEIT o@uuuyoj
Cl OAOT I AT OA1T AT 1T OOOAET 006 O1 OEA A&éddpah.ohisAT O T £ OE
requirement promotesthA OOAOA CAT AOAT bBI ATl Pi 1 EAU OEAO OOEA A
statewide importance, and the early attainment of decent housing and a suitable living environment

£l O AOGAOU #Al EAZI OTEA ZAT EI U EO A pdpeiatvee OU I £ OEA E
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participation of government and the private sector in an effort to expand housing opportunities and
AAAT T 11T AAOA OEA ETOOET ¢ TAAAO 1T &£ #Al E/EI O1 EAT O
Section65580). Although future build-out of housing andother population-accommodating
development planned in a general plan may exceed presently available water supplies, this is not
inappropriate at a general plan level and state legislation (discussed below) ensgrihat specific
housing and other developmenprojects are not approved and constructed without a demonstrated,
adequate water supply.

In addition, city and county planning agencies also use locally adopted zoning ordinances and
development regulations to implement the general plan and regulate graw within their
jurisdictions. See Chapter 13,.and Usefor further discussion of general plans applicable to the
proposed project.

Prior to 2003, general planswere typically organized only bythe seven required elementdescribed

abovg ET x AOAOh ET ¢mmoh OEA #Al E&AI OTEA ' 1 OAOTT1 080

guidelines for cities and counties to use in developing their general plans that encouraged local
jurisdictions to include in their general plans an optional water &ment to integrate a more

thorough consideration of water supply availability into general plans and subsequent development
decisions(Office of Planning and Research 2003The water element shou be developed in
conjunction with the appropriate water supply and resource agencieities and counties have used
this and other optional elements to focus their general plans on other locally significant or critical
resource areas. Asf January 2011c o | £ # Al EZ&AI O1 EA6O vy Al O1 OEAO
towns had adopted optional water resources elements in their general plans, compared, for

example, with 35 counties and 28 cities that adopted optional agricultural elements in their geradr
plans (Office of Planning and Research 2011:83, 95).

Local Agency Formation Commissions

To provide for better coordination of local land use planningthe California Legislaturecreated Local
Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCQwithin each county to discourage urban sprawl and to
preserve open space and agricultural lands while meeting regional housing needs and plarg for

the efficient provision of public services and utilities, including water supply(See CorteseKnox-
(AOOUAAOC , T AAT "1 OAOT T AT O 2A1 OCAT EUAOGETT 1! AO
LAFCOs have approval authoritywith some limits) over the establishment and expansion of

municipal and service district boundaries, including expansion related to a city proposing to expand
its sphere of influence. LAFCOs evaluate, through the preparation of Municipal Service Reviews, an
ACAT A UG 6prdvileEsenic@s\(inclDding water supply) pria to annexing additional areas.

T £ A
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

30.1.1.3 Water SupplyManagement and Planning

The California Water Code establishes the governing law pertaining to water management and
planning in California. Thefollowing summarizes information that DWRand Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) provide their contractors to assist in managing the water supply provided bthe SWP
and CVR respectively, describes recently adopted Deltav ater policy laws; andsummarizes
provisions of the California Water Code and other stataws to strengthen coordination between
land use and water supply planning

California Department of WateResources State Water Project

Section 13.1in Chapter 1,Introduction, provides an overview of the SWHF hrough regular
publications and communications, DWRrovides SWP and other watetrelated information to the
SWP contractors and the public (including local decisiomakers). The Water Code requires that
DWR prepare and update the California Water Plan (Bulletin 160), a policy document that guides the
development and management of theD A O A 6 Oesourded {alifoidia Water CodSection10004
(b)). DWR updates the plan every 5 years to reflect changes in resources and changes in urban,
agricultural, and environmental water demands. It suggests ways of managing demand and
augmenting supply to balancevater supply with demand. In addition to Bulletin 160, DWR
publishes an annual bulletin (Bulletin 132) that provides information on the planning, construction,
financing, management, and operations of the SWP. DWR annually notifies and updates its SWP
contractors on the amount of Table A wateravailable for delivery in the coming year. DWRIso
posts water availability information on its website. The notices are provided so that SWP
contractors, other water agencies, local planners, and the public are informed of water conditions
and events that affect deliveries by the SWRglifornia Depariment of Water Resource2011a).

DWRalso publishes theSate Water Project Delivery Reliability Report, updated every 2 years,

which is distributed to all SWPcontractors and all city, county, and regional planning departments

within the SWP service areas. The purpose of the report is to provide current information to SWP

contractors and planning agencies regarding the overall delivery capability of existing SWacilities

under a range of hydrologic conditions, and to provide information regarding supply availability to

each contractor in accordance with other provision§ £ OEA AT 1T OOAAOT 008 Ai 1 OOAA

For further information on the operation of the SWRrefer to Chapter 5Water Supply

Bureau of Reclamation Central Valley Project

Section 13.2in Chapter 1,Introduction, provides a general description of the CV.®peration of the
CVP is closely &d to the SWRhrough the joint use of the SacramentgSan Joaquin Delta (Deljathe
sharing of other facilities with the SWP, and frequent water transfers between CVP and SWP
contractors. Beginning in Februaryof each yearand continuing through Spring Reclamationnotifies
contractors of the CVP water supply alloations that estimate the amount of contracted water that
will be supplied to contractors through thecontract year. The estimates arebased on the amount of

4 Table A water is the maximum amount of water delivered to eactontractor if water is available and if the
contractor requests their full allotment. Table A water is the value in acre feet that is used to determined the
portion of available supply to be delivered according to this apportionment methodology and is gindirst priority
for delivery. (California Department of Water Resources 2008b:119,121; California Department of Water
Resources. 2010:3)

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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precipitation received in the region the water levelsinE A OUOOAI 6 0 Oérddoiec A OAOAOOD
factors.

2009 Delta/Water Policy Bills

In response toa special legislative session called by Governor Schwarzenegger to addressgbeA O A § O
water crisis, on November 4, 2009, the California Legislature passed a package of bills intended to
reform Califorl EA6 O xAOAO OUOOAI AT A x Ar@lddesfdripolieyhilsA 08 4 EA
described below,and an $11.14 billion bond
SB 7X 1 (Simitian and Steinbg) (California Water Code Section 850085350; California Public
Resources Code 29702, 29708,29722.5, 28722.7, 29725, 2972729728.5,29733, 29735,
29735.1,29736,29738,29739,29741, 29751, 2975229753,29754, 29756.5,29759, 29761,
29761.5,29763,29764,29771,29773, 29773.5, 29778.529780 and 32300-32381) establishes
a framework intended toachieve the ceequal goals of providing a more reliable water supply in
California and protecting, restoring and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. Theegual goals are
to be achieved in a manner that protects the unique cultural, recreational, natural resce, and
agricultural values of the Delta. SB 7X 1 specifically:

+  Creates a seven member Delta Stewardship Council tasked with developing a Delta Rtan
guide state and local actions in theDeltain a manner that furthers the ceequal gals of
Deltarestoration and water supply; developing performance measures for the assessment
and tracking of progress and changes to the health of the Delta ecosystem and water supply
reliability; determiningifasOAOA 1T O 11T AA1 A Cekdishcondistentivithithe AAO ET
Delta Plan and the ceequal goals; and acting as an appellate body in the event of a claim that
a project is inconsistent with the goals.

+  Requires the California Department of Fish anWildlife and the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water Board to identify the water supply needs ofpublic trust
resources inthe Delta estuary for use in determining the appropriate diversion amounts
associated wth the BDCP

+  Establishes a Delta Conservancy to implement ecosystem restoration activities within the
Delta. In addition to restoration duties, the Conservancy is required to adopt a strategic plan
for implementation of the Conservancy goalggromote economic vitality in the Delta;
promote environmental education about the Deltaand assist in the preservation,
Al T OAOOAGETITh AT A OAOGOI OAOGEIT 1T &£ OEA $A1l OA OAcC
resources.
+  Restructures the current elta Protection Commission (DP¥by reducing the membership
from 25 to 15 and requiring the DPC to adopt an economic sustainability plan for the Delta.

+  Appropriates funding from Proposition 84 to fund the Two-Gates Fish Protection
Demonstration Program.

SB 7X 6 (Steinberg and PavelyTalifornia Water Code Sections 10920 and 12924gquires
local agencies to monitor groundwater elevations to help bettemanage groundwater resources.

SB 7X 7 (SteinbergjCalifornia Water Code Section10608 and 10800-10853) creates a
AOAI AxT OE O1 OAAOAA # Al EA&l Ol B/ 2200chddificAllf & OA x AOA
bill:

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Establishes means for urban water suppliers to achieve the 2reduction. Means specified
include: setting a conservation target of 7@ of their daily per capita water baseline;
utilizing performance standards for indoor, landscaping, industrial and institutional uses;
meeting the per capita water goal for their specific hydrologic region as idéified by DWR
and other state agencies in the20x2020 Water Conservation Plaror using an alternative
method that was to be developed by DWR by December 31, 2010. SB 7X 7 also requires
DWR to work cooperatively with the California Urban WateConservation Council.

Requires urban water suppliers to set an interim urban water use target and meet that
target by December 31, 2015.

Requires DWRo work cooperatively with the California Urban Water Conservation Council
to establish a taskforce to identify best management practices to assist commercial,
industrial, and institutional users in meeting the 2@% reduction in water use by 2020 goal.

-AEAO AT U OOAAT T0O0 ACOEAOI OOOAT xAOAO 0OOPDPI EAO

water conservation and efficient water management requirements ineligible fostate grant
funding.

Requires DWRo report to the Legislature on agricultural efficient management practices
being undertaken and reported in agricultural water management @ins in 2013, 2016, and
2021.

Requires DWRSWRCB, and othestate agencies to develop a standardized reporting
system.

SB 7X 8 (SteinbergjCalifornia Water Code Section848,5100, 5101, 5103and 5107)
strengthens current law governing the acounting and reporting of water diversion and uses by
adding penalties for failure to report and removing some exemptions from reporting
requirements. In addition, the bill appropriates existing bond funds for various activities to

benefit the Delta ecosystm and secure the reliability of thesOA OA 8 O

staffing of the SWRCB.

Coordination of Land UsBlanning and Water Supply

As discussed previously, laws and planning documents that guide development decisions provide
some integration of land use planning and water supply availability. The following summarizes
legislative efforts and initiatives (in addition to certain elementsof the 2009 Delta/Water Policy
Bills described above)that are intended to strengthen the coordination of land use and water
planning activities.

Urban Water Management Planning Act

In 1983, the California Legislature enacted the Urban WatdanagementPlanning Act (California
Water CodeSection10610 et seq). The Act requires every urban water supplier that provides water
to 3,000 or more customers or provides over 3,000 acréeet of water annually to prepare and adopt
an urban wate management plan (UWMPE] | OBPAAOAA AOAOU v UAAOOQ &I O OE
pursu[ing] the efficient use of available suppes8 6 )1 DOAPAOEIT ¢ OEA 57-0h
is required to coordinate with other appropriate agencies, including other water suppliers that

share a common source, water management agencies, and relevant public agencies. When a city or
county proposes to adopt or substantially amend a general plan, the water agency is réqd to

provide the planning agency with the current version of the adopted UWMP, the current version of
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OEA xAOAO ACAT AUB8O AADPEOAI EI DOI OAI AT O DPOI COAI
sources of water supply. The Urban Water ManagementaPining Act also requires urban water
suppliers, as part of their longrange planning activities, to make every effort to ensure the

appropriate level of reliability in their water service sufficient to meet the needs of their various
categories of customes during normal, dry, and multiple dry water years.

Senate Bills 610 and 221

SB 610(California Water Code Section40631, 10656,10910,10911,10912, and 10915; California
Public Resources Code 21151)@&nd SB221 (California Government CodeSections 65867.5
66455.3,and 66473.7, California Business and Professional Code Section 11Q1@ere companion
legislative measures that took effect in January 2002 and require increased efforts to identify and
assess the reliabilityof anticipated water supplies and increased levels of communication between
municipal planning authorities and local water suppliers

SB610 requires that CEQA review for most large projects and specified smaller projects
(including those that generate waéer demand greater than an equivalent of 500 dwelling units,
or increase service connections by 1%) include a water supply assessment. The water supply
assessment must address whether existing water supplies will suffice to serve the project and
other planned development over a 268year period in average, dry, and multipledry year
conditions, and must set forth a plan for finding additional supplies necessary to serve the
project. Cities and counties can approve projects notwithstanding identified water gyly
shortfalls provided that they address such shortfalls in their findings.

SB221 requires that cities and counties impose a new condition of tentative subdivision approval,
requiring that the applicant provide a detailed, written verification from theapplicable water
supplier that a sufficient water supply will be available before the final subdivision map can be
approved. It applies to similar sized project as those addressed in S&LO.

State Policies Encouraging Compact and Sustainable Development

Several receniaws have sought to refocus planning efforts to reduce sprawl, preserve farmland,
increase the viability of public transportation, and reduce the emission of greenhouse gases. These
efforts promote compact and sustainable development, whicallow for the more efficient provision

of public services and reduce the consumption of resources, including water supply. Sustainable
development includes the concepts of more efficient water use, including incorporation of water
conservation and efficierty measures such as use of recycled water, water efficient fixtures, and
drought tolerant landscaping

Assembly Bill (AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, adopted the goal of reducing
greenhouse gas emissins to 1990 levels by the year 2020. ThAct required the California Air
Resources Board to develop a scopimidan identifying how reductions will be achieved from
significant greenhouse gas sources including water supply infrastructuré.e., water treatment
and distribution facilities). These measures includéncreased water useefficiency, water
recycling, and increasing water system energy efficiency.

SB375 was adopted in 2008 to require COGs to align thdiousing and transportation plans and
to develop a sustainablecommunities strategy that will reduce sprawl andimprove air and water
quality.

@)
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SB732 was signed into law in 2008 and establishes the Strategic Growth Council, a cabilestel
committee that is tasked with coordinating the activities oftate agencies to improve air and
water quality, protect natural resources, and assist in the planning of sustainable communities.

AB857, adopted in 2002 established three planning priorities for thestate? promoting infill
development,protecting natural resources, and encouraging efficient development patterns.

These prioriteswereOT  AA ET AT ObPT OAOAA ET O1 OEA compléeiol I 08 O

in 2003, that provided a 20z30 year overview ofstate growth and development, and guides the
commitment of state resources in agency plans and infrastructure projects.

The Regional Blueprint Planning Program is a grant program operated by the California
Department of Transportationthat provides assistance to COGs in developing longnge plans
with the intent of supporting greater transit use, encouraging more efficient land use, improving
air quality, and protecting natural resources.

30.1.2 Statewide Urban Land Usand Water Use Profile

Major sources of the informationpresented in this section include California Department of Finance
(DOBR demographic data, California Water Plan Update 2005 (Bulletin 1605), California Water
Plan Update 2009 (Bulletin 16609), urban water management plans for select S®and CVP
contractors and DWR(i.e., data on projected water demand and population growth that underlies
information and figures presented in Bulletin 16609).

30.1.2.1 Urban Land Use

California is the most populous state in the United StateShe majority of thesOA OAS6 O Bive® O1 AOET 1

in Southern California. More specifically, population distributions clustered in the southwestern

portion of the state (Ventura, Los Angles, Orange, San Diego, western San Bernardino, arastern
Riverside counties); in the nine counties surrounding San Francisco Bay (Sonoma, Napa, Marin,

Solano, Contra Costa, San Francisco, Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Clara); and in the Central Valley
along the Interstate 5, State Route 99, and Interstate 80 corridors (Sacramento, San Joaquin,
Stanislaus, Merced, Fresno, El Dorado, and PlaGauntieg. The DOF Demographic Research Unit
collects and compiles population data for thetate. According to DOF data (as reported iGalifornia
Department of Finance2007b and California Department of Financ2011q h # A Is pogilativh E A 6
increased from approximately 30 million in 1990 to approximately37.3million in 2010. The DOF

projects thatthesOAOAS8 O Pi POI AOET T xEI 1 AA APPOI GEiI ACGAT U
by 2050 (California Department of Finance2007a). DWRusesstate demographic data in statewide

water management planning to help calculate currentrad projected urban water needs.

Economic growth is a key driver of urban developme and water use. Although California has the
largest and most diverse economy in the nation, sectors of the economy have contracted as a result of
the current economic recession and there are increased uncertainties regarding future development
patterns. In addition, factors affecting water supply availability and reliability (such as climate change,
water supply shortages, water quality concerns, flood management, and environmental protection
regulations) add to future development pattern uncertainties. Wile long-term projections generally

do not account for changing economic conditions, it is likely that actual growth in thetate could occur
more slowly or in different patterns than characterized in the projections presented in this chapter in
responseto economic conditions and water supply reliabity and availability factors.

TX
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30.1.2.2 Water Use

Water consumption patterns vary from year to year based on a variety of factors, including changes
in rainfall/climatic conditions (e.g., in wet years outdoor water denand islower because rainfall
directly meets a portion of water needsduring dry years, outdoor water demand is generally
greater, although conservation initiatives or rationing, if implemented, may moderate outdoor water
use), land use patterns and demographics, water use practices (e.g., increases in urban conservation
and irrigation efficiencies), and agricultural practices (e.g., conversion from more waténtensive
crops to less waterintensive crops or vice versa). Tabl80-2 summarizes the average distribution

of water supplies to various applied uses (e.g., urban, agricultural, and environmental uses) for the
state for the years 1998 through 2005, based on data collected by DW®alifornia Department of
Water Resources2011c). This period includes wet, normal, and dry years. As shown in Table-20
during this time period, on average, urban uses represented 1@%&of the demand of water

distrib uted in the state, agricultural uses represented 39.% of the demand for water distributed in
the state, and environmental water (including instream flows, wild and scenic river flows, required
Delta outflow, and otherenvironmental uses) represented abou#9.6% of water distributed in the

state.

Table 302. Statewide Distribution of Dedicated Water Supply Applied Water Uses

Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Total Demand and Percent Total Demand;8ear Average

Urban Uses
Agricultural Uses

Environmental Uses and Outflow 41

Total Dedicated Supply

(1998z2005)
Million Acre-Feet Percent of TotalDedicated Water (%)
8.7 10.5
33.2 39.9
A4 49.6
83.3 100

Sources: California Department of Water Resources 201ladapted by Environmental Science
AssociatesBulletin 160-09 is the most current version of Water Plan informatioravailable

from DWR

a Applied water refers to the total amount of water diverted from any source to meet the aeands for

beneficial use by water users (dedicated water uses), without adjusting for water that is

consumptively used, becomes return flow, is reused, or is irrecoverable.

b Environmental uses include instream flows, wild and scenic flows, required Deltautflow, and
managed wetlands water use. Some environmental water is reused by agritural and urban water

users.

Overall, urban water use efficiency in California has increased over the past several decades and will
continue to increase in the future. As a result, increases in population have not always translated

into a proportionate increase in water use. RecentlZalifornia experienced reduced water

availability due to the effects of dry years in 2007, 2008, and (for portions of the state) 2009, along
with court -ordered reductions in pumping to protect Delta fisheries (which have since been lifted).
Demand managemat strategies in response to the drought and decreases in economic production
attributable to the recession have lowered demand, and in 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger directed
state agencies to develop an aggressive conservation plan to reduce per capitastonption by 20%.

As described previously, the 2009 Delta/Water Policy Bills, which the California Legislature passed
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achieve the 20% reduction in per capé consumption by 2020. The bills include several fareaching
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

provisions intended to reform state water policy to ensure a reliable water supply and restore the
Delta and other ecologically sensitive areas.

30.1.3 Urban Land Usand Water Use bylydrologic Region

For planning purposes, DWRIivides the state into 10 hydrologic regions, corresponding to the
major water drainage basins: Figure 6-1 in Chapter6, Surface Watershows the boundaries of each
hydrologic region. Table30-3 presents general characteristics of each hydrologic region, including
counties partly or wholly within the region (also shown in Figure6-1), area, precipitation, existing
and projected (2050) population, reservoir storage, and the acreage of irrigated crops under
cultivation.

Eight of the 10 hydrologic regions include SWBnd CVRcontractors that supply water for urban
(M&l) uses, and are therefore consided part of the environmental setting/affected environment
area for the proposed project. These include the following hydrologic regions: San Francisco Bay,
Central Coast, South Coast, Sacramento River, 3aaquin River, Tulare Lake, South Lahontan, and
Colorado River. The SWP and CVP are the two largest surface water supply sources in the state.
Accordingly, water use by existing SWP and CVP contractors was reviewed to identify those that
currently provide water for urban uses. Table 3&4 lists SWP and CR contractors with at least 3,000
connections and/or that use at least 3,000 acréeet per year for M&l uses. These thresholds were
selected because these contractors supply the vast majority of water for M&l uses among SWP and
CVP contractors; the threshlals also correspond with requirements for preparation of urban water
management plans (refer to discussion unde€oordination of Land UsBlanning and Water Supplin
Section 30.1.1.3).

5 Using these hydrologic regions as planning boundaries allows consistent tracking of their natural water runoff
and the accounting of surface and groundwater supplies.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Table 303. General Characterists of Affected Hydrologic Regiohs

Area Total Total
Hydrologic (square Average Reservoir Irrigated
Regions with Counties miles/ Annual Projected Storage Crop Areain

SWPand/or CVP (Counties in Multiple percent Precipitation Population Population Population (thousand Acres
Contractors Regions in Italicy of Statep (inches)P (2000)¢ (2010)d (2050)b.e  acre-feet)d (2000)c

San Francisco Sonoma Napa, 4,506 25.4 6,105,650 6,200,336 8,948,720 746 70,300
Bay Marin, Solano, Contr 2.8

CostaSan Francisco.

Alameda SanMateo,

Santa Clara
Sacramento Siskiyou,Modoc, 27,246 36.7 2,593,110 3,013,055 5,348,930 16,146 2,038,900
River Shastalassen 17.2

Tehama,Glenn
Butte, Plumas]ake,
Colusa, Sutter, Yuba
Nevada Sierra,
Napa, Yolo, Placer,
Solang Sacramento
El Dorado, Alpine,
Amador

San Joaquin Alameda, Contra 15,214 26.3 1,751,010 2,166,551 4,885,870 11,477 2,050,400
River Costa, Sacramento, 9.6

El Dorado,Amador,

SanJoaquin,

CalaverasAlpine,

Stanislaus,

Tuolumne, Merced,

Mariposa,Fresno,

Madera
Central Coast  Santa CruzSanta 11,326 18.7 1,459,205 1,370,859 2,153,070 1,227 603,620
Clara, San Benitg 7.1

Monterey, SarlLuis
Obispo, Santa
Barbara,Ventura

South Coast Ventura, Los Angeles 10,925 17.6 18,223,425 19,778,591 27,106,340 3,059 280,260
SanBernardino, 6.9
Orange Riverside,
SanDiego

Tulare Lake San Benito, Fresno, 17,033 15.2 1,884,675 2,263,206 5,194,490 2,046 3,219,000
Kings, Tulare Kern 10.7

South Lahontan Mono, Inyo, San 26,732 7.8 721,490 913,465 2,387,400 459 65,080
Bernardino, Los 16.9

Angeles, Kern

Colorado River San Bernarding 19,962 5.7 606,535 832,477 2,309,280 620 731,890
Riverside, San Diegc 12.6
Imperial

Sources: California Department of Water Resources 2006alifornia Department of Water Resources 2009; ESRI 2011
a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SW#t CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North Lahontan).

b California Department of Water Resources 20Q9

California Department of Water Resources 2005

ESRI 2011.

Reflects growth projections under the Current Trends scenario.

a o

4]
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

1 Table 364. State Water Project and Central Valley Project Contractors Serving Urbarf Uses

Hydrologic
Regior? SWPContractors CVPContractor
San Francisco Alameda County Flood Control and Water Santa Clara Valley Water District
Bay Conservation District Zone 7 Contra Costa Water District
Alameda County Water District East Bay Municipal Utility District
Solano County Water Agency
Santa Clara Valley Water District
Napa Flood Control and Water Conservain District
Sacramento City of Yuba City City of Redding
River Solano County Water Agency City of Roseville
City of Shasta Lake
City of West Sacramento
Placer County Water Agency
Bella Vista Water District
Sacramento County Water Agency
San Juan Water District
San Joaquin Contra Costa Water District
River City of Tracy

Central Coast

South Coast

Tulare Lake

South
Lahontan

Colorado River

San Luis Obispo County Flood Control aniater
Conservation District

Santa Barbara County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Ventura County Flood Control District

CastaicLake Water Agency

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District
Antelope Valleyz East Kern Water Agency (AVEK
Crestlinez Lake Arrowhead Water Agency

Desert Water Agency

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency

Ventura County Flood Control District

AVEK

Kern County Water Agency

San Luis Obispo county Flood Control and Water
Conservation Dstrict

Ventura County Flood Control District

AVEK

Crestline? Lake Arrowhead Water Agency
Kern County Water Agency

Littlerock Creek Irrigation District

Mojave WaterAgency

Palmdale Water District

Mojave Water Agency

Coachella Valley Water District

Desert Water Agency

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District

El Dorado Irrigation District

Santa Clara Valley Water District
San Benito County Water District

City of Coalinga
City of Fresno
City of Shafter
City of Avenal
City of Huron
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Notes for Table 3&4

Sources: California Department ofWater Resources 2008aBureau of Reclamatior2011; California Department
of Water Resources 2012.

a Includes agencies required to prepare Urban Water Management Plans in 2010 (i.e., those using more than
3,000 acrefeet of water annually or those with 3,000 or more service connections). Of the 29 S\Wéhtractors,
24 supply water for M&l use. Those agencies that did not meet the threshold for preparation of a UWMR@1.0,
such as Westlands Water District, San Luis & DelMendota Water Authority (SLDMA, Plumas County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District and the County of Butte, are not included in this table. Members of
SLDMA that were required to prepare UWMPs in 2010 (Santa Clara Valley WD, City of Tracy and San Benito
County WD) are included in this table. Littlerock Creek Irrigation District, while not meeting the threshold for
preparation of UWMPs, is included because modeling results indicate potential increases in M&I deliveries to
this contractor.

b Excludes thosehydrologic regions outside SWRr CVPcontractor service areas.

(North Coast and North Lahontan).
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The following sections descrile each hydrologic region. The descriptions include information on:
population characteristics; current water supplyand use characteristics (including percent of
deliveries provided by the SWRand CVR; SWP and CVP contractaervice areas in the region that
meet the threshold (serve M&I uses that have at least 3,000 connections and/or that use at least
3,000 acre-feet per year); and projected water use (as prepared by DWRr the 2009 California
Water Plan).

Projeded water use is provided for 2025 and 2050 under the three demand scenarios presented in
the 2009 California Water Plan (California Department of Water Resources 200€urrent Trends;
Slowand Strategic Growth; and Expansive Growth. Forecasting under the three demand scenarios
acknowledges the uncertainty in predicting future water demand. The year 2050 was established as
the horizon year in the 2009 California Water Plaffior estimating future water demands and

delivery capabilities of existing and planned facilities. Each demand scenario includes different but
plausible assumptions regarding including population growth, size and type of urban landscapes,
amount of irrigated farmland and lewel of water conservation that affect future water use and
supplies. Because the 2009 California Water Plan was released prior to the implementation of the
20x2020 Water Conservation Plathese demand scenarios do not take 20% per capita reduction by
2020 compliance into account. However, the scenarios do take into account varying levels of
backgroundwater conservation efforts (e.g, plumbing codes, natural replacement, actions water
users implement on their own, etc.) (California Department of Water Reaeces 2009. A summary

of the assumptions included for each demand scenario is presented below

1. Current Trends. For this scenario, assumed population growth is consistent with California
Department of Finance projections and recent growth trends are assumed to continue into the
future. Trends include a moderation of previous population growth rates, while population
growth is still large in absolute terms. In 2050, nearly 60 million peopleVie in California.
Affordable housing has drawn families to the interior valleys. Commuters take longer trips in
distance and time. In some areas where urban development and natural resources restoration
has increased, irrigated crop land has decreased/ater savings due to background water
conservationactivities is assumed to bel0%.

6 The 20x2020 plan will be factored in to the California Water Plan 2013 Update.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

2. Slow and Strategic Growth. For this scenario, pivate, public, and governmental institutions
form alliances to provide for more efficient planning and development that is lesgsource
intensive than current conditions. Population growth is slower than currently projecteddue to
declining birth rates, acceleratingout of state migration, andiittle improvement in the mortality
rates. About 45 million people livein California by 2050. Compact urban development has eased
commuter travel. Californians embrace water and energy conservatioand water savings due
to background water conservationactivities are assumed to be 15%Conversion of agricultural
land to urban development tas slowed and occurs mostly for environmental restoration and
flood protection. The state government implements comprehensive and coordinated regulatory
programs to improve water quality, protect fish and wildlife, and praect communities from
flooding.

3. Expansive Growth. For this scenario, @iture conditions are more resource intensive than
Existing Conditions Population growth is faster than currently projected with increasing birth
rates, increases in migration, and mortality declinesAbout 70 million people live in California
by 2050. Families prefer lowdensity housing, and many seek rural residential properties,
expanding urban areas. Some water and energy conservation programs are offered but at a
slower rate than trends in the early centuryWater savings due to background water
conservationactivities are assumed to be 5%rrigated crop land has decreased significantly
where urban development and natural restoration have increased. Protection of water quality
and endangered species is driven mostlgy lawsuits, creating uncertainty for local planners and
water managers

30.1.3.1 San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Region

The San Francisco Bay regiomcludes basins draining into San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun
bays, as well as basins draining into the Sacramento River downstream from Collinsville, western
Contra Costa County, and basins directly tributary to the Pacific Ocean below the RussiaeR
watershed to the southern boundary of the Pescadero Creek Basin. As shown in Table33this
region has the smallest land area (approximately 4,506 square miles) among the affected regions.
Major cities within the region include San Francisco, Oakldnand San J&s

Between 1990 and 2010, the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Regexperienced al4%?7 increase in
population (refer to Figure 30A-1 in Appendix30A, which depicts changes in population density
between 1990 and 2010). Table 3& presents the current and projected populations of counties
wholly or partially within the region based on DOFprojections. In 2010, this region had the second

highest population and the second highest population density among the affected hydrologic regions

(second only to the South Coast RegionBy 2050 the population of the San Francisco Bay regiois
projected toincrease by appoximately 2.7 million people 2 a44.3% increase relative to the 2010
population (ESRI 2011 California Department of Water Resources 2009

7 Unless otherwise noted, data in this sectioand the seven subsequent sections profiling water supply and use in
the hydrologic regionsare taken from California Department of Water Resource8011c (199822005 Water
balances revised 0310-11), California Department of Water Resource2009 (California Water Plan Update 2009),
Rayej pers. comm. 2012 (California Water Plan UpdaR009 data provided by Department staff), and Rayej pers.
comm. 2010 Pemographic Projections 20052050).

8 This population estimate is based on the 2050 population shown in the regional summary figure (Figure-8FSan
Francisco Bay Hydrologic Regiarinflows and outflows in 2005) in the California Water Plan (Department of Water
Resources 2009, Vol. 3, p. SH. As described above (Section 30.1.3he California Water Plan includes three
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Draft EIR/EIS 30-16 ICF 00674.11



Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

1  Table 365. Currentand Projected Populations of Countigwithin the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic
2  Region(in Thousands)

Contra San San Santa

Alameda Cost& Marin Napab Francisco Mateo Clara Solan®  Sonoma
2000 ¢ 1,443.9 948.8 247.3 124.3 776.7 707.2 1,682.6 394.9 458.6
20094 15405 1,064.8 253.5 140.8 814.2 7342 1,823.8 436.3 491.4
20204 1,663.5 11,2375 260.3 165.8 844.5 7615 1,992.8 503.2 546.2
20254 1,729.3 1,330.9 266.5 178.4 850.7 7744  2,092.5 547.0 575.9
20504 2,047.7 18122 307.9 251.6 854.9 819.1 2,624.7 815.5 761.2
200072009
Numerical Change 96.6 115.9 6.2 16.6 37.5 27.1 141.2 41.3 32.8
Percent Growth 6.7 12.2 25 13.3 4.8 3.8 8.4 10.5 7.2
Average Annual Growth 0.7% 1.3% 0.3% 1.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.9% 1.1% 0.8%
Rate
200972025
Numerical Change 188.8 266.2 13.0 37.6 36.5 40.2 268.7 110.7 84.5
Percent Growth 12.3 25.0 5.1 26.7 4.5 55 14.7 254 17.2
Average Annual Growth 0.7% 1.4% 0.3% 1.5% 0.3% 0.3% 0.9% 1.4% 1.0%
Rate
200972050
Numerical Change 507.2 747.5 54.4 110.8 40.6 84.9 800.9 379.3 269.8
Percent Growth 32.9 70.2 214 78.7 5.0 11.6 43.9 86.9 54.9
Average Annual Growth 0.7% 1.3% 0.5% 1.4% 0.1% 0.3% 0.9% 1.5% 1.1%
Rate

Sources: California Department of Finance 2007&alifornia Department of Finance 2011
Note: Numbers inbold indicate largest net and percent increase.
n/a = not available.

a Includescounties wholly or partially within the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic RegiorExcludes Santa Cruz Coungnly a small
and/or relatively unpopulated portion of this county is located within the hydrologic region.

b Napa and Solano counties also in the Sacramento River Hydrologic Regi@ontra Costa County also in the San Joaquin River
Hydrologic Region Santa Clara County also ithe Central Coast Hydrologic Regian

¢ California Department of Finance 2011 Table 1

California Department of Finance 2007a

[=%

Water supply and use in the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Regisrtharacterized below (see Figure
30-1).

Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the period of 19982005 (the reporting years for
Bulletin 160-09) the average annual dedicated water supphand annual applied water usé®
(including outflows from the region) were approximately 1,913 thousand acrefeet (TAP.

o~NOO Ok~ W

AAT AT A OAAT AOET 6n OEEO DPipOi AGETT AOOGEI AOA Al OOAOPITAOG OI
on population projections by the California Department of Finance.

9 Dedicated (or developed) water suply refersto water distributed among urban and agricultural uses, used for

protecting and restoring the environment, or storage in surface water and groundwater reservoirs. In any year,

some of the dedicated supply includes water that is used multiple ties (reuse) and water held in storage from

previous years(California Department of Water Resource2009).

10 Applied water refers to the total amount of water diverted from any source to meet the demands for beneficial

use by water users (dedicated water uss) without adjusting for water that is consumptively used, becomes return

flow, is reused, or is irrecoverable California Department of Water Resource2009).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Surface water made up the majority (about 88%) of the water supply; urban use constituted the
majority (about 60%) of applied water use. SWRNd CVRcontractors supplied approximately
ptb T £ OEA OACEIT160 xAOAOS

SWPand CVPContractors in Region. Table 304 lists contractors serving M&I use&t in the
region.

Projected Water Use. 12 By 2025, water demand in this hydrologic region would decrease
under two out of the three of the California Water Plan demand scenarios and would increase in
two out of the three demand scenarios by 2050Rayejpers. comm 2012; California Department
of Water Resairces2011c¢).10 Assuming the Current Trends demand scenario, by year 2025 total
demand isexpected to decrease by 4.9% (equal to about 89 TAF) relative to annualteause in
the baseline reporting period (199&2005) (California Department of Water Resources 201)c
For comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 9.7% desgga
while the Expansive Growth demand scenario indicates a 2.8% increase by 20&afej pers.
comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resource&011c). By 2050 DWRprojections
indicate that assuming the Current Trends demand scenario, water demand is expected to
increase by 11.8% (215 TAF) relative to baseline reporting period average annual water
demand. For comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growtlemand scenarioindicates a 7. %6
decrease, while the Expansive Growth demand scenario indicates a 3b.thcrease by2050
(Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resourc@®11c). The reductions in
demand by 2025 are due primarily to projected reductions in agricultural and environmental
water demand under all scenarios relative to the baseline period; under the Slow and Strategic
Growth scenario uban water demand is also projected to decrease somewhétnder this
scenarioOE A O AapHdtidn & &sumed to decline, relative to it2005 population, and he
reduction in demand by 2050 under this scenario is due primarily to a more substantial
reduction in urban water demand by 2050, relative to the baseline period, than is projected to
occur by 2025 Agricultural water demand is also projected to decrease, while environmental
water demand is projected to increase under this scenario

30.1.3.2 Sacramento Rier Hydrologic Region

The Sacramento River regionincludes basins draining into the Sacramento River system in the
Central Valley (including the Pit River drainage), from the Oregon border south through the
American River drainage basin. As shown in Table 3B, this region has the largest land area among
the affected regions; over 1% of the state is within theSacramento River regionin 2000, over 2
million acres of irrigated cropland in this region were under cuiivation. Major cities in the region
include Sacramento, Roseville, Davis, Elk Grove, Folsom, Chico, Redding, and Lodi.

Between1990 and 2010, theSacramento River regiorexperienced a39% increase in population
(refer to Figure 30A-2, Appendix30A, which depicts changes in the population density between

11 Only contractors with 3,000 or more connections or using more than 3,000 acifeet annually ae listed.

12 Projected changes in demand are based @mojections prepared for the 2009California Water Plan(Rayej pers.
comm. 2012) relative to updated baseline reporting period data (for 19982005) currently provided at the 2009
California Water Plan vebsite (California Department of Water Resource2011c). The calculated change in

demand excludesonveyance applied water, groundwater recharge wategnd energy production waterfrom
baseline data because they were not modeled in the demand projectiofojected demand by 2025 is based on the
average annual projected demand for years 20%2025. Projected demand by 2050 is based on the average annual
projected demand for years 20432050.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

1990 and 2010). Table 366 presents the current and projected populations of counties wholly or
partially within the region. In 2010, this region had the third highest total population and the third
lowest population density among affected regionBy 2050, the population of the Sacramento River
Hydrologic Regionis projected toincrease by approximately 2.3 million peoplg3 a 77% increase
relative to 2010 population (California Department of Water Resources 20QESRI 201).

Water supply and use in theSacramento River regions characterized below (see Figure 3Q).

Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the baseline reporting period of 19982005 (the
reporting years for Bulletin 160-09), the averageannual dedicated water supply (including
outflows from the region) was approximately 22,7% TAF. Surface water made up the majority
(about 54%) of the water supply; environmental use constituted the majority (about 60%) of

applied water use. SWRNd CVPAT T OOAA QT 0O O0OPDPI EAA ADPDPOI @EI AGAI U

SWPand CVPContractors in Region . Table 304 lists SWP and CVP contractors serving M&l
uses in the hydrologic region.

Projected Water Use . By 2025 water demand for this hydrologic region would increase in the
three California Water Plan demand scenarios and would increase in two out of three demand
scenarios by 2050(Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resources
2011c))1t. Assuming the Current Trends demand scenario, by year 2025 total demand is
expected to increase by 3.8% (equal to about 822 TAF) relative to annual water use in the
baseline reporting period (1998z2005) (California Department of Water Resources 201)cFor
comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 2.8% increase, while
the ExpansiveGrowth demand scenario indicates a 4.6% increase by 20@®ayej pers. comm.
2012; California Department of Water Resource2011c). By 2050, DWRprojections indicate

that, assuming the Current Trends demand scenario, water demand is expected to increase by
1.7% (382 TAF) relative to baseline reporting period average annual water demand. For
comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenaiialicates a 0.9% decrease, while
the Expansive Growth demand scenario indicates a 4.1% increase by 205yejpers. comm.
2012; California Department of Water Resources 201)cThe smaller increases in demand
relative to the baseline reporting period by 2050 under two scenarios (and the decrease in
demand in the case of the Slow and Strategic scenario), compared to the projected increases by
2025, are due to reductions in agricultural water use under all three scenarios by 2050. Urban
water use is projected to increase by 2025 and by a greater amount by 2050 relative to the
baseline period.

13 This population estimate is based on the 2050 population shown ithe regional summary figure (Figure SRL,
Sacramento River Hydrologic Regiar2005 inflows and outflows) in the California Water Plan (Department of

Water Resources 2009, Vol. 3, p. SR. The California WaterPlan includes three demand scenarios; this population
AOOEI AGA A1 OOAOPITAO OI OEA O#0OO0O0OAT O 40AT AGd AAI AT A
California Department of Finance.
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Table 306. Current and Projecte®opulations of Counti¢bwithin the Sacramento River Hydrologic Regitin Thousands)

Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Butte Colusa El Dorado Glenn Lake Lassen Modoc  Nevada Napa Placer Plumas Sacrament® Shasta Sierra Siskiyou Soland Sutter Tehama Yolo Yuba
2000¢ 203.2 18.8 156.3 26.5 58.3 33.8 9.4 92.0 124.3 248.4 20.8 1,2235 163.3 3.6 44.3 394.9 78.9 56.0 168.7 60.2
20094d 226.8 23.3 186.3 30.4 66.7 37.6 10.7 101.8 140.8 340.7 21.7 1,437.3 189.1 3.6 46.9 436.3 100.0 64.6 202.7 78.5
20204 281.4 29.6 221.1 38.0 77.9 42.4 13.1 1145 165.8 428.5 22.9 1,622.3 224.4 35 51.3 503.2 141.2 79.5 245.1 109.2
20254 308.2 32.1 235.2 41.5 82.6 449 14.7 119.7 178.4 470.6 23.8 1,714.9 242.6 3.4 53.6 547.0 161.0 86.5 260.5 123.0
20504 441.6 41.7 314.1 63.6 106.9 56.0 24.1 136.1 251.6 751.2 28.5 2,176.5 331.7 3.5 66.6 815.5 282.9 1245 328.0 201.3
200072009
Numerical Change 23.6 4.5 30.0 4.0 8.4 3.7 1.2 9.8 16.6 92.3 0.9 213.8 25.9 0.1 2.6 41.3 211 8.6 34.0 18.2
PercentGrowth 11.6 23.9 19.2 15.0 14.4 11.1 131 10.6 13.3 37.2 4.4 17.5 15.8 25 5.8 10.5 26.8 15.3 20.2 30.3
Average Annual 1.2% 2.4% 2.0% 1.6% 1.5% 1.2% 1.4% 1.1% 1.4% 3.6% 0.5% 1.8% 1.6% 0.3% 0.6% 1.1% 2.7% 1.6% 2.1% 3.0%
Growth Rate
200972025
Numerical Change 814 8.8 48.9 111 15.9 7.3 4.0 17.9 37.6 129.9 2.0 277.6 53.5 -0.2 6.7 110.7 60.9 21.8 57.8 445
Percent Growth 35.9 37.6 26.2 36.6 23.8 19.5 37.6 17.5 26.7 38.1 9.3 19.3 28.3 -6.5 14.3 254 60.9 33.8 28.5 56.7
Average Annual 1.9% 2.0% 1.5% 2.0% 1.3% 1.1% 2.0% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 0.6% 1.1% 1.6% -0.4% 0.8% 1.4% 3.0% 1.8% 1.6% 2.8%
Growth Rate
200972050
Numerical Change 214.8 18.4 127.8 33.2 40.2 18.4 134 34.3 110.8 410.5 6.7 739.2 142.6 -0.1 19.7 379.3 182.9 59.8 125.3 122.9
Percent Growth 94.7 78.8 68.6 109.1 60.2 49.0 125.4 33.7 78.7 120.5 31.0 51.4 75.4 -2.7 42.1 86.9 182.8 92.6 61.8 156.6
Average Annual 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 1.8% 1.2% 1.0% 2.0% 0.7% 1.4% 1.9% 0.7% 1.0% 1.4% -0.1% 0.9% 1.5% 2.6% 1.6% 1.2% 2.3%
Growth Rate
Sources: California Department of Finance 2007&alifornia Department of Finance 2011
Note: Numbers in bold indicate largest net and percent increase.
n/a = not available.
a Includes counties wholly or partially within the Sacramento River Hydrologic RegigrExcludes Alpine and Amador countiesnly a small and/or relatively unpopulated portion of these counties are located within the hydrologic region.
b Napa and Solano counties also in the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Reg&atramento County also in the Salmaquin River Hydrologic Region
¢ California Department of Finance 2011 Table 1
d California Department of Finance 2007a
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30.1.3.3 San Joaquin River Hydrologic Region

The San Joaquin River regioincludes basins draining into the San Joaquin River system, from the
Cosumnes Rivebasin in the north through the southern boundary of the San Joaquin River
watershed.As shown in Table 363, this region has a total land area of approximately 15,214 square
miles; just under 10% of the state is within theSan Joaquin River regionin 2000, over 2million

acres of irrigated cropland (slightly greater thanSacrameto River region) in this region were under
cultivation. In 2010, this region had the fifth highest total population and the third highest
population density among affected regions. Major cities in the region include Stockton, Fresno,
Tracy, Modesto, Mercd, and Clovis.

Between 1990 and 2010, thesan Joaquin River regioexperienced a 52% increase in population
(refer to Figure 30A-3, Appendix 30A, which depicts changes in the population density between
1990 and 2010). Table 367 presents the current and pojected populations of counties wholly or
partially within the region. By 2050 the populationof the San Joaquin River region is projected to
increase by approximately 2.7 million peoplé&, al26% increase relative to 2010 population
(California Departmentof Water Resources 2009ESRI 201).

Water supply and use in the region is characterized below (séégure 30-1).

Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the period of 19982005 (the reporting years for
Bulletin 160-09), the average annual dedicated water supply (including outflows from the
region) was approximately 11,274 TAF. Surface water made up the majority (abod®%) of the
water supply; agricultural use constituted the majority (€2%) of applied water use. SWRnd

CVPAT 1 OOAAOQT OO0 OOPPI EAA APPOIT GEI AGAT U pub 1T &£ OEA

SWPand CVPContractors in Region. Table 304 lists SWP and CVP contractors serving M&l
uses in the hydrologic region.

Projected Water Use. By 2025, water demandin this hydrologic region would increasein the
three California Water Plan demand scenarios and would decrease under two of the three
demand scenarios by 205¢Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resources
2011c).22 Assuming the Current Trends demand scenario, by year 2025 to@d¢mand is

expected to increase by 2.7% (284 TAF) relative to annual water use in the baseline reporting
period (1998z2005) (California Department of Water Resources 2013)cFor comparisonthe

Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 1.1% increase, while the Expansive
Growth demand scenario indicates a 3.5% increase by 20ZRayej pers. comm. 2012; California
Department of Water Resource011c). By 2050, DWRbrojections indicated that, assuming the
Current Trends demand scenario, water demand is expected to decrease by 1.2% (127 TAF)
relative to baseline reporting period aveage annual water demand. For comparison, the Slow
and Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 4.9% decrease, while the Expansive Growth
demand scenario indicates a 1.0% increase by 205&4yejpers. comm.2012; California
Department of Water Resources 2011c The projected decreases in demand by 2050 for two of
the three scenarios, and the smaller increase for the third scenario compared to Z)2are due to

14 This population estimate is based on the 2050 populatioshown in the regional summary figure (Figure S1,

San Joaquin River Hydrologic Regia2005 inflows and outflows) in the California Water Plan (Department of

Water Resources 2009, Vol. 3, p.-8)1 The Californa Water Plan includes three demand scenarios; this population
AOOEI AGA A1 OOAOPITAO OI OEA O#O0OO0OAT O 40AT AOGd AAI AT A
California Department of Finance.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
Draft EIR/EIS 30-23 ICF 00674.11



a b~ wnN Pk

Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

reductions in agricultural water use relative to the baseline reporting period. Agricultural water
use is projected to decrease slightly by 2025 (e.qg., by 3% under the Current Trends scenario)
and more substantially by 2050 (e.g., by 17% undéhe Current Trends scenario). Urban water
use is projected to increase by 2025 and by a greater amount by 2050 relative to the baseline

period.

30.1.34 Central Coast Hydrologic Region

The Central Coast region includes bass draining to the Pacific Ocean below the Pescadero Creek
watershed to the southeastern boundary of Rincon Creek Basin in western Ventura County. As
shown in Table 303, this region has the third smallest land area (approximately 11,326 square
miles) among the affected regions. Major cities in the region include Santa Cruz, Watsonville, San

Luis Obispo, and Santa Barbara.

Between1990 and 2010, the Central Coast region experienced an 8% increase in population (refer
to Figure 30A4, Appendix 30A, which depicts changes in the population density between 1990 and
2010). Table30-8 presentsthe current and projected populations of counties wholly or partially
within the region. In 2010, this region had the third lowest total population and the fourth lowest
population density among affected regions. By 2050 the Central Coast region is progstto
experience the smallest net population growth among affected regions, with population increasing
by approximately 0.8 million people!® a 57.1% increase relative to 2010 population. (California

Department of Water Resources 2009ESRI 201).

15 This population estimate is based on the estintad 2050 population shown in the regional summary figure
(Figure CC1, Central Coast Hydrologic Regio2005 inflows and outflows) in the California Water Plan
(Department of Water Resources 2009, Vol. 3, p. 4L The California Water Plan includes three demand scenarios;

OEEO DI pOI AGEIT AOOEI AGA AT OOAOPI T AO OI
projections by the California Department of Finance.
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Table 307. Current and Projected Populations of Quies® within the San Joaquin River Hydrologic Regi@m Thousands)

Alameda Alpineb Amador Calaveras Contra Costd  Fresno® Madera Mariposa Merced Sacrament®  San Joaquin  Stanislaus Tuolumne

2000¢ 1,443.9 1.2 35.1 40.6 948.8 799.4 123.1 17.1 210.6 1,223.5 563.6 447.0 54.5
2009 ¢ 1,540.5 1.4 39.9 47.2 1,064.8 964.8 158.3 18.9 267.7 1,437.3 724.0 549.4 58.4
2020¢ 1,663.5 15 47.6 56.3 1,237.5 1,201.8 212.9 21.7 348.7 1,622.3 965.1 699.1 64.2
2025¢ 1,729.3 15 51.3 60.6 1,330.9 1,314.5 243.3 23.0 393.3 1,714.9 1,081.1 776.5 66.0
2050 2,047.7 1.4 68.5 80.4 1,812.2 1,928.4 413.6 28.1 652.4 2,176.5 1,784.0 1,191.3 73.3
200072009

Numerical Change 96.6 0.2 4.8 6.6 115.9 165.3 35.1 1.8 57.1 213.8 160.4 102.4 3.9
Percent Growth 6.7 12.4 13.6 16.4 12.2 20.7 28.5 10.5 27.1 175 28.5 22.9 7.2
Average Annual Growth Rate 0.7% 1.3% 1.4% 1.7% 1.3% 2.1% 2.8% 1.1% 2.7% 1.8% 2.8% 2.3% 0.8%
200972025

Numerical Change 188.8 0.1 11.5 13.4 266.2 349.8 85.0 4.0 125.6 277.6 357.2 227.1 7.6
Percent Growth 12.3 8.0 28.8 28.5 25.0 36.3 53.7 21.3 46.9 19.3 49.3 41.3 13.0
Average Annual Growth Rate 0.7% 0.5% 1.6% 1.6% 1.4% 2.0% 2.7% 1.2% 2.4% 1.1% 2.5% 2.2% 0.8%
200972050

Numerical Change 507.2 0.0 28.6 33.2 747.5 963.7 255.3 9.2 384.7 739.2 1,060.0 641.9 14.9
Percent Growth 32.9 14 71.8 70.4 70.2 99.9 161.3 48.3 143.7 514 146.4 116.8 25.4
Average Annual Growth Rate 0.7% 0.0% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7% 2.4% 1.0% 2.2% 1.0% 2.2% 1.9% 0.6%

Sources: California Department of Finance 2007&alifornia Department of Finance 2011

Note: Numbers in bold indicate largest net and percent increase.

n/a = not available.

a |Includes countieswholly or partially within the Sacramento River Hydrologic Region Excludes Benito and EI Dorado countiesnly a small and/or relatively unpopulated portion of these counties are located within the hydrologicegion.
b Contra Costa County also in the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Regiacramento County also in the Sacramento River Hydrologic Regiéinesno County also in te Tulare Lake Hydrologic Region

¢ California Department of Finance 2011Table 1

d California Department of Finance 2007a
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Table 368. Current and Projected Populations of Counftegthin the Central Coast Hydrologic

Region(in Thousands)

San San Luis  Santa Santa Santa
Monterey Benito Obispo Barbara  Clara Cruz Venturab

2000¢ 401.8 53.2 246.7 399.3 1,682.6 255.6 753.2
2009 d 430.4 62.4 268.0 430.8 1,823.8 266.8 846.8
20204 476.6 83.8 293.5 459.5 1,992.8 287.5 956.4
20254 502.7 93.5 305.4 472.3 2,092.5 296.6 1,004.4
20504 646.6 145.6 364.7 534.4 2,624.7 333.1 1,229.7
200072009

Numerical Change 28.7 9.2 21.3 31.4 141.2 11.2 93.6
Percent Growth 7.1 17.3 8.6 7.9 8.4 4.4 124
Average Annual 0.8% 1.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5% 1.3%
Growth Rate

200972025

Numerical Change 72.2 31.0 37.4 41.6 268.7 29.8 157.6
Percent Growth 16.8 49.7 14.0 9.7 14.7 11.2 18.6
Average Annual 1.0% 2.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.9% 0.7% 1.1%
Growth Rate

200972050

Numerical Change 216.2 83.1 96.8 103.7 800.9 66.3 382.9
Percent Growth 50.2 133.2 36.1 241 43.9 24.9 45.2
Average Annual 1.0% 2.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.9% 0.5% 0.9%

Growth Rate

Sources:California Department of Finance 2007aCalifornia Department of Finance 2011
Note: Numbers in bold indicate largest net and percent incrase.

n/a = not available.

a |Includes counties wholly or partially within the Central Coast Hydrologic Regian
b Santa Clara County also in the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Reg\entura County also in the South

Coast Region.

¢ California Department of Finance 2011Table 1

d California Department of Finance 2007a

Water supply and use in the Central Coast region is characterized below (see Figurel30

Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the period of 19982005 (the reporting years for
Bulletin 160-09), the average annual dedicated water supply (including outflows from the
region) was approximately 1,42 TAF. Groundwater made up the majority (about6%) of the
water supply; agricultural use constituted the majority (about 71%) of applied wate use. SWP
andCVPAT T OOAAOI 0O OODPPI EAA ADPPOI @EI ACGAT U ¢b
SWPand CVPContractors in Region . Table 304 lists SWP and CVP contractors in the
hydrologic region serving M&I uses.

Projected Water Use. By 2025 water demand in this hydrologic region would increase in two

out of the three demand scenarios and would also increase in two out three demand scenarios

Bay Delta Conservation Plan
Draft EIR/EIS

30-27

November 2013
ICF 00674.11

£

0

E

A



O©CoO~NOOOTDWNPRP

19

20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

by 2050 (Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resourc&3l1c)13.
Assuming the CurrentTrends demand scenario, by year 2025 total demand is expected to
increase by 2.36 (32 TAF)relative to annual water use in the baseline reporhg period (19987
2005) (California Department of Water Resources, 20X). For comparison, the Slow and
Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates an 3®decrease, while the Expansive Growth
demand scenario indicates a 3% increase by 2025(Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California
Department of Water Resource011c). By 2050, DWRprojections indicate that,assuming the
Current Trends demand scenarioywater demand is expected to increase 2.2% (31 TAF) relative
to the baseline reporting period. For comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand
scenario indicates a 14.% decrease, while the Expansiv&rowth demand scenario indicates a
5.4% increase by 205(QRayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resources
2011c). The slightly smaller increase in demand by 2050 under the Current Trends scenario
relative to the baseline reporting period, compared to the projected increase by 2025, is due to
more substantial reductions in agricultural water use by 2050 tharis projected to occur by
2025. The larger reduction in demand by 2050 under the Slow and Strategic Growth scenario
than is projected to occur by 2025 is due both to a more substantial reduction in agricultural
water demand and a smaller increase in urban ater demand by 2050 than are projected for
2025.

30.1.3.5 South Coast Hydrologic Region

The South Coast regiorincludes basins draining into the Pacific Ocean from the southeastern
boundary of Rincon Creek Basin to the internédnal border with Mexico. As shown in Table 3¢,

this region has the second smallest land area (approximately 10,925 square miles) among the
affected regions. Major cities in this hydrologic region include Los Angeles, Santa Ana, Riverside, San
Bernardino and San Diegpamong others

Between 1990 and 2010, thesouth Coast regiorexperienced a22% increase in population (refer to
Figure 30A-5, Appendix30A, which depicts changes in the population density between 1990 and
2010). Table 309 presents the current and projected populations of counties wholly or partially
within the region. In 2010, this region had the highest total population and the highest pogation
density among affected regionsBy 2050 the South Coast regions projected toexperience the
largest net population growth among affected regiongvith population increasing by approximately
7.3 million people 1 a37% increase relative to 2010 population (California Department of Water
Resources 2009 ESRI 201].

16 This population estimate is based omhe estimated 2050 population shown in the regional summary figure

(Figure SC1, South Coast Hydrologic Regigrin the California Water Plan (Department of Water Resources 2009,

Vol. 3. p. S&). The California Water Ran includes three demand scenarios; this population estimate corresponds

01 OEA O#OOOAT O 40AT AOG6 AAI AT A OAAT AOET h xEEAE EO AAOAA
Finance.
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Table 309. Currentand Projected Populations of Countigwithin the South Coast Hydrologic
Region(in Thousands)

San
Los Angeles Orange Riverside® BernardinoP  San Diego Venturab

2000¢ 9,519.3 2,846.3 1,545.4 1,710.1 2,813.8 753.2
2009 10,449.2 3,152.6 2,178.7 2,136.4 3,169.1 846.8
2020¢ 11,214.2 3,520.3 2,904.8 2,581.4 3,550.7 956.4
2025d 11,593.2 3,618.5 3,204.9 2,773.6 3,752.5 1,004.4
2050¢ 13,061.8 3,987.6 4,730.9 3,662.2 4,508.7 1,229.7
200072009

Numerical Change 929.8 306.4 633.3 426.3 355.3 93.6
Percent Growth 9.8 10.8 41.0 24.9 12.6 124
Average Annual Growth 1.0% 1.1% 3.9% 2.5% 1.3% 1.3%
Rate

200972025

Numerical Change 1,144.1 465.9 1,026.1 637.2 583.4 157.6
Percent Growth 10.9 14.8 47.1 29.8 18.4 18.6
Average Annual Growth 0.7% 0.9% 2.4% 1.6% 1.1% 1.1%
Rate

200972050

Numerical Change 2,612.6 835.0 2,552.2 1,525.8 1,339.6 382.9
Percent Growth 25.0 26.5 117.1 71.4 42.3 45.2
Average Annual Growth 0.5% 0.6% 1.9% 1.3% 0.9% 0.9%
Rate

Sources: California Department of Finance 2007&alifornia Department of Finance 2011

Note: Numbers in bold indicate largest net and percst increase.

n/a = not available

a |ncludes counties wholly or partially within the Central Coast Hydrologic Regian

b Ventura County also in the Central Coast Hydrologic Regiddan Bernardino County also in the Colorad
River Hydrologic Region and the South Lahontan Hydrologic RegioRiverside County also in the
Colorado River Hydrologic Region. Kern County also in the South Lahontaydrblogic Region.

¢ California Department of Finance 2011 Table 1

d California Department of Finance 2007a

Water supply and use in theSouth Coast region is characterized below (see Figure-30.

1 Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the period of 19982005 (the reporting years for

Bulletin 160-09), the average annual dedicated water supply (including outflows from the

region) was approximately 5,009 TAF. Surface water made up the majority (about 59%) of the

water supply; urban use constituted the majority (about81%) of applied water use. SWP

AT 1T OOAAOTI OO OOPPI EAA APDPOI GEI AGAT U ¢cob 1T £ OEA
1 SWPand CVPContractors in Region. Table 304 lists contractors serving M&l uses in region.

1 Projected Water Use. By 2025, water demand in this hydrologic region would increase in all
three demand scenarios and would increase in two out of three demand scenarios by 2050
(Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resourc@®11c).14 Assuming the
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Current Trends demand scenario, by year 2025 total demand is expected to increase by 11.7%
(560 TAF) relative to annual water use in the baseline reportig period (1998z2005) (California
Department of Water Resources, 201)cFor comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth
demand scenario indicates a 4.2% increase, while the Expansive Growth demand scenario
indicates a 22.2% increase by 2028Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water
Resources2011c). By 2050, DWRprojections indicate that, assuming the Current Trends
demand scenario, water demand is expected to increase by 27.3% (1,306 TAF) relative to the
baselne reporting period. For comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenario
indicates a 3.4% decrease, while the Expansive Growth demand scenario indicates a 59.7%
increase in water demand by2050 (Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of &ter
Resources2011c). The projected reduction in demand by 2050 under the Slow and Strategic
Growth scenario is due to a substantially smaller increase in urban deand and somewhat
greater reduction in agricultural water demand by 2050, relative to the baseline reporting
period, than are projected to occur by 2025.

30.1.3.6 Tulare Lake Hydrologic Region

The Tulare Lake regioncomprises he closed drainage basin at the south end of the San Joaquin
Valley, south of the San Joaquin River watershed, encompassing basins draining to the beds of the
former Kern and Tulare lakes, and Buena Vista Lake (or Buena Vista Aquatic Recreafioga). As
shown in Table 303, this region has the fourth largest land area (approximately 17,033 square
miles) among the affected regions. Among the affected regions, thelare Lake regionhas the

highest acreage of irrigated cropland (3.2 millia acres). Major cities within the region include
Tulare, Visalia, Bakersfield, and Porterville.

Between 1990 and 2010, th& ulare Lake regionexperienced a48% increase in population (refer to
Figure 30A-6, Appendix30A, which depicts changes in the poputan density between 1990 and
2010). Table30-10 presents the current and projected populations of counties wholly or partially
within the region. In 2010, this region had the fourth highest total population and théourth highest
population density among affected regionsBy 2050, the Tulare Lake regionis projected to
experience the second largest net population growth among affected regions with population
increasing by approximately 2.9 million peoplel” a 130% increase relative to 2010 population
(California Department of Water Resources 200ESRI 201).

17 This population estimate is based on the estimated 20500pulation shown in the regional summary figure

(Figure TL-1, Tulare Lake Hydrologic Regio2005 inflows and outflows) in the California Water Plan (Department

of Water Resources 2009, Vol. 3, p. ). The California Water Plan includes three demand scenarios; this

pi pOI AGEIT AOOEI AGA A1 OOAOPITAOG O OEA O#0OOO0OAT O 40AT Ao
projections by the California Department of Finance.
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Table 30-10. Current and Projected Populations of Counfi@gthin the Tulare Lake Hydrologic
Region(in Thousands)

Fresno Kernb Kings Tulare

2000¢ 799.4 661.7 129.5 368.0
2009 964.8 853.2 161.0 456.6
2020¢ 1,201.8 1,086.1 205.7 599.1
20254 1,314.5 1,215.9 227.6 669.5
2050¢ 1,928.4 2,106.0 352.8 1,026.8
200072009

Numerical Change 165.3 191.6 31.6 88.6
Percent Growth 20.7 29.0 24.4 241
Average Annual Growth Rate 2.1% 2.9% 2.5% 2.4%
200972025

Numerical Change 349.8 362.6 66.6 212.8
Percent Growth 36.3 42.5 41.3 46.6
Average Annual Growth Rate 2.0% 2.2% 2.2% 2.4%
200972050

Numerical Change 963.7 1,252.8 191.7 570.2
Percent Growth 99.9 146.8 119.1 124.9
Average Annual Growth Rate 1.7% 2.2% 1.9% 2.0%

Sources: California Department of Finance 2007&alifornia Department of Finance 2011

Note: Numbers in bold indicatelargest net and percent increase.

n/a = not available.

a Includes counties wholly or partially within the Tulare Lake Hydrologic RegionExcludes San Benito
County; only a small and relatively unpopulated portion of te county is located within the hydrologic
region.

b Kern County also in the South Lahontan Hydrologic RegipRresno County also in San Joaquin River
Hydrologic Region

¢ California Department of Finance 2011Table 1

d California Department of Finance 2007a

Water supply and use in the Tulare Lake regiois characterized below (see Figure 3@).

Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the period of 19982005 (the reporting year for
Bulletin 160-09), the average annual dedicated water supply (including outflows from the
region) was approximately 12,730 TAF. Surface water constituted about 44% of supply and
groundwater constituted about43% of the supply in this region; agricultural use constituted the
majority (about 82%) of applied water use. SWRNd CVRcontractors supplied approximately
¢xb 1T £ OEA OACEI T80 xAOAOS

SWPand CVPContractors in Region. Table 304 lists contractors in the hydrologic region.

Projected Water Use. By 2025, water demand in this hydrologic region would decease under
two of the three demand scenarios and would decrease under all three demand scenarios by
2050 (Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resourca®l1c).1> Assuming
the Current Trends demand scenario, by year 2025 total demand is expected to decrease by
1.2% (138 TAF) relative to annual water use in the baseline reporting period (1992005)
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(California Department of Water Resources 2013cFor comparison, the Slow and Strategic
Growth demand scenario indicates a 3.0% decrease, while the Expansive Growth demand
scenario indicates almost no change (a 0.1% decrease) in demand2®25 (Rayej pers. comm.
2012; California Department of Water Resource2011c). By 2050, DWRrojections indicate
that, assuming the Current Trends demand scenario, water demand is expected to decrease by
4.9% (583 TAF) relative to the baseline reporting period. For comparison, the Slow and
Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 9.4% decreg while the Expansive Growth
demand scenario indicates a 1.5% decrease by 20%Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California
Department of Water Resource2011c). The projected reductions in demand are due to greater
projected reductions in agricultural water demand over time under all scenarios relative to the
baseline period (i.e., with greater reductions in agricultural water demand by 2050 than by
2025).

30.1.3.7 South Lahontan kdrologic Region

The South Lahontan regionincludes the interior drainage basins east of the Sierra Nevada crest,
south of the Walker River watershed, northeast of the Transverse Ranges, and north of @@orado
River region. The main basins are the Owens and the Mojave river basins. As shown in Tablk330

this region has the second largest land area (approximately 26,732 square miles) among the affected
regions, covering approximately 16.9% of the state. The Soutlahontan and Colorado regions
comprise the southeastern portion of California and contain the most arid lands in the state. Major
cities within the region include Victorville, Palmdale, and Lancaster within the high desert areas at
the margins of the LosAngeles metropolitan area.

Between 1990 and 2010, thesouth Lahontan regiorexperienced a57% increase in population
(refer to Figure 30A-7, Appendix30A, which depicts changes in the population density between
1990 and 2010). Table30-11 presents the curent and projected populations of counties wholly or
partially within the region. In 2010, this region had the second lowest total population among
affected regions and the lowest population densityBy 2050, population is projected toincrease by
approximately 1.5 million peoplel® a 161% increase relative to 2010 population (California
Department of Water Resources 200%ESRI 201).

18 This population estimate is based on the estimate®@050 population shown in the regional summary figure
(Figure Sl-1, South Lahontan Hydrologic Regio005 inflows and outflows) in the California Water Plan
(Department of Water Resources 2009, Vol. 3, p.-8). TheCalifornia Water Plan includes three demand scenarios;

OEEO Pi DOl AGETT AOOEI AGA AT OOAOPITAO OI OEA O#O0O00AT O 4 0AI

projections by the California Department of Finance.
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Table 3011. Current and Projected Populations of Counfi#githin the South Lahontan
Hydrologic Regiorfin Thousands)

San

Inyo Kern Los Angeles Mono Bernardinob
2000¢ 18.1 661.7 9,519.3 12.9 1,710.1
2009 19.1 853.2 10,449.2 14.6 2,136.4
2020¢ 20.5 1,086.1 11,214.2 18.1 2,581.4
20254 21.4 1,215.9 11,593.2 20.4 2,773.6
2050 25.1 2,106.0 13,061.8 36.1 3,662.2
200072009
Numerical Change 1.0 191.6 929.8 1.7 426.3
Percent Growth 5.6 29.0 9.8 13.5 24.9
Average Annual Growth Rate 0.6% 2.9% 1.0% 1.4% 2.5%
200972025
Numerical Change 2.3 362.6 1,144.1 5.8 637.2
Percent Growth 11.9 42.5 10.9 39.8 29.8
Average Annual Growth Rate 0.7% 2.2% 0.7% 2.1% 1.6%
200972050
Numerical Change 6.0 1,252.8 2,612.6 215 1,525.8
Percent Growth 31.6 146.8 25.0 147.3 71.4
Average Annual Growth Rate 0.7% 2.2% 0.5% 2.2% 1.3%

Sources: California Department of Finance 2007a; California Department of Finance 2011

Note: Numbers in bold indicate largest net and percent increase.

n/a = not available.

a |ncludes counties wholly or partially within the South Lahontan Hydrologic Region

b San Bernardino County also in the South Coaastd Colorado River Hydrologic Regions; Los Angeles
County also in the South Coast Hydrologic Regiolern County also in the Tulare Lake Hydrologic
Region

¢ California Departmentof Finance 2011, Table 1

d California Department of Finance 2007a

Water supply and use in theSouth Lahontan regioris characterized below (sed-igure 30-1).

Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the period of 19982005 (the reporting years for

Bulletin 160-09), the average annual dedicated water supply (including outflows from the

region) was approximately 690 TAF. Groundwater made up the majority (abo®9%) of the

water supply; agricultural use constituted the majority (about 51%) of applied water use. SWP

AT 1T OOAAOT OO OOPPI EAA ADPDPOI GEI AGAT U p¢gb T £ OEA
SWPand CVPContractors in Region. Table 304 lists contractors in the hydrologic region.

Projected Water Use. By 2025, water demandin this hydrologic regionwould increaseunder

all three demand scenarios as it also would by 205@Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California
Department of Water Resource2011c).16 Assuming the Current Trends demand scenario, by
year 2025 demand is expected to increase by 31.8% (213 TAF) relative to annual water use in
the baseline reporting period (199&2005) (California Department of Water Resources 201¢).
For comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 20.0% increase,
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

while the Expansive Growth demand scenario indicates a 54.5% increaby 2025(Rayej pers.
comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resourc&11c). By 2050, DWRprojections
indicate that, assuming the Current Trendsdemand scenariowater demand is expected to
increase by 69.8% (467 TAF) relative to baseline reporting period. For comparison, the Slow
and Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 11.4% increase, while the Expansive Growth
demand scenario indicates 443.3% increase by 205q Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California
Department of Water Resource011c). The increases in demand are due primarily to projected
increasesin urban demand by 2025 and 2050 while decreases in agricultural water demand are

projected to be relatively minor.

30.1.3.8 Colorado River Hydrologic Region

The Colorado River regionincludes basins south and east of the South Coast adduth Lahontan
regions,areas that drain into the Colorado Riverand areas that drain into the Salton Sea and other
closed basins north of the border with Mexico. The South Lahontan a@blorado River regiors
comprise the southeastern portion of California and contain the mostr lands in the state. As
shown in Table 303, this region has the third largest land area (approximately 19,962 square miles)
among the affected regions. Major cities in the region are located within the Coachella Valley and
include Palm Springs, Cathedd City, Palm Desert, Rancho Mirage, and Indio.

Between 1990 and 2010, theColorado River regionexperienced a74% increase in population (refer
to Figure 30A-8, Appendix30A, which depicts changes in the population density between 1990 and
2010). Table 3012 presents the current and projected populations of counties wholly or partially
within the region. In 2010, this region had the lowest total population in the state and the second
lowest population density.By 2050, the population is projected toincrease by approximately 1.5
million people1®a 178% increase relative to 2010 population (California Department of Water

Resources 2009ESRI 201].

19 This population estimate is based omhe estimated 2050 population shown in the regional summary figure

(Figure CR1, Colorado River Hydrologic Region 2005 inflows and outflows) in the California Water Plan

(Department of Water Resources 2009, Vol. 3, p. @R TheCalifornia Water Plan inclwes three demand scenarios;

OEEO bpi pOI AGETT AOOEI AOA A1 OOAOPITAO OI OEA O#O000AT O 40AI

projections by the California Department of Finance.
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Table 3012. Curent and Projected Populations of Countizithin the Colorado River Hydrologic

Region (in Thousands)

Imperial Riversideb San Bernardind San Diegé
2000¢ 142.4 1,545.4 1,710.1 2,813.8
2009 d 184.7 2,178.7 2,136.4 3,169.1
20204 239.1 2,904.8 2,581.4 3,550.7
20254 261.5 3,204.9 2,773.6 3,752.5
20504 387.8 4,730.9 3,662.2 4,508.7
200072009
Numerical Change 42.3 633.3 426.3 355.3
Percent Growth 29.7 41.0 24.9 12.6
Average Annual Growth Rate 2.9% 3.9% 2.5% 1.3%
200972025
Numerical Change 76.8 1,026.1 637.2 583.4
Percent Growth 41.6 47.1 29.8 18.4
Average Annual Growth Rate 2.2% 2.4% 1.6% 1.1%
200972050
Numerical Change 203.1 2,552.2 1,525.8 1,339.6
Percent Growth 109.9 117.1 71.4 42.3
Average Annual Growth Rate 1.8% 1.9% 1.3% 0.9%

Sources: California Department of Finance 2007a; California Department of Finance 2011
Note: Numbers in bold indicate largest net and percent increase.

n/a = not available.

a Includes counties wholly or partially within the ColoradoRiver Hydrologic Region.

b San Bernardino County also in the South Coast and South Lahontan Hydrologic Regji®tiverside
and San Diego counties also in the South Coast Hydrologic Region

¢ California Department of Finance 2011, Table.1
d California Department of Finance 2007a

Water supply and use in the Colorado River region is characterized below (see Figure B0

Water Supply and Use Characteristics. For the period of 19982005 (the reporting years for
Bulletin 160-09), the average annual dedicated water supply (including outflows from the
region) was approximately 4,683 TAF. Surface water made up the majority (about 83%)fthe
water supply; agricultural use constituted the majority (about 85%) of applied water use. SWP

AT T OOAAOT 0O OODPDPI EAA APDPOI QGEI AGAT U
SWPand CVPContractors in Region. Table30-4 lists contradors in the region.

¢cbhb 1T £ OEA

Projected Water Use. By 2025, water demandin this hydrologic region would decreasaunder

all three demand scenarios and would increase under two out of three scenarios by 208Rayej
pers. comm. 2012; California Department of WatdResources2011c).17 Assuming the Current
Trends demand scenario, by 2025 demand is expected to decrease by 9.3% (373 TAF) relative
to annual water use in the basetie reporting period (1998z2005) (California Department of
Water Resources 201t). For comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenario
indicates a 13.6% decrease, while the Expaive Growth demand scenario indicates a 7.2%
decrease by 2025 Rayej pers. comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resourca@11c).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

By 2050, DWRprojections indicate that,assuming the Current Trends demand scenatrio,
demand is expected to increase 7.4% (296 TAF) relative to baseline reporting period. For
comparison, the Slow and Strategic Growth demand scenario indicates a 9.5% decrease, while
the Expansive Growth demand scenario indicates an 18.5% increase by 208Rayej pers. comm.
2012; California Department of Water Resource®011c). The reductions in demandy 2025 are
due to projected reductions in agricultural water demand under all scenarios relative to the
baseline period. By 205Qunder the Current Trends and Expansive Growth scenarios, the
projected increases in urban water demand are greater than propged decreases in agricultural
demand, resulting in increases in total demand. Under the Slow and Strategic Growth scenario,
the reduction in total demand is due to a smaller increase in urban demand than the projected
decrease in agricultural water demand

30.2 Regulatory Setting

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.2(d)) require that an EIR evaluate the growrilducing
impacts of a project. The EIR must:

Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.
Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a major expansion
of a wastewater treatment plant might, for example, allow fomore canstruction in service areas).
Increases in the population may tax existingommunity service facilities, requiring construction of
new facilities that could cause significanenvironmental effects. Also discuss the characterisgof
some projects which mayencourageand facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the
environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of littlesignificance to the environment.

Economic growth refers to the extent that a project could cause increased activity in the local or
regional economy. Economic and population growth can be induced in a number of ways, including
through the elimination of obstacles to growth, through the stimulation of economic activity and job
growth in the area, or the construction of new housing to attract new residents to an area
Elimination of obstacles to growth refers to the extent to which a project removes infrastaiure
limitations or regulatory constraints. For example, an increase in the capacity of utility or road
infrastructure installed as part of a project could allow additional development in the surrounding
areas. Increases in population may tax existing camunity service facilities, thus requiring new
facilities to be built, the construction and operation of which could cause potentially significant
environmental impacts.

Asindicated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(Bbove, under CEQA project can hae direct
and/or indirect growth inducement potential , although, as noted at the outset of this chapter most
growth inducing effects are characterized as indirect

The CEQegulations for implementing NEPA also require the analysis of growtinducing impacts.

Under CEQ Regulationsgrowth-inducing effects are a subset of indirect effects, which are defined as
AEEAAOO OxEEAE AOA AAOOAA Au OEA AAOQEIT AT A AOA
OOCEI 1T OAAOT T AAIT Ue offFedardl @dglldtidht [RHR50216tb), #0 CAR 1508.8(b)).

Growth that is induced by a project may be consistent with adopted local or regional land use plans;

as such, the secondary effects of sucltepned growth would have been identified and evaluated
through a formal CEQA environmental review process and, as necessary, mitigation would have
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

been adopted to address these effects. If a project would have growth inducement potential that is
not consigent with the land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the area
affected (e.g., growth beyond that reflected in adopted plans and polices), then additional adverse
secondary effects of growth beyond those previously evaluated could occtregional and dcal land
use plans provide for land use development patterns and growth policies that allow for the orderly
expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban public services, such as water
supply, roadway infrastructure, utilities, wastewater, and solid waste service. This urban
development may have environmental impacts, as identified in CEQA documents prepared for
AAT POETT T &£ 1TTAAT 1 AT A OOA PIATO8 ! DPOIEAAO OEAOD
regional andlocal planning could indirectly cause additional adverse environmental impacts and
impacts on other public services. Thus, it is important to assess the degree to which the growth
associated with a project would or would not be consistent witlregional and bcal planning

30.3 Environmental Consequences
30.3.1 Methods for Analysis

This section describes the methods and key assumptions used to determine the growth inducement
potential of the BDCRalternatives. This analysis relied in part on modeling conducted using the
CALSIM Il to estimate SWBnd CVRdeliveries under early and long term implementation for each
alternative. Chapter 4 Approach to the Environmental Analysiprovides a brief overview of the
modeling tools and outputs; Appendix 5AModeling Tools provides a full description of the

modeling efforts.

30.3.1.1 Direct Growth InducemenPotential

Alternatives 1A through 9 involve the construction and operation of water supply conveyance
facilities. The analysis of direct growth inducement potential compared the number of construction
and permanent operations and maintenance jabassociated with the alternatives with the labor
force located in the Delta vicinity and evaluated the capacity of the local labor force to meet project
generated employment demand.

30.3.1.2 Indirect Growth Inducemen®Potential

To determine indirect growth inducement potential, the alternatives were evaluated for their
potential to stimulate additional housing development and the need for services by (I)creasing
water deliveries to SWRPCVP contractors that could support additional population in their service
areas; (2)constructing new access roads in the vicinity of project facilities, thereby removing lack of
roadway infrastructure as an obstacle to development; and/o(3) reducing the risk of flooding,
thereby removing flood risk as an obstacle to development. New housing and expansion of public
services can result in adverse effects on the environment (such as increased traffic or noise levels).

In assessing the envbnmental impacts of changes in water use, numerous issues arise, including
the following.

What is the relationship between water supply and urban population growth?

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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)y O OEA OOAAT CcOi xOE A Ai1 OANOGAT AA 1T &£ OEA DPOI EAAO
anyway, even in the absence of increased water deliveries associated with the BDCP

The first question is addressed throughout this chapter. The second question is particularly

important in light of NEPA requirements regarding thepoint of comparison. In situations where it is

clear that growth would result from increased water deliveries, and these impacts can be attributed
to the federal action, detailed descriptions of the impacts must be provided in the NEPA document.

The growth associatedwith identified additional population was assessed for consistency with
applicable land use plans and associated environmental clearance documents. The potential for
implementation of the proposed alternatives to indirectly induce growth by increasing wadr
deliveries to SWHKCVP contractors was assessed using the steps listed below. A discussion of the
assessment of indirect growth inducement potential associated with access roads and flood risk
reduction is provided in Section 30.32.2, Indirect Growth InducementAssociated with Facility
Construction and Operation.

Identify Study Area. For purposes of this analysis, the study area (the area in which impacts
may occur) comprises areas where facility constru@n and operation would occur and areas
that could receive increased SWREVP deliveries associated with implementation of the BDCP

Characterize Water Use and Growth Trends. Section 30.1 characterizes urban development
and water use trends at the state, regional, and local level, and characterizes, among other
things, past and future potential changes in population and water use based on planning
scenarios in the California Water Plan. This information is provided forantext in considering
changes in deliveries under BDCR&Iiternatives.

Identify Changes in Water Deliveries Associated with the Alternatives . Indirect growth
could occur if an alternative were to result in increases in deliveries of reliable water supplies.
Based on the results of the CALSIM Il modeling effort, the change in Savid CVRleliveries to
contractors for eachalternative at 2060 compared toExisting Conditionsand theNo Action
Alternative was identified.

Characterize Regional Growth Inducement Potential. For this analysis, all SWRnd CVP

contractors serving uban uses were identified. The growth inducement potential was

characterized at the regional level by aggregating delivery projections for individual contractors

based on the hydrologic region in which each contractor was locate8ection 30.3.2.3

summarizes the projected changes in deliveries of SWP and CVP water overall under e

Action Alternative and each of the nine action alternatives, describing changes in deliveries that

would occur at 2060, and compares the projected changes in deliveries withe projected

AEAT CAO ET AAI AT A EAAT OEEZEAA ET OEA #AIl EA&E O EA 7
AEOAOOOGEIT 1T &£ 001 EAAGEIT O O1 AAO O+AU ! OO0I POETTO
the Current Trends scenario in this analysis.)

To assess thgrowth inducement potential of the projected changes in deliveries, the population

potentially supported by the projected increases in M&l water deliveries was calculated by

applying a per capita water use rate to the projected increases in deliveries. 8demand

scenarios presented in the California Water Plan 2009 Update did not incorporate the 20%

reduction in per capita water use required in recent state law or the regional targets identified

in the 20x2020 Water Conservation Plamhich was finalizedafter publication of the 2009

California Water Plan. Therefore, the per capita water demand rates identified for each

hydrologic region in the 20x2020 plan (shown in Table 3aL8 in Section 30.3.2.5) were used to
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calculate the potential population that coutl be supported under each alternative overall and by
hydrologic region. The population potentially supported by the increased deliveries under each
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alternative was compared with population increases projected in the California Water Plan

assuming the Curret Trends Scenario.

Select Contractor Service Areas for In -Depth Consideration. The growth inducement
analysis presents conclusions based on regional increases in S\?P water supplies for urban
uses. However, the majority of watesupply planning for urban areas occurs at the local water
wholesaler and retailer level. On the basis of projected increases in water demand and
population, representative SWP and/or CVP contractor service areas were selected to assist in

developing morein-depth profiles ofthe BDCB O COT xOE ET AOAAI AT O b1 OAT OE

Characterize Future Growth Under the No -Action Alternative. On the basis of information

presented in Section 30.1 and other published data, the analysis investigated whether growth
would occur without increases in reliability and supply brought about by BDCinplementation.
The analysis addressed the major factors driving changing patterns in urban demand and the
likely continuing decline in per capita use.

Assess Consisency with Regional Planning Documents/Projections.  If the analysis
concluded that alternatives could induce, or remove an obstacle to, growth, then the analysis
attempted to determine whether that level of growth would be consistent with adopted regional
plans, focusing on the regions projected to receive the largest increases in M&I deliveries. The

regional growth forecasts prepared by COGs, which incorporate and reflect information from the

adopted general plans of the cities and counties represented blye COGs, and typically are
prepared in consultation with local jurisdictions, were used for this purpose.

Characterize the Secondary Effects of Growth Potentially Induced by Alternatives  and
Mitigation Programs and Measures. The study area encompassed numerous cities and
counties. For this analysis, multiple published CEQA documents and other reports that have
evaluated growth within representative cities and counties were reviewed and their findings
summarized to help charaterize adverse physical environmental effects potentially attributable
to induced growth. In addition, programs and planor project-specific measures adopted to
mitigate secondary effects of growth are summarized to indicate who has responsibility for
addressing secondary effects of growth and how these effects are addressed.

30.3.1.3 Key Assumptions

The key assumptions used in the analysis of indirect growth inducement potential are discussed

below.

Water Availability and Use

Future Water Deliveries

The level of detail of this analysis corresponded to the level of detail currently available with respect

to water deliveries under the project alternatives. Implementation of some alternatives would
increase the water delivery capacity of the WP/CVP, potentially allowing contractors to receive
more water relative to existing delivery conditions and/or theNo Action Alternative.
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Water Use within the Study Area

This analysis conservatively assumed that any M&I contractoprojected to receive increased
deliveries would allocate the new supply to urban growth rather than for other purposes (e.g.,
agriculture, dry year reliability, groundwater overdraft protection, environmental water). Some M&l|
contractors that receive increased deliveries might instead use some or all of it for purposes other
than to supply new residents.

Future Changes in Consumption Patterns

Recent changes in state law, and changing practices at the water contractor level, alter, and will
continue to alter, water consumption patterns, likely lowering percapita demand for imported
O0OO0OEFAAA xAOAO OEOI OCE ET AOAAOGAA AT T OAOOAOQEITI
has a population of 1,000 and in a normal water year uses 500 aefeet of water. Conmunity X
reduces water consumption to 400 acrdeet per year by implementing an ordinance that mandates
cutbacks in landscape irrigation, so now just 400 acréeet per year of water is needed to support
1,000 people.) The extent to which decreases in peapita consumption of imported surface water
could change the amount of growth that could be supported by water deliveries under the BD@Bs
explored as part of the NeAction Alternative.

Transfers from Agricultural to Urban Uses

For purpose d this analysis, the transfer of agricultural water to M&I contractors was considered an
ongoing action that will continue independent of changes in the deliveries associated with the
alternatives. Multi-year transfers and permanent transfersare subject o separate analysis under
CEQA and NEPA as applicable. With respect to the S\Withority for such transfers exists under the
SWP contracts. CEQA evaluation and subsequent approval of permanent transfers from agricultural
contractors to M&I cortractors has already occurred for a number of transfers. Future transfers
would be subject to new CEQA evaluation and approv&l2! In addition to ongoing transfer actions,
the SWP water supply contracts are likely to be amended, or specific funding agremmts executed,

to provide for SWP funding for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the new conveyance
facility described by any action alternative considered for the Plan (See Chapter 3.8). A SWP contract
amendment or funding agreement could idetify allocation of benefits of the new conveyance

facility that would be shared among contractors based on those who pay, receive the benefits
attributed to the Plan, and this could result in multiyear or permanent transfer of SWP water

among contractors such as from agricultural use to urban use. At this time, because a specific SWP
amendment or funding agreement has not been developed, the potential for changes in SWP water
distribution has not been analyzed. If the SWP amendment or agreement, afteisideveloped, may
have potential to have an environmental effect not already contemplated in the BDERR/EIS, DWR
would prepare additional analysis.For purposes of this analysis, SWénd CVPRwvater supply
allocations and the ability to divert from the south Delta intakes are determined in accordance with

20 The transfer of 41,000 acre feet of SWPable A wate to Castaic Lake Water Agency from Kern County Water
Agency is an example of a large transfer from an agricultural contractor to an M&I contractor. The transfer was the
subject of several CEQA documents, the lasgtwhich was upheld in December 2009 in ta decisionPlanning and
Conservation League et al. v. Castaic Lake Water AgéPiegt Appellate District No. B200673).

21 The Monterey Plus EIR, forrlly known as theMonterey Amendment to the State Water Project Contracts
(Including Kern Water Bank Transfgrand Associated Actions as Part of a Settlement Agreenfiglointerey Plus)
Environmental Impact Report $CH#2003011118) is available at the following website:
http://www.water.ca.gov/environmentalservices/monterey_plus.cfm.
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federal and state regulations, as described in Section 5Regulatory Settingand Appendix 5ABDCP
EIR/S Modeling

Projections

Changes ifProjected Growth

Projections necessarily entail the use of assumptions about factors that cannot be known or

predicted with absolute certainty. Starting in 2005, the California Water Plan has explicitly

acknowledged this uncertainty by describing three pantial scenarios of future growth, rather than

A OET Cci A Ol E Edhdiders tHedied Scdnaribs tér@pPesent plausible alternative future

conditions rather than forecasts per se (California Department of Water Resources 20823). The

Current Trends scenario follows population projections by the DOF, while the population estimates

for the other two scenarios (Slow and Strategic Growth and Expansive Growth) aredea on low

and high-population growth scenarios prepared by the Public Policy Institute of California

(California Department of Water Resources 2009v. 1, 624). Water use assming the three demand

scenarios (from the 2009 Update of the California Water Plan) is included for information purposes

in the description of the hydrologic regions presented in Section 30.1.3.

4EA $/ &80 $AI T COAPEEA 2 AOA A Afficial SdurEe®f dEntbgrdpAOE CT AOA A
data for state planning andbudgeting; it provides demographic research and analysis, produces

current population estimates and future projections of population and school enrollment, and

AEOOAT ET AOAO A A pubdtidOestinatés/amd démodiaphic dddd are used in

determining the annual appropriations limit for California jurisdictions, to distribute State

subventions to cities and counties, and to comply with various State statutes, and are relied on by

state agerties and departments, local governments, the federal government, school districts, the

academic community the private sector and the public (California Department of Finance 206)2 As

such, the D® projections were considered the best source of population projections for the

purposes this analysis. Therefore, the projections associated with the Current Trends demand

scenario, which is based on DOF population projections, were used as the basisfaluating water

deliveries under the BDCRilternatives. Because these projections were completed in 2008 they

would not reflect the effects on economic growth of the recession that began in 2008. Consequently
development trends could occur more slowly or in different patterns than characterizechithe

DOl EAAQGET 1 08 . AOGAOOGEAT AOGOh OEEO AT AT UOEO OA&EI AAOAL
to disclose expectations regarding future growth in the study area, consistent with CEQA and NEPA.

Delta Protection Commission

Pursuant to the Dela Protection Act of 19922 the Delta Protection Commission (DP(prepared and

adopted a comprehensive longerm Land UseAT A 2 AOT OOAA - AT ACAT AT O o1 AT
Management Plan ([l& DPC first adopted the Resource Management Plan in 1995; the Plan was
subsequently reviewed and updatedn 2010.23 The Resource Management Plan sets forth a

description of the needs and goals for the Delta and a statement of policies, standards and elements
includinglanduse4 EA 1T OAOAT T CT Al 1T &£ OEA 2A01 OOAA - AT AcCAIl Al
where possible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the Delta envirorent, including but not
limited to agriculture, wildlife habitat, and recreational activities; assure orderly, balanced

22 pyblic Resources Code 29760 et. seq.
2314 CCR § 20030 et. seq.
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conservation and development of Delta land resources and improve flood protection by structural

and nonstructural meansto ensure aniMAAOAA 1 AOAT T £ pOAI EA EAAI OE Al
Protection Act of 1992 also divided the Delta into a Primary Zone, where development is restricted,

and a Secondary Zone, where development is permitted if allowed by the applicable local general

plannTEA O0OEi AOU : 11T A EO OEAThs Settohdary PoGefis nédt withiAthe EOOE OAE A
$0#60 PI ATTETC AOAA ABO EO xEOEEI

OEA , ACAl $Al OAs

Specifically, the Land Us8ectiorts sets out a goal of protecting the unique character and quakts of
the Primary Zone by preserving the cultural heritage, strong agricultural/economic base, unique
recreational resources, and biological diversity of the Primary Zondhis includes directing any new
non-agriculturally oriented, non-farmworker residential development within the existing
unincorporated towns (Walnut Grove, Clarksburg, Courtland, Hood, Locke and Ryde) in the Primary
Zone of the Delta. In addition the Land Use Section encourages a critical mass of farms,
agriculturally -related businessesand supporting infrastructure to ensure the economic vitality of

agriculture within the Delta.

"AAAOOA s$Al OA Ai O1 OEAO

i 666 Aiibplu

xEOE AT A AT 1 A&l C

development in the Primary Zone is significantly restrictedln addition, the Delta Reform Acbf
200926 directed the DPC to prepare and submit to the Legislature recommendations regarding the
potential expansion of or change to the Primary Zonén response the DPC published the
Sacramento San Joadu Delta Primary Zone Study (Primary Zone Studyin December 2010.The
Primary Zone Study recommended expansion of the Primary Zone through reclassification of
severalSecondary Zone study areas including Cosumnes/Mokelumne River Central, Bethel Island
and Andrus/Brannan Island.The expansion of the Primary Zone would increase restrictions on

development and further restrict growth in the Delta.

30.3.2 Effects and Mitigation Aproaches

30.3.2.1 Direct Growth Inducement

Construction Jobs

Depending on the alternative, construction of the BDORould require a peak of approximately
4,39027 construction workers over an eightyear period. It is estimated that approximately 30

percent of these workers would come from out of state (due to the specialized nature of some of the
jobs) and reside temporarily in the vicinity. Assuming the peak number of construction jobs
(assumed to occuiin year four of theeight-year period, as discussed in Chapter 1&ocioeconomigs
this would mean approximately 1,300 workers coming from out of state. Construction would occur
in the Delta area roughly between Sacramento and Stdok, and it is expected that the remaining
approximately 3,100 workers would be drawn from the labor force of the five Delta counties in the
project vicinity? Contra Costa, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, and Yolo. The §b8@xpected

to be drawn fromthe local labor pool represents approximately 7% of the number of construction

24 As defined in the Delta Protection Act of 1959.
2514 CCR § 20060.
26 SBX7 1.

27 Based on the estimated construction workforce presented in Chapter 16pcioeconomigsTeble 16-19.
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jobs in four of the five counties (Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, and ¥®In)2009, according to
the California Department of Employmen{California Employment Development Department 201).
While this is not an inconsequential percentage of construction jobs in 2009, the 3,100 project
construction jobs is substantially less than the 13,0 construction jobs that werelostin the
previous year (from 2008 to 2009) (California Employment Development Department 200)1 due to

the ongoing economic downturn.

As shown in Figure30-2, construction employment in the four counties has fluctuated substantially
over the past 20 years. After experiencingtrong growth from the mid 1990s to a peak of 81,100
construction jobs in 2005, these counties lost 34,300 construction jobs between 2005 and 2009 (the
BDCPbase year); jobs continued to be lost between 2009 and 2010, although at a slightigveer

rate (California EmploymentDevelopment Department 201). Considering the effects of the
economic downturn on construction employment in the Delta region, it issasonable to assume that
the 3,100 construction workers would be drawn from the local labor pool, and that the employment
opportunities afforded by BDCP would not require a substantial influx of workers from outside the

area to fill them.

With respect tothe 1,300 workers who are assumed would be from out of state, according to the
2010 decennial census, there were almost 20,000 vacant residential units for rent in the five Delta
counties in 2010 and, in the cities of Sacramento and Stockton alone, thererer 4,052 vacant
residential units for rent (U.SCensus Bureau 2011 All these jurisdictions except Yolo County had
residential rental vacancy rates higher than the 5% rate considered optimal to allow normal
turnover and renter mobility .2° The cities of Sacramento and Stockton alone had a combined total of
12,591 vacant residential units for rent and rental vacancy rates of 8.3% and 9.4%&spectively.In
addition to the available rental housing units, there are recreational vehicle and mobile home parks
and numerous hotels and motels within the fivecounty region to accommodate any construction
workers. Given the availability of housingn the project vicinity, out-of-state workers would be
readily accommodated by existing housing; therefore the influx of these workers during project
construction would not induce substantial new housing development.

Permanent Jobs

The BDCRwvould require approximately 190 permanent operations and maintenance workers, who
would be anticipated to live in the Delta region. This number represents about 0.02% of the total
nonfarm jobs and 0.4% of the transportation, warehousing, and utilities jobsiithe five Delta
counties (California EmploymentDevelopment Department 201). It is therefore likely that this
small number of new jobs would readily be filled by théocal labor force and would not induce

28 Information on construction employment for Contra Costa County is not included in the industry employment by
county data provided by the California EmploymenDevelopment Department; therefore the construction
employment numbers discussed here do not include Contra Costa County. In addition the only annual average

industry employment data provided for San Joaquin and Solano counties is for the Stockton Metropolitan Statistical

Area (MSA and the VallejeFairfield MSA, respectively; consequently the job information for the four counties
presented here is likely to be understated to some degree, although it is assumed the MSAs reflect county
employment trends and are the major employment centers in their respectiveounties.

29 According to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), in the Bay Area a 5% vacancy rate is considered

necessary to permit ordinary mobility in rental housing (i.e., normal housing turnover and mobility on the part of
renters), and a 2% \acancy rate is considered necessary to permit ordinary mobility in fesale housing
(Association of Bay Area GovernmentdD:1-18.) Rental vacancy rates in four of the five Delta counties ranged from
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

additional growth in the area. Assuming some or all of the jobs were specialized and required
workers from outside the local labor pool, given the availability of housing in the project vicinity,
these workers would be readily accommodated by existing housing; therefore the influx of these
workers during project operation would not induce substantial new housing development.

30.3.2.2 Indirect Growth InducemeniAssociated with Facility

Construction andOperation

Access Roads within the BDERn Area

As shown in the figures in Chapters 13,and Useand 14 Agricultural ResourcegFigures 13-2 and
14-1), much of the Plan Area is designated for agricultural use, some is identified as open space, and
only a small portion is currently in urban use. Project alternatives would involve construction of

new temporary and permanent accessoads at locations within the project work area to provide
access to conveyance structures and other project facilities including intakes, pumping plants,
tunnel shafts, and forebays (see Chapter 19ransportation, for more detail).In general,

construction of roads in relatively undeveloped areas has the potential to induce growth by
facilitating access to such areas removing lack of roadway infrastructure as an obstacle to growth.
The temporary access roads would be removed folldng construction and the land would be
returned to its pre-project conditions; therefore temporary roads would not have the potential to
induce future development. The permanent access roads would remain and, given the nature of the
Plan Area, would largéy be located on agricultural or open space lands. However, existing roads,
including Highways 84, 160, and 4, are located close to much of the proposed alignments and facility
sites, and the majority of the permanent access roads would be short segmentsyding a direct

route between an existing road and a given project facility; therefore the new permanent roads
would not provide access to substantial areas of agricultural or undeveloped lands not already
served by area roads. No changes are proposedth® land use or zoning designations of land within
the Plan Area; although the construction of proposed BDG&ilities (including the permanent

access roads) would remove the specific facility sites from agricultural production or other cuent
land use, as discussed in Chapters 13 and 14, adjacent lands would continue to be designated for
their current land uses. Therefore, the construction of the relatively limited segments of permanent
access roads would not induce urban development.

FloodRisk Reduction

Actions under the BDCRre not anticipated to have any substantial impact or change on potential
for flooding within the Plan Area and downstream areas (Chapter Gurface Watey. Action
alternatives would not result in an increase in potential risk for flood management compared to
Existing Conditions when the changes due to sea level rise and climate change are eliminated from
the analysis. Peak monthly flows under action alternatives in the locations cadgred in the analysis
done in this EIR/EIS either were similar to or less than those that would occur under Existing
Conditions without the changes in sea level rise and climate change; or the increased peak monthly
flows would not exceed the flood capaty of the channels at these locationdt is not expected that
there will be changes to land use or zoning designations within the Plan Aread therefore, no
large-scale or substantial development would be expected to occurhere is not anticipated to hae
any indirect effect on growth.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
Draft EIR/EIS 30-44 ICF 00674.11



CQwoo~NOOCOUThr~,W NP

[EnY

NNNNRPRRRPRRRRER
WNPFPOOWO~NOOUNWNER

NDNDNDN
~N o o b~

WWwWwwWwwwNN
a b wWNPEF O O o

Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

30.3.2.3 Indirect Growth Inducemen®otential: Summary of Modeling
Results

The following sections highlight changes in SWéhd CVRleliveries associated with the BDCP
alternatives based on modeling conducted using CALSIM I, focusing on changes in municipal and
industrial (M&I) deliveries (also referred to as urban deliveries)Figure 30-3 summarizes overall
changes in SWP deliveries to both agricultural and M&I contractors for each alternative relative to
Existing Conditions (the CEQA baseline) and the No Action Alternative (2060) (which reflects with
sea level rise and climate chang@.e., effects of precipitation and snowpack). Figure 30
summarizes changes in CVP deliveries by alternative relative Existing Conditionsas well as theNo
Action Alternative.

Note that the CALSIM Il model was designed to evaluate water deliveries for the project as a whole,
and was not designed to provide delivery allocation at the contractor level. Under circumstances of
reduced SWPRand CVRieliveries, CALSIM Il tends to allocate water first to contractors in the

northern portion of the project and then tocontractors in the south. This results in an uneven
distribution of reductions, with contractors in the south receiving larger reductions than contractors

in the north. Consequently, under several alternatives where reduced deliveries are projected
(Alternatives 4 (Scenario H4), 5, 6A, 6B, 6C, 7, 8, and 9), some contractors (and therefore hydrologic
regions) are projected to experience much larger decreases than others. This discrepancy is for the
most part an artifact of the algorithmused in the model. Although system constraints may still lead

to differences in distribution of reductions, these reductions in deliveries are likely to be more

evenly distributed across the regions than CALSIM Il has predicted. For more information on the
modeling of water deliveries using the CALSIM Il model, see ChapteiBater Supply and Appendix

5A, Modeling Methodology

&1 O PpOOPI OAO T &£ AT Al UUET ¢ OEA DPOI EAAOGO bl OAT OEAI
increasein annual average deliveries; all information on water deliveries presented below is for
average annual deliveries in normal hydrologic years. The SWikbdeling results reflected in the

tables and figures presented in this section include Tabl water as well as Article 2lwater 30

This analysis does not address potential effects of redistribution of SWiater supply among SWP
water contractors that might occur from an SWP contract amendment or funding agreements for
implementing BDCR other than as possible multiyear or permanent agricultural to urban water
transfer of SWP water. A SWP contract amendment or funding agreement could include provisions
for allocating benefits such as a more reliable water supply, to contrems who pay for BDCP and
could create the potential for redistributing SWP water. At this time, because a specific SWP
amendment or funding agreement has not been developed, the potential for changes in SWP water
distribution has not been analyzed. If the&SWP amendment or agreement, after it is developed, may

30 Article 21 water is interruptible water allocated under certain conditions. Water supply under Article 21
becomes available only during wet months of the year (December through March). A S@fiPtractor must have an
immediate use for Article 21supply or a place to store it outside of SWP; therefore not all SWP contractors can take
advantage of this additional supplyAtrticle 21 is a section of the contract between DWBRnd the water contractor
that permits delivery of water in excessf delivery of SWP Table A. It is apportioned to contractors that request it
in the same proportion as their SWP Table A water. Article 21 water is allocated under certain conditioita)
SWHS share of San Luis Reservois full or projected to fill in the near term; (b) other SWP reservoirs are full or at
their storage targets, or conveyance capacity to fill these reservoirs is maximize@) releases from upstream
reservoirs plus unregulated inflow exceed the water suply needed to meet Sacramento Valley ibasin usesyd)
SWP Table A deliveries are being fully mgand (e) BanksPumping Plant has spare capacitfCalifornia Department
of Water Resources 2008b:32,39)
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

have potential to have an environmental effect not already contemplated in the BDCP EIR/EIS, DWR
would prepare additional analysis.

No Action Alternative

Table 3013 summarizesSWPand CVRleliveries under Existing Conditions(the CEQA baseline) and
the No Action Alternative (the NEPA point of comparison). Under thé&lo Action Alternative, the
facilities and operations of the SWP and CVP would continue to begar to Existing Conditions
However, theNo Action Alternativeincludes two additional assumptions. First, theNo Action
Alternative assumes that there would be an increase in M&I water rights demands north of the
Delta, which would increase overall sy'em demands and reduce the amount of CVP water available
for total export south of the Delta. Second, thdo Action Alternativeincludes effects of
implementation of the Fall X2action, which requires additional water releases through the Deltm
Septembe and October of wet and above normal yearand would result in decreased availability of
water for export to SWP and CVP facilitieim years the action is implemented TheNo Action
Alternative also includes the effects of sea level rise and climate charag the year 206Q which

would reduce the amount of water available for SWP and CVP water supplies, as described in
Chapter 5Water Supply These factors lead to an overall decrease in deliveries under the No Action
Alternative as canpared to Existing Conditions For more detailed explanation of factors influencing
deliveries under theNo Action Alternative, see Chapter SyVater Supply.

Table 3013. Existing Conditions ando Action Alternative Summary of Annual SWéhd CVP
Deliveries (thousand acréeet)

Existing Conditions No Action Alternative
Table A Table A + Article21 Table A Table A + Article21
M&l2 1,852 1,889 1,756 1,780
Agriculture 665 706 592 614
Total SWP 2,517 2,595 2,348 2,395
CVPM&I2 125 110

Sources:Based on projected water deliveries as reported in BDQRodeling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21 delivery by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables 110211.xIs, November 201
SWP_TableA Art21 delivery_by contractor_Alt2A tables 021412.xls, February 2012; and
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_tables 110111(031412).xls, M&@h2) and CVP
contractors (BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012;
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_with_Alt8 050112.xls, May 2012; and
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries ELT 052112, May 2@a&)fornia Department of Water
Resources, 2011bCalifornia Department of Water Resources, 2012I€California Departmen of
Water Resources, 2012cCalifornia Department of Water Resources, 2012 alifornia
Department of Water Resources @12¢; California Department of Water Resources 20129
adapted by ESA

a M&I z Municipal and Industrial (urban) customers.

Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions

SWP. Under theNo Action Alternative deliveries would generally be decreased to all regionlative
to Existing Conditions By 2060, overall deliveries to all regions would decrease due to the factors
described above; however, deliveries to the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District in the San Francisco Bay region and the Coachella Valley Water Districttie Colorado
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River are projected to increase due to the assumption that in the future, these contractors will
increase their demand to their full contracted SWP Table A amounts.

CVP Under the No Action Alternative, deliveries to all M&tontractors and all hydrologic regions
would decrease by a total of & TAF relative toExisting Conditions The San Francisco Bay region
would receive the largest decrease (a decrease of approximately 7 TAWhile the Tulare Lake
region would receive thesmallestdecrease(a decrease of approximately2 TAF).

No Action AlternativeCompared to Existing Conditions.

SWP. By 2060under the No Action Alternative Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to decrease by 7% relative téxisting Conditions, while total deliveries to all SWP
contractors are projected to decrease by 8%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&l
contractors are projected to decrease by 5% and 6%, respectively.

CVP By 2060under the No Action Aternative, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to
decrease by 12% relative tdExisting Conditions

Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C

Table 3014 summarizes annual SWHeliveries (including M&I and agricultural deliveries) under
Alternatives 1 through 9, and indicates the change in deliveries relative texisting Conditionsand
the No Action Alternative. Table 3615 summarizes annual CVBeliveries (M&I only) under
Alternatives 1 through 9, and indicates the change in deliverieglative to Existing Conditionsand
the No Action Alternative. Figure 365 depicts the percent change in total SWP deliveries for the
hydrologic regions relative to theNo Action Alternative. Table 3016 identifies net increases in M&
deliveries for the State Water Project by hydrologic region compared witkxisting Conditionsand
No Action Alternative. Table 3617 identifies net increases in M&l deliveries for the Central Valley
Project by hydrologic region compared tdxisting Condtions and theNo Action Alternative. Figure
30-6 depicts the percent change in total CVP deliveries for the hydrologic regions relative to thie
Action Alternative.
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Water Deliveriesfor Each Alternative

Change in Water Deliveriesor Each Alternative

Compared to Existing Condition8

Compared toNo Action Alternative2

Contractor Table A Table A+Article 21 Table A Table A+Article 21
Alternative Type Table A Table A + Article 21 Net Percent Net Percent Net Percent Net Percent
M & IP 2,173 2,232 321 17% 343 18% 417 24% 452 25%
1A,1B, 1C Agriculture 744 934 79 12% 228 32% 152 26% 320 52%
Total 2,917 3,166 400 16% 571 22% 570 24% 771 32%
M&I 2,031 2,071 179 10% 182 10% 276 16% 291 16%
2A,2B,2C | Agriculture 718 835 52 8% 129 18% 126 21% 221 36%
Total 2,749 2,906 232 9% 311 12% 401 17% 511 21%
M&I 2,140 2,191 289 16% 301 16% 385 22% 410 23%
3 Agriculture 730 888 65 10% 182 26% 139 23% 274 45%
Total 2,871 3,078 354 14% 484 19% 523 22% 684 29%
_ M&I 2,118 2,153 266 14% 264 14% 362 21% 373 21%
ﬁi)sce”a”o Agriculture 726 827 60 9% 121 17% 134 23% 213 35%
Total 2,843 2,980 326 13% 385 15% 496 21% 585 24%
_ M &I 1,745 1,793 -106 -6% -97 5% -10 1% 12 1%
igce”a”o Agriculture 592 682 74 11% 24 -3% 0 0% 67 11%
Total 2,337 2474 -180 7% 121 -5% -10 0% 80 3%
_ M&I 1,988 2,019 136 7% 130 7% 232 13% 239 13%
ﬁé)sce”a”o Agriculture 702 777 37 6% 71 10% 111 19% 163 27%
Total 2,690 2,796 173 7% 201 8% 343 15% 402 17%
_ M&I 1,609 1,656 243 -13% -233 -12% -147 -8% -124 7%
ﬁfl)sce”a”o Agriculture 566 644 -99 -15% -62 -9% 26 -4% 29 5%
Total 2,176 2,300 -342 -14% -295 11% 172 7% -95 -4%
M &I 1911 1,939 59 3% 50 3% 155 9% 159 9%
5 Agriculture 654 704 11 2% -1 0% 63 11% 90 15%
Total 2,565 2,643 48 2% 48 2% 218 9% 249 10%
M&I 1374 1,400 -478 -26% -490 -26% -382 22% -381 21%
6A,6B,6C | Agriculture 511 568 -154 -23% -138 -20% -80 -14% -46 -8%
Total 1,886 1,968 -632 -25% -627 -24% -462 -20% -427 -18%
M&I 1,413 1431 -439 -24% -458 -24% -343 -20% -349 -20%
7 Agriculture 533 549 -133 -20% -157 22% -59 -10% -65 11%
Total 1,946 1,081 571 -23% -614 24% -402 17% -414 17%
M&I 989 1,008 -863 -47% -881 -47% 767 -44% 772 -43%
8 Agriculture 431 461 -235 -35% -245 -35% -161 27% -154 -25%
Total 1,420 1,469 -1098 -44% 1,126 -43% -928 -40% -926 -39%
M&I 1,696 1717 -156 -8% 172 -9% -59 -3% -63 -4%
9 Agriculture 631 644 -34 5% -62 -9% 40 7% 30 5%
Total 2,328 2,361 -189 -8% 234 9% -19 1% -34 1%

Sources: Based on projected water deliveries as reported in BDGRodeling results for SWRcontractors (SWP_TableA_Art21 delivery_by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables 110211.xls, November 2011; SWP_TableA_Art21 dejiveonttactor Alt2A tables 021412.xls,
February 2012; SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery by contractor_tables_110111(031412).xls, March 28Y2P_TableA_ Art21_delivery_by contractor_Alt4A_tables 050112.xls, May 2012; and
SWP_TableA Art21_delivery by contractor_ 010913 Alt4_Decision_Tree_Result.xls, January 2013). California Department of @éaterdes, 2011b California Department of Water Resources, 2012€alifornia Department of Water Resources, 2012 alifornia
Department of Water Resources 2012€alifornia Department of Water Resources 2013adapted byESA

& Refer to Table 3013 regarding annual deliveries for Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative

b meal Z Municipal and Industrial (urban) customers
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Table 3015. Alternativesl to 9: Summary of Annual C\WR&I Deliveries (thousand acrefeet)

Water Change in Water Deliveriesor Each Alternative

Eggxe”es for Compared to Existing Condition | Compared toNo Action Alternative®
Alternative Alternative Net Percent Net Percent
1A,1B, 1C 122 -3 -3% 12 10%
2A,2B,2C 115 -10 -8% 5 5%
3 122 -3 -2% 12 11%
4(Scenario H1) | 121 -4 -3% 11 10%
4 (Scenario H2) | 120 -5 -4% 10 9%
4 (Scenario H3) | 115 -10 -8% 5 5%
4 (Scenario H4) | 115 -10 -8% 5 4%
5 115 -10 -8% 5 4%
6A,6B, 6C 94 -31 -25% -16 -14%
7 94 -31 -25% -16 -14%
8 65 -60 -48% -45 -41%
9 110 -15 -12% <1 0%

SourcesBased on projected water deliveries as reported in BDGRodeling results for CVReontractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries _020212.xls, Febru@@12;
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_with_Alt8 050112.xls, May 2012;
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_ELT_052112, May 2012; and
BDCP_Alternatives CVP_M&I_Deliveries_Alt4_Decision_Tree 010913.xls, January 2013). Californ
Department of Water Resarces, 2012b; California Department of Water Resources 2012e; Californie
Department of Water Resources 2012g, California Department of Water Resources, 2013b, adaptec
ESA

a M&l z Municipal and Industrial (urban) customers

b Refer to Table30-13b regarding annual deliveries for Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative

Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C would include the construction of five new intakes and intakes pumping
plants and additional facilities as describd in Chapter 3 Description of Alternatives

The addition of these north Delta intakes as well as changes to Delta regulatory requirements under
Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C would provide operational flexibility that would allow the SWBnd CVP

to increase Delta exports compared to operations unddgxisting Conditionsand theNo Action
Alternative. However, Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C and tlido Action Alternativealso assume an increase
in M&I water rights demands north of the Delta, which would increase overall system demands and
reduce the amount of CVP water available faotal export south of the Delta. Consequently, SWP
M&I deliveries under Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C are projected to increase due to increased
opportunities for Delta exports, while in some cases CVP south of Delta deliveries are projected to
decrease due to increased water rights demands north of Delta.

See Chapter 3esciption of Alternatives for more detail on proposed facilities and operational
criteria and Chapter 5Water Supply for more detail on changes in Delta exports and SVéRd CVP
deliveries under Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Changes in Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions

SWP. Compared to bothExisting Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative, Alternatives1A, 1B, and

1C would increase deliveries to all hydrologic regions except for the San Joaquin River region, which
would experience no change in deliveries. Compared Existing Conditions South Coast would
receive the largest net increase (up to ZBTAFof Table A plus Article 21 deliveries) among the
regions, which represents 70% of the net increase in Table A plus Article 21 M&I deliveries under
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C. Compared to tiNp Action Alternative, South Coast would again receive
the largest net increase (up to 308 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries) among the regions,
which represents 68% of the net increase in Table A plus Article 21 M&I deliveries under
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1@efer to Table 30-16 for more information).

CVP Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C would not change M&I deliveries for the Sacramento River, South
Coast, South Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors
located in these regions. ComparedtExisting Conditions, Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C would result
in decreased deliveries to the other hydrologic regions. Compared to Existing Conditions, San
Francisco Bay is projected to receive the largest decrease TAF) among the hydrologic regions.
Compared to the No Action Alternative, Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C would result in increased
deliveries to the other hydrologic regions. Compared to the No Action Alternative San Francisco Bay
is projected to receive the largest potential increase (5 TAFn@ong the hydrologic regions (refer to
Table 3017 for more information).

Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C Compared to Existing Conditions

SWP. Under Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C, by 2060, Tabkedeliveries o all SWP contractors are
projected to increase by 16% relative to Existing Conditions, while total deliveries to all SWP
contractors are projected to increase by 22%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&l
contractors are projected to increase by 1% and 18%, respectively.

CVP Under Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected
to decrease by 3% relative to Existing Conditions.

Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C Compared to No Action Alternative.

SWP. Under AlternativeslA, 1B, and 1C, by 2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to increase by 24% relative to the No Action Alternative, while tad deliveries are
projected to increase by 32% relative to the No Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and total
deliveries to M&I contractors are projected to increase by 24% and 25%, respectively.

CVP Under AlternativeslA, 1B, and 1C, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&ntractors are projected
to increase by 10% relative to the No Action Alternative.
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Table 3016. Projected Increases in M&l Deliveries for the State Water Project by Hydrologic Region (thousanféatre

Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Potential Net Increase in M& | Deliveries Compared to the Existing Conditions P

1A, 1B, or 1C 2A, 2B, or 2C 3 4 (Scenario H1) 4 (Scenario H2) 4 (Scenario H3) 4 (Scenario H4) 9

Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A +

Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21

Hydrologic Regior? Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries Deliveries Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries | Deliveries | Deliveries Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries Deliveries
San Francisco Bay 30 36 23 27 26 32 25 29 -6 -1 19 21 -13 -8 8 11 2 4
SacramentoRiver -1 -1 -2 -2 1 <1 <1
San Joaquin Rier 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Central Coast 11 -6 -5 -9 -8 <1 <1 -2 -2
South Coast 228 239 118 114 205 210 189 181 -64 -61 87 78 -170 -166 46 34 -133 -150
Tulare Lake 10 10 6 6 8 8 75 90 46 58 70 82 41 52 -1 -1 -4 -4
South Lahontan 16 17 9 9 14 15 12 12 -13 -13 6 6 -21 -21 -2 -2 -9 -10
Colorado River 26 28 16 17 25 26 22 23 -6 -6 13 13 -17 -16 7 7 -9 -9
Total ¢ 321 343 179 182 289 301 333 347 -51 -29 202 207 -190 -169 59 50 -156 -172

Potential Net Increase in M&I Deliveries Compared to  No Action Alternative P
1A, 1B, or 1C 2A, 2B, or 2C 3 4 (Scenario H1) 4 (Scenario H2) 4 (Scenario H3) 4 (Scenario H4) 9

Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A + Table A +

Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21 Table A Article 21

Hydrologic Regior? Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries  Deliveries | Deliveries Deliveries
San Francisco Bay 36 41 29 32 33 37 32 34 <1 4 25 26 -6 -4 15 16 9 8
SacramentoRiver 3 3 3 3 3 3 <1 <1 -1 -1 1 1
San Joaquin River 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Central Coast 15 16 12 13 14 15 13 14 0 11 11 -3 -2 6 6 4 3
South Coast 284 308 173 183 261 279 245 251 -9 8 143 147 -114 -96 101 103 =77 -81
Tulare Lake 19 19 16 16 17 17 84 99 55 68 79 91 50 61 8 8 5 5
South Lahontan 29 30 22 22 27 28 25 25 -1 -<1 19 19 -8 -8 11 11 3 3
Colorado River 32 33 22 22 30 32 28 29 -1 <1 19 19 -11 -11 12 12 -3 -3
Totalc 417 452 275 291 385 410 429 456 45 80 298 316 -94 -60 155 159 -59 -63

Sources: California Department of Water Resources, 201%California Department of Water Resources, 2012€alifornia Department of Water Resources, 2012dCalifornia Department of Water Resources, 2013adapted by ESA
a Listed hydrologic regions excludes North Coast and North Lahontan (which lack SWIPCVPcontractors receiving water from the Delta). Listed alternatives include only those with thpotential to increase deliveries to M&I uses based on modeling results.

b Based on projected increases in municipal and industrial (M&I) water deliveries as reported in BD@#deling results for SWRcontractors (SWP_TableA Art21_delivery by contractor newAlt1A2B_tables_110211.xls, November 2011;

SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by_contractor_Alt2A_tables_021412.xls, February 2012; and SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by conablesr1t10111(031412).xIs, Marct2012; SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by_contractor_010913_Alt4_Decision_Tree_Result.xls, January 2013)

adapted by ESA

¢ Totals may not sum due to rounding.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C

As described in Chapter 3Description of AlternativesAlternatives2A, 2B and 2C would include the
construction of five new intakes and intakes pumping plants, among other facilities and would
follow the operational criteria described as Scenario B, which includdgbke Fall X2action and less
negative south Delta Oldand Middle River flowsthan under Scenario A

The addition of new north Delta intakes as well as changes to Delta regulatory requirements under
Alternatives 2A, 2B and 2C would provide operational flexibility that would allow the SWBnd CVP

to increase Delta exports compared to operations unddgxisting Conditions However, Alternatives
2A, 2B, 2C and thé&lo Action Alternative also assume that there would be an increase in M&ater
rights demands north of the Delta, which would increase overall system demands and reduce the
amount of CVP water available fototal export south of the Delta. Consequently, SWP M&l deliveries
under Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 2C are projected to irgase due to increased Delta exports, while in
some cases CVP deliveries south of Delta are projected to decrease due to increased water rights
demands north of Delta.

See Chapter ByVater Supply for more detail on changes in Delta gorts and SWPand CVP
deliveries under Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C.

Changes in Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions.

SWP. Compared to bothExisting Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative, Alternatives2A, 2B, and

2C would increase deliveries to all hydrologic regions except for the San Joaquin River region, which
would experience no change in deliveries. Compared Existing Conditions South Coast would
receive the largest neincrease (up to 118 TAF of Table A) among the regions, which represents

63% of the net increase in M&I deliveries. Compared to thdo Action Alternative, South Coast

would again receive the largest net increase (up to 183 TAF of Table A plus Article 21lidelies)

among the regions, which represents 5% of the net increase in M&I deliveriegrefer to Table 30-16

for more information).

CVP Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C would not change Md&leliveries for the Sacramento River, South
Coast, South Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors
located in these regions.

Compared toExisting Conditions Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C would msult in decreased deliveries to
the other hydrologic regionsdue to an assumed increase in M&I water rights demands north of the
Delta, which would increase overall system demands and reduce the amount of GM&Rer available
for total export south of the Delta.Compared toExisting Conditions San Francisco Bay is projected
to receive the largest decrease in deliveries (5 TAF) among the hydrologic regions.

Compared to theNo Action Alternative, Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C wald result in increased
deliveries to the other hydrologic regions. Compared to thBlo Action Alternative, San Francisco Bay
is projected to receive the largest increase in deliveries (2 TAF) among the hydrologic regions (refer
to Table 30-17 for more information).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Table 3017. Projected Increases in M&l Deliveries for the Central VaRegject by Hydrologic Region (thousand afeet)

4 4 4 4
Hydrologic Regior? | 1A, 1B, or 1C|2A, 2B, or 2C|3 (Scenario H1)| (Scenario H2)| (Scenario H3)| (Scenario H4)|5 9
Potential Net Increase in M&I Deliveries Compared to the Existing Conditions P
SanFrancisco Bay |-2 -5 -2 -2 -2 -5 -5 -5 -7
Sacramento River [0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
San Joaquin River [-<1 -2 <1 <1 -1 -2 -2 -1 -3
Central Coast -1 -3 -1 -1 -1 -3 -3 -3 -4
South Coast 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tulare Lake <1 -1 <1 <1 <1 -1 -1 -1 -2
SouthLahontan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Colorado River 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ale -3 -10 -3 -4 -5 -10 -10 -10 -15
Potential Net Increase in M&I Deliveries Compared to  No Action Alternative
San Francisco Bay |5 2 6 5 5 2 2 2 <1
Sacramento River |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SanJoaquin River |2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 <1
Central Coast 3 1 3 3 3 1 1 1 <1
South Coast 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tulare Lake 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
South Lahontan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Colorado River 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
alc 11 5 12 11 10 5 5 5 0

Sources: California Department ofWater Resources 2012h2013b, adapted by ESA
a Listed hydrologic regions excludedNorth Coast and North Lahontan (which lack SW& CVPcontractors receiving water from the Delta). Listed alternatives

include only those with the potential to increase deliveries to M&I uses based on modeling results.
b Based onprojected water deliveries as reported in BDCPhodeling results for CVReontractors (BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_020212.xls,

February 2012; BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliveries_with_AIt8_050112.xly, 204 2; BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries ELT_052112, May 2C

and BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_Alt4_Decision_Tree_010913.xls, January 2013).
€ Totals may not sum due to rounding.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C Compared to Existing Conditions.

SWP. Under Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C, by060, TableA deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to increase by 9% relative tdExisting Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP
contractors are projected to increase by 12%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&
contractors are projected to increase by 10% and 14%, respectively, relative Existing Conditions

CVP Under Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 2C, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected
to decrease by 8% elative to Existing Conditions

Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C Compared o Action Alternative

SWP. Under Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C, by 2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected toincrease by 17% relative to theNo Action Alternative, while total deliveries are
projected to increase by 21% relative to théNo Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and total
deliveries to M&I contractors are projected to increase by 16% and 21%, respeely, relative to the
No Action Alternative.

CVP Under Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected
to increase by 5% relative to theNo Action Alternative.

Alternative 3

As described in Chapter 3Description of Alternativesfacility construction and operational criteria
under Alternative 3 would be similar to Alternative 1A, with the exception of only two new intakes
instead of five. The addition of new north Delta intakes as well as changes to Delta regulatory
requirements under Alternative 3 would provide operational flexibility that would allow the SWP
and CVRo increase Delta exports compared to operations undegxisting Conditionsand theNo
Action Alternative.

However, Alternative 3and theNo Action Alternative also assume that there would be an inease in
M&I water rights demands north of the Delta, which would increase overall system demands and
reduce the amount of CVWvater available fortotal export south of the Delta. Consequently, SWP
M&lI deliveries under Alternative 3are projected to increase due to increasedpportunities for

Delta exports, while in some cases CVP deliveries south of Delta are projected to decrease due to
increased water rights demands north of Delta. See Chapten&ater Supplyfor more detail on
changes in Delta exports and SWP and CVP deliveries under Alternative 3.

Changes in Delivées to the Hydrologic Regions

SWP. Comparedto both Existing Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative, Alternative 3would
increase deliveries to all hydrologic regions except for the San Joaquin River region, which would
experience no change in deliveriesCompared tdExisting Conditions South Coast would receive the
largest net increase (up to 20 TAF of Table Alus Article 21 deliveries) among the regions, which
represents 70% of the net increase in M&I deliveries. Compared to tiNo Action Alternative, South
Coast would again receive the largest net increase (up to 279 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 delivéries
among the regions, which represents 68% of the net increase in M&I deliveriggfer to Table 30-16
for more information) .
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

CVP Alternative 3 would not change M&I deliveries for the Sacramento River, South Coast, South
Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors located in these
regions.

Compared toExisting Conditions Alternative 3would result in decreased deliveries to the other
hydrologic regions due to an assumed increase in M&I water rights demands north of the Delta,
which would increase overall system demands and reduce the amount of CWRter available for
total export south of the Delta Compared tdExisting Conditions San Franisco Bay is projected to
receive the largestdecrease in deliveries 2 TAF) among the affected hydrologic regions.

Compared to theNo Action Alternative, Alternative 3would result in increased deliveries to the
other hydrologic regions. Compared tdNo Action Alternative, San Francisco Bay is projected to
receive the largest increase in deliveries§ TAF) among the affected hydrologic regions (refer to
Table 30-17 for more information).

Alternative 3Compared to Kisting Conditions.

SWP. Under Alternative 3, by2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are projected to
increase by 14% relative toExisting Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to increase by 19%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&I contractors are projected
to increase by 16%, relative tdexisting Conditions

CVP Under Alternative 3, by2060, deliveries to all CVP ME&contractors are projected to decrease

by 2% relative to Existing Conditions as described above, reduced deliveries are due to an assumed
increase in M&l water rights demands north of the Delta, which would increase overall system
demands and reduce th@mount of CVP water available fototal export south of the Delta

Alternative 3Compared toNo Action Alternative

SWP. Under Alternative 3, by2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are pjexted to
increase by 22% relative to theNo Action Alternative, while total deliveries are projected to
increase by 29% relative to theNo Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&l
contractors are projected to increase by 22% and 28, respectively, relative to theNo Action
Alternative.

CVP Under Alternative 3, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to increase by
11% relative to the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 4

As described in Chapter 3escription of Alternativesfacility construction and operational criteria
under Alternative 4 would include three new intakes. The addition of new north Delta intakes as
well as changes to Delta regulatory requirements under Alternative 4 would provide operational
flexibility that would allow the SWPand CVRo increase Delta exports compared to operations
under Existing Conditionsand the No Action Alternative. Water supply and conveyance operations
would follow the guidelines described as Scenario H1, H2, H3, or H4, which variously include or
exclude implementation of fall X2 and/or entanced spring outflow. See Chapter Bescription of
Alternatives Section 3.5.9, for additional details on Alternative 4Alternative 4 and theNo Action
Alternative also assume that there would be an increase in M&I water rights demds north of the
Delta, which would increase overall system demands and reduce the amount of CVP water available
for total export south of the Delta.
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Consequently, SWRM&I deliveries under Alternative 4are projected to ingease due to increased
opportunities for Delta exports, while in some cases C\eliveries south of Delta are projected to
decrease due to increased water rights demands north of Delta. See ChaptaNater Supply for
more detail on changes in Delta exports and SWP and CVP deliveries under Alternative 4.

Changes in Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions.

SWP. Compared to Existing Conditions Scenario H1 wouldncreasedeliveries to all hydrologic
regions except fo the San Joaquin River region, which would experience no change in deliveries
Compared toExisting Conditions under Scenario H1, South Coast would receive the largest net
increase in deliveries (p to 189 TAF ofTable Adeliveries) among the regions, with represent 5/% of
the net increase in M&I deliveriesCompared to Existing Conditions Scenario H4 wouldlecrease
deliveries to all hydrologic regions except for the Tulare Lake region, which would receive an
increase and the San Joaquin River regiomhich would experience no change in deliveries
Compared toExisting Conditions under Scenario H4South Coast would receive the largest net
decrease in deliverieqa decrease of up to 70 TAFof Table Adeliveries) among the regionswhile
Tulare Lake woud receive the only net increase in deliveries (up to5TAF ofTable A plus Article 21
deliveries) among the regionsThe other two operational scenarios (H2 and H3) would have effects
that would fall within the range of ScenarioH1 and Scenario H4 (refeto Table 3016 for more
information).

Compared to theNo Action Alternative, Scenario H1 wouldncrease deliveries to all hydrologic
regions except for the San Joaquin River region, which would experience no change in deliveries
Compared toNo Action Alternative, under Scenario H1, South Coast would receive the largest net
increase in deliveries (up to 251 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries) among the regions, which
represent 55% of the net increase in M&l deliveriesCompated toNo Action Alternative, Scenario H4
would decrease deliveries to all hydrologic regions except for the Tulare Lake region, which would
receive an increase and the San Joaquin River region, which would experience no change in
deliveries. Compared ta\No Action Alternative, under Scenario H4, South Coast would receive the
largest net decrease in deliveries (a decrease of up1d4 TAF of Table A deliveries) among the
regions while Tulare Lake would receive the only net increase in deliveries (up to 61 TAFTable A
plus Article 21 deliveries) among the regionsThe other two operational scenarios (H2 and H3) would
have effects that would fall within the range o5cenarioH1 and Scenario H4 (refer to Table 306 for
more information).

CVP The operational scenarios underAlternative 4 would not change M&I deliveries for the
Sacramento River, South Coast, South Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no
affected CVP contractors located in these regionSompareal to Existing Conditions Scenario H1
would decreasedeliveries to the other hydrologicregions; San Francisco Bay is projected to receive
the largest potential decreaseZ TAF) amongthe affected hydrologic regions. Compared t&xisting
Conditions, Scenaio H4 would also decrease deliveries to the other hydrologiegions; San

Francisco Bay is projected to receive the largest potential decrease TAF) among the affected
hydrologic regions.The other two operational scenarios (H2 and H3) would have effectsat would

fall within the range of ScenarioH1 and Scenario H4refer to Table 30-17 for more information).

Compared tothe No Action Alternative, Scenario H1 would increase deliveries to the other

hydrologic regions. San Francisco Bay is projected to ceive the largest potential increase (5 TAF)
among the affected hydrologic regions. Compared tbe No Action Alternative, Scenario H4 would
also increase deliveries to the other hydrologic regions and San Francisco Bay is projected to receive
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

the largestpotential increase (2 TAF) among the affected hydrologic regionEhe other two
operational scenarios (H2 and H3) would have effects that would fall within the range 8cenarioH1
and Scenario H4refer to Table 30-17 for more information).

Alternative 4Compared to Existing Conditions.

SWP. Under Scenario H1, by 2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are projected to
increase by13% relative to Existing Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to increase byl5%. Under Scenario H4, by 2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors
are projected todecreaseby 14% relative to Existing Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP
contractors are projected todecreaseby 11%. Under Scenario Hlhy 2060, Table A and total
deliveries to M&I contractors are projected to increase b§4% each relative to Existing Conditions
Under Scenario H4, ¥ 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&I adractors are projected to

decrease byl3% and 12%, respectively, relative toExisting Conditions

Scenarios H1 and H4 reflect the range of effects that would result from the four potential outcomes
under Alternative 4. The other twooperational scenarios would have effects that would fall within
this range. For exampleunder Scenario H3, by 2060, Table A deliveries to all S\eéntractors are
projected to increaseby 7% relative to Existing Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP
contractors are projected toincreaseby 8%. Under Scenario H3, by 2060, Table A and total
deliveries to M&I contractors are projected tancreaseby 7%, each respectively, relative t&xisting
Conditions.

CVP Under Scenario H1lby 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected tbecreaseby
3% relative to Existing Conditions Under Scenario H4, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&l
contractors are projected todecreaseby 8% relative to Existing Conditions Scenarios Hland H4
reflect the range of effects that would result from the four potential outcomes under Alternative.4
The other two operational scenarios would have effects that would fall within this range. For
example, under Scenario H3, byds0, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are also projected to
decreaseby 8% relative to Existing Conditions

Alternative 4Compared toNo Action Alternative

SWP. Under Scenario H1, by 2060, Table A deliveries to alN® contractors are projected to
increaseby 21% relative to theNo Action Alternative, while total deliveries are projected to
increaseby 24% relative to theNo Action Alternative. Under Scenario H4, by 2060, Table A
deliveries to all SWP contractors argrojected to decrease by 7% relative to thé&lo Action
Alternative, while total deliveries are projected to decrease by 4% relative to thdo Action
Alternative. Under Scenario H1hy 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&I contractors are
projected to increaseby 21% each, relative to theNo Action Alternative. Under Scenario Hdhy
2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&I contractors are projected to decrease by 8% and 7%,
respectively, relative to theNo Action Alternative.

Scenarios H1 and H4 refledhe range of effects that would result from the four potential outcomes
under Alternative 4. The other two operational scenarios would have effects that would fall within
this range. For exampleynder Scenario H3, by 2060, Table A tieeries to all SWPcontractors are
projected to increaseby 15% relative to No Action Alternative, while total deliveries to all SWP
contractors are projected toincreaseby 17%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&l
contractors are proected toincreaseby 13% each, relative taNo Action Alternative.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

CVP Under Scenario H1, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to increase by
10% relative to No Action Alternative. Under Scenario H4, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&l
contractors are projected to increase by 4% relative ttlo Action Alternative. Scenarios H1 and H4
reflect the range of effects that would result from the four potential outcomes under Alternative.4
The other two operational scenarios would have effects that would fall within this range. For
example, under Scenario H3, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to increase
by 5% relative to No Action Alternative.

Alternative 5

As described in Chapter 3Description of Alternativesfacility construction under Alternative 5would
be similar to Alternative 1A with the exception of only one new intake instead of five. Alternative 5
would follow the operational criteria described as Scenario @nd would include criteria for north
Delta diversion bypass flows, OMR flows increased flows over Fremont Weir via a notatoi Yolo
Bypass Delta inflow and outflow, Delta Cross Channel gate operations, additional Rio Vista
minimum flows, Fall X2, San Joaquin River Inflow/Export Ratio, operations for Delta water quality
and residence, and water quality foagricultural and M&I diversions. These operations criteria are
described in detail in Section 3.6.4.2 in Chapter Bescription of Alternativesand in Appendix 5A,
BDCFEIR/S Modeling.

The addition of a new north Delta itake as well as changes to Delta regulatory requirements under
Alternative 5 would provide operational flexibility that would allow the SWPand CVRo increase
Delta exports. However, inclusion of Fall X2 in Alternative 5 leads to a reduction in deliveries in
some cases compared texisting Conditions which does not include the Fall X2 standard. In
addition, Alternative 5 and theNo Action Alternative also assume that there would be an increase in
Mé&l water rights demands north of the Delta, which would increase overall system demands and
reduce the amount of CVP water available faotal export south of the Delta. Consequently, in some
cases SWP Mé&deliveries under Alternative 5 are projected to increase due to increased
opportunities for Delta exports, while in some cases deliveries are projected to decrease due to
inclusion of Fall X2 and increased water rights demands north of Delta.

See Chapteb, Water Supply for more detail on changes in Delta exports and SvéRd CVP
deliveries under Alternative 5.

Changes in Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions.

SWP. Comparedto Existing Conditions, Alternative Swould increase deliveries to all hydrologic
regions except for Tulare Lake and South Lahontan which would experience a decrease in deliveries,
and the San Joaquin River region, which would experience thange in deliveries. Compared to
Existing Conditions South Coast would receive the largest net increase in deliveries (up4d TAF of
Table A deliveries) among the regions, and represent6% of the net increase in Table A M&
deliveries under Alternative 5. Compared tdexisting Conditions Table A plus Article 21 M&lI
deliveries to Tulare Lakeand South Lahontarwould decreaseby up to 1 TAF and2 TAF,
respectively. Comparedto the No Action Alternative, Alternative 5 would result in increased
deliveries to all hydrologic regions. Compared to th&lo Action Alternative, South Coast would
receive the largest net increase in deliveries (up to 103 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries)
among the regions, which represent§5% of the net increase in Table A plus Article 21 M&l
deliveries under Alternative 5 (refer to Table 3016 for more information).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

CVP Alternative 5 would not change M&I deliveries for the Sacramento River, South Coast, South
Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors located in these
regions.Compared toExisting Conditions Alternative 5 would result in decreased deliveries to the
other hydrologic regions. Compared tdxisting Conditions San Francisco Bay is projected to receive
the largest potential decrease in deliveries§ TAF) among the affected hydrologic regions.
Compared to theNo Action Alternative, Alternative 5 would result in increased deliveries to the
other hydrologic regions. Compared to theNo Action Alternative, San Francisco Bay is projected to
receive the largest potential increase in deliveries (2 TAF) among the affected hydrologic regions
(refer to Table 30-17 for more information).

Alternative 5Compared toExisting Conditions

SWP. Under Alternative 5, by 2060, Table A deliveries and total deliveries to all SWP contractors are
each projected to increase by 2% relative to existing conditions. By 2060, Table A and total
deliveries to M&I contractors are projected to increase by 3% each, relative Existing Conditions.

CVP Under Alternative 5, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to decrease
by 8% relative to Existing Conditions

Alternative 5Compared toNo Action Alternatiwe.

SWP. Under Alternative 5, by 2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are projected to
increase by 9% relative to theNo Action Alternative, while total deliveries are projected to increase
by 10% relative to theNo Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&l
contractors are each projected to increase by 9% each, relative to thim Action Alternative.

CVP Under Alternative 5, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP Mé&ontractors are projected to increase by
4% relative the No Action Alternative.

Alternatives6A, 6B, and 6C

As described in Chapter 3Description of Alternativesfacility construction under Alternatives 6A, 6B
and 6C would be similar to Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C, respectively. Alternatives 6A, 6B and 6C
would follow the operational criteria described in Scenario Dywould not include operations of the
south Delta intakesand would include criteria for north Delta diversion bypass flows, increased
flows over Fremont Weir via a notch into Yolo Bypas®elta inflow and outflow, Delta Cross Channel
gate operations, additional Rio Vista minimum flows, Fak2, and water quality for agricultural and
Mé&l diversions. These operations criteria are described in detail in Section 3.6.4.2 in Chapter 3,
Description of Alternativesand in Appendix 5ABDCFEIR/S Modeling.

The elimination of diversions a the south Delta intakes and implementation of Fall X2 reduce
operational flexibility and water supply available to SWRnd CVHor exports south of the Delta.
Therefore, SWP and CVP M&I deliveriemder Alternatives 6A, 6B and 6C are projected to decrease
compared toExisting Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative. See Chapter S)ater Supply for

more detail on changes in Delta exports and SWP and CVP deliveries under Alternatives 6/ar&B
6C.

Changes in Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions.

SWP. Compared to bothExisting Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative, Alternatives 6A, 6B and
6C would decrease deliveries to all hydrologic regions except San Joaquin River, which would
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

experience no change in deliverie€Compared toExisting Conditions South Coast would experience
the largest net decreasén deliveries (a decrease ofip to 356 TAFof Table A plus Article 21
deliveries), whichrepresents 72% of the decrease infable A plus Article 2IM&I deliveries.

Compared to theNo Action Alternative, South Coast would again experience the largest net decrease
in deliveries (a decrease of up to 286 TAF of Table A plus Article Zeliveries), which represents

75% of the decrease in Table A plus Article 21 M&I deliveries.

CVP Alternatives 6A, 6B and 6C would not change M&lI deliveries for the Sacrameover, South
Coast, South Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors
located in these regionsCompared toExisting Conditions Alternatives 6A, 6B and 6C would
decrease M&I deliveries to the other hydrologic regionsCompared toExisting Conditions San
Francisco Bay would experience the largest decreasa ecrease of up to 19 AFof Table A plus
Article 21 deliveries); decreases to the other three regions would range frompproximately 3 to 8
TAFof Table A plusArticle 21 deliveries. Compared to theNo Action Alternative, Alternatives 6A, 6B
and 6C wouldalsodecrease M&I deliveries to the other hydrologic regions. Compared to tiNo
Action Alternative, San Francisco Bay would experience the largest decrease ¢amase of up to 8
TAFof Table A plus Article 21deliveries); decreases to the other three regions would range from
approximately 2 TAF to 4 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries.

Alternatives6A, 6B, and 6C Compared to Existirgn@itions.

SWP. Under Alternative 6A 6B, and 6C by 2060, Tabk deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to decrease by 25% relative t@xisting Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP
contractors are projected to decrease by 24%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&l

contractors are each projected to decrease by 26% relative &xisting Conditions

CVP By 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to decrease by 25% relatito
Existing Conditions

Alternatives6A, 6B, and 6C Compared o Action Alternative

SWP. Under Alternative 6A 6B, and 6C by 2060, Tabk deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to decrease by 20% relative to thélo Action Alternative, while total deliveries are
projected to decrease by 18% relative to th&lo Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and tota
deliveries to M&l contractors are projected to decrease by 22% and 21%, respectively, relative to
the No Action Alternative. As described above, the operational criteria followed under Alternatives
6A, 6B and 6C would eliminate divesions at the south Delta intakes andhclude implementation of
Fall X2, whichwould reduce operationalflexibility and water supply availableto SWPfor exports
south of the Delta; therefore deliveries under these alternative would decrease relative to tinNo
Action Alternative.

CVP Under Alternative 6A 6B, and 6C by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected
to decrease by 14% relative to théNo Action Alternative. As described above, the operational
criteria followed under Alternatives6A, 6B and 6C would eliminate diversions at the south Delta
intakes and include implementation of FalX2, which would reduce operationafflexibility and water
supply available to CVP for exports south of the Delta; therefore deliveries under these alternative
would decrease relative to the No Action Alternative.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Alternative 7

As described in Chapter 3Description of Alternativesfacility construction under Alternative 7would
be similar to Alternative 1A with the exception of only three new intakes instead of five, and would
follow the operational criteria described as Scenario E, including implementation of Fall X2.

The addition of the north Delta intakes under Alternative #vould provide operational capacity to
the SWPand CVRo increase Delta exports. Howevergduceddiversions under Scenario E would
reduce operational flexibility and water supply available to SWP and CVP for exports south of the
Delta. Therefore, SWP and CVP M&l deliverigader Alternative 7 are projected to derease
compared toExisting Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative. See Chapter 8)ater Supply for
more detail on changes in Delta exports and SWP and CVP deliveries under Alternative 7.

Changes in Deliveries to the HydrolodRegions.

SWP. Conpared to both Existing Conditionsand the No Action Alterative, Alternative Avould
decrease deliveries to the hydrologic regions. Compared Existing Conditions South Coast would
experience the largeshet decrease in deliveries (a decrease of up 887 TAF Table A plus Article 21
deliveries), which represents73% of the decrease in Table A plus Article 21 M&I deliveries,
decreases in deliveries to other regions would range frorB TAFto 37 TAF of TableA plus Article 21
M&I deliveries. Compared to theNo Action Alternative, South Coast woulégainexperience the
largest net decrease in diéveries (a decrease of up to 26 TAF Table A plus Article 21eliveries),
which represents 76% of the decrease in Tale A plus Article 21 M&I deliveries; decreases in
deliveries to other regions would range from2 TAF to31 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 M&l
deliveries.

CVP Alternative 7 would not change M& deliveries for the Sacramento River, South Coast, South
Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors located in these
regions.Compared toExisting Conditions Alternative 7 would decrease M&I deliveries to the other
hydrologic regions. Compared tdxisting Conditions San Francisco Bay would experience the

largest decrease (a decrease of up i TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries)ecreases to the

other three regions would range from betweer8 and 8 TAF. Compred to the No Action Alternative,
Alternative 7 would decrease M&I deliveries to the other hydrologic regions. Compared to tiNo

Action Alternative, San Francisco Bay would experience the largetsicrease (a decrease of up to 8

TAF of Table A plus Artie 21 deliveries), decreases to the other three regions would range from
between2 and 4 TAF.

Alternative 7Compared to Existing Conditions.

SWP. Under Alternative 7, by 2060, Table A deliveries to aBWP contractors are projected to
decrease by 23% relative tdxisting Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to decrease by 24%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&I contractors are
projected to decrease by 24% redltive to Existing Conditions

CVP Under Alternative 7, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to decrease
by 25% relative to Existing Conditions
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Alternative 7Compared toNo Action Alternative

SWP. Under Alternative 7, by 2060, Table A and total deliveries to all SWP contractors are projected
to decrease by 17% relative to théNo Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to
M&I contractors are each projected to decrease by 20% relative to tido Action Alternative.

CVP Under Alternative 7, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to decrease
by 14% relative to theNo ActionAlternative.

Alternative 8

As described in Chapter 3Description of Alternativesfacility construction under Alternative 8would
be similar to Alternative 1A with the exception of only three new intakes instead of five, and would
follow the operational criteria described as Scenario F, including implementation of Fall X2.

The addition of the north Del intakes under Alternative 8would provide operational capacity to
the SWPand CVRo increase Delta exports. Howevereduceddiversions under Scenario F would
reduce operational flexibility and water supplyavailable to SWP and CVP for exports south of the
Delta. Therefore, SWP and CVP M&l deliverigader Alternative 8 are projected to decrease
compared toExisting Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative.

See Chapter ByVater Supply for more detail on changes in Delta exports and S\Wi#dd CVP
deliveries under Alternative 8.

Changes in Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions.

SWP. Comparedto both Existing Conditionsand theNo ActionAlternative, Alternative 8would
decrease deliveries to the hydrologic regions. Compared Existing Conditions South Coast would
experience the largest net decrease in deliveries (a decrease of uB®6 TAF of Table A plus Article
21 deliveries), which represents72% of the decrease in M&I deliveriesdecreassin deliveries to
other regions would range from9 TAFto 72 TAF.Compared to theNo Action Alternative, South
Coast would experience the largest net decrease in deliveries ecrease of up t®66 TAF of Table
A plus Article 21 deliveries), which represents78% of the decrease in M&I deliveriesdecreases in
deliveries to other regions would range from B TAF to 6 TAF.

CVP Alternative 8 would not change M&I deliveries for the Sacramento River, South Coast, South
Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors located in these
regions.Compared toExisting Conditions Alternative 8 would decrease M&I delivegs to the other
hydrologic regions. Compared tdxisting Conditions San Francisco Bay would experience the

largest decrease (a decrease of up 8 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries); decreases in
deliveries other regions would range from 4 TAF td 7 TAF.Compared to theNo Action Alternative,
Alternative 8 would also decrease M&I deliveries to the other hydrologic regions. Compared to the

No Action Alternative, San Francisco Bay would experience the largest decrease (a decrease of up to
25 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveriesdecreases in deliveries to other regions would range

from 2 TAFto 13 TAE

Alternative 8Compared to Existing Conditions.

SWP. Under Alternative 8, by 2060 TableA deliveries to all SWP contractors are projected to
decrease by 44% relative tdExisting Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP contractors are
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

projected to decrease by 43%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&I contractors are each
projected to decrease by 47% relative t&xisting Conditions

CVP Under Alternative 8, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to decrease
by 48% relative to Existing Conditions

Alternative 8Compared toNo Action Alternative

SWP. Under Alternative 8, by 2060, TableA deliveries to all SWP contractors are projected to
decrease by 40% relative to théNo Action Alternative, while total deliveries are projected to
decrease by 39% relative to théNo Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&l
contractors are projected to decrease by 44% and 43%, respectively, relative to tN® Action
Alternative.

CVP By 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to decrease by 41% relative to the
No Action Alternative.

Alternative 9

As described in Chapter 3Description of Alternativesfacility construction under Alternative 9would
include two new intakes along the Sacramento River near Walnut Grove, enlargement of existing
canals and construction of other new facilities, and would follow theperational criteria described
as Scenario G, including implementation of Fall X2.

As described below and in Chapter 3ater Supply SWPand CVRleliveries under Alternative 9

would decrease only slightly compared to theNo Action Alternative. As described abovghe No

Action Alternative, like Alternative 9, includes the effects of water rights demands, sea level rise and
climate change. Therefore, a majority of the change in deliveriesder Alternative 9 is due to the
effects of increased water rights demands, sea level rise and climate change.

See Chapter Syater Supply for more detail on changes in Delta exports and SvéRd CVP
deliveries under Alternative 9.

Changes in Deliveries to the Hydrologic Regions.

SWP. Compare to Existing Conditions Alternative 9would decrease deliveries to all regions except
for the SanFranciscoBay region, which would receive an increase in deliveries and the San Joaquin
region, which would experience no change in deliveries. Compared Existing Conditions South
Coast would receive the largest net decrease in deliveries (a decrease of up t® TA\F of Table A
plus Article 21 deliveries) while San Francisco Bay would receive the only increase (up4d AF of
Table A plus Article 21 deliveries).

Compared to theNo Action Alternative, Alternative 9would increase deliveries b all regions except

for the South Coast region and the Colorado River region, which would receive decreases in
deliveries and the San Joaquin region, which would experience no change in deliveries. Compared to
the No Action Alternative South Coast wouldeceive the largest net decrease in deliveries (a
decrease of up to & TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries) while San Francisco Bay would

receive the largest increase (up to 8 TAF of Table A plus Article 21 deliveries) (refer to Table B8

for more information).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

CVP Alternative 9 would not change M&I deliveries for the Sacramento River, South Coast, South
Lahontan and Colorado River regions because there are no affected CVP contractors located in these

regions.

Compared to Existing Conditions Alternative 9would decrease M&I deliveries to the other regions.
Compared toExisting Conditions San Francisco Bay would receive the largest decrea3eTAF)

among the hydrologic regions.

Compared to theNo Action Alternative, Alternative 9would increase deliveries to the other regions,
with the exception of San Joaquin River, which would experience a reduction in deliveries.
Compared to theNo Action Alternative, San Francisco Bayould receive the largest net increase<1
TAF) among the hydrologic regions (refer to Table 327 for more information).

Alternative 9Compared to Existing Conditions.

SWP. Under Alternative 9, by 2060, Table A deliveries to all SWP contractors are projected to
decrease by 8% relative tdxisting Conditions while total deliveries to all SWP contractors are
projected to decrease by 9%. By 2060, Table A and total deliveries to M&ntractors are projected
to decrease by 8% and 9%, respectively, relative xisting Conditions

CVP Under Alternative 9, by 2060, deliveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to decrease

by 12% relative to Existing Conditions

Alternative 9Compared to No Action Alternative.

SWP. Under Alternative 9, by 2060, Table A and total deliveries to all SWP contractors are each
projected to decrease by 1% relativeo the No Action Alternative. By 2060, Table A and total
deliveries to M&I contractors are each projected to decrease by 3% and 4%, respectively, relative to

the No Action Alternative.

CVP Under Alternative 9, by 2060, ddiveries to all CVP M&I contractors are projected to increase by
less than 1% relative to theNo Action Alternative.

Comparison of Water Deliveriesith California Water Plan Projected Dematid

As described in Section 30.1.3)rbanLand Useand Water Use by Hydrologic Regiotme California
Department of Water Resources estimated total lorterm (year 2050) water demand (including
water for agricultural, M&I and environmental uses) in the hydrologic regions in the California
Water Plan.Assuming the Current Trends demand scenario identified in the California Water Plan
(and described above), total water demand in the eight regions described in Section 30.18uld
increase by approximately 1,986TAF relative to the baseline reporting period (19982005) (Rayej
pers. comm.2012). This section compares deliveries under the BDGiternatives in 2060 with

projected demand under the Current Trends demand scenario.

Under Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C, total SWReliveries to all regions would increase by
approximately 571 TAF, total CVIM&I deliveries to all regions woull decrease by 3 TAF and CVP

31 As described in Section 30.1.1.3, th@alifornia Water Plan is updated every five years. The latest California Water

Plan was released in 2009 and contains projections to the year 2050. It is not expected that there will be substantial
changes in demand trends between 2050 and 2060 that woulchpact the comparison of the year 2050 projections

from the California Water Plan with modeling projections for theBDCPAO OEA O, AOA , 11 ¢ 4A0i o

horizon (year 2060).
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agricultural deliveries would decrease by 66 TAF (see Chapter\Bjater Supply for more

information on CVP agricultural deliveries) compared tdExisting Conditions Therefore, under
Alternatives 1A, 1B and T, net SWP and CVP deliveries would increase by approximately 502 TAF
by 2060. This increase in supply equates to about 25% of the projected increase in demand for the
hydrologic regions assuming the Current Trends demand scenario.

Under Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C, total SWiReliveries to all regions would increase by
approximately 311 TAF, total CVIM&I deliveries to all regions would decrease b0 TAF and CVP
agricultural deliveries would decrease by 20 TAR2 compared toExisting Conditions Therefore,
under Alternatives 2A, 2B and 2C, net SWP and CVP deliveries would increase by approximately 94
TAF by 2060. This increase in supply equates to about 5% of the projected increase in demand for
the hydrologic regions assuming the Current Trends demand scenario.

Under Alternative 3, total SWRdeliveries to all regions would increase by approximately 484 TAF,
total CVPM&I deliveries to all regions would decrease ¥ 3.0 TAF and CVP agricultural deliveries
would decrease by 73 TAF compared tBxisting Conditions Therefore, under Alternative 3, net SWP
and CVP deliveries would increase by approximately 408 TAF by 2060. This increase in supply
equates to about 21% ofhe projected increase in demand for the hydrologic regions assuming the
Current Trends demand scenario.

Under Alternative 4, total SWRdeliveries to all regions wouldincrease undertwo scenarios and
would decrease undertwo other scenarios compared to existing conditions. Under Scenario H1
total SWP deliveries to all regions would increase by approximately 38TAF; under Scenario H2,
total SWP deliveries to all regions would decrease by approximately 1Z'AF, under Scenaio H3,
total SWP deliveries to all regions would increase bgpproximately 201 TAF, and under Scenario
H4, total SWP deliveries to all regions would decrease by approximately 295 TAltal CVPM&I
deliveries to all regions would decrease undeall four Alternative 4 scenarios: under Scenario H1,
CVP M&l deliveries would decrease by TAF, under Scenario H2 they would decrease 1Y TAF,
under Scenario H3 they would decrease b0 TAF, and under Scenariél4 CVPM&I deliveries
would decrease byl0 TAF compared to existing conditionsCVP agricultural deliveries would
decrease by 81 TAF under Scenario H1, would decrease by 108 TAF under Scenario H2, would
decrease by 215 TAF under Scenario H3, and would decrease by 243 TAF under Scenario H4.

Basedon the information above, under Alternative 4Scenario H1, net SWBnd CVRleliveries would
increase by approximately 299 TAF by 2060l his increase in supply equates to about 15% of the
projected increases indemand for the hydrologic regions assuming the Current Trends demand
scenario. Under Alternative 4 Scenario H2, net SWP and CVP deliveries would decrease by
approximately 239 TAF by 2060This decrease in supply is in contrast to projected increases in
demand for the hydrologic regions assuming the Current Trends demand scenario. Under
Alternative 4 Scenario H3, net SWP and CVP deliveries would decrease by approximately 24 TAF by
2060. This decrease in supply is in contrast to projected increases in demafat the hydrologic
regions assuming the Current Trends demand scenarionder Alternative 4 Scenario H4, net SWP
and CVP deliveries would decrease by approximately 548 TAF by 2060 compared to existing
conditions. This decrease in supply is in contrast tprojected increases in demand for the
hydrologic regions assuming the Current Trends demand scenario.

32 See Chapter 5Water Supply for more information on CVPagricultural deliveries summarized in this section.
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Under Alternative 5, total SWRdeliveries to all regions would increase by approximately 48 TAF,

total CVPM&I deliveries to all regions would decrease by 10 TAF and CVP agricultural deliveries
would decrease by 216 TAF compared tixisting Conditions Therefore, under Alternative 5, net

SWP and CVP deliveries would decrease by approximately 178 TAF by 2060sTdécrease in supply

is in contrast to projected increases in demand for the regions assuming the Current Trends demand
scenario.

Under Alternatives6A, 6B, and 6C, total SWiReliveries to all regions would decrease by
approximately 627 TAF, total CVIM&I deliveries to all regions would decrease by BTAF and CVP
agricultural deliveries would decrease by 487 TAF compared tBxisting Conditions Therefore,
under Alternatives 6A, 6B, and 6C, net SWP and CVP delegmwould decrease by approximately
1,145 TAF by 2060. This decrease in supply is in contrast to projected increases in demand for the
regions assuming the Current Trends demand scenario.

Under Alternative 7, total SWPRdeliveries to all regions would decrease by approximately 614 TAF,
total CVPM&I deliveries to all regions would decrease by 31 TAF and CVP agricultural deliveries
would decrease by 487 TAF compared tBxisting Conditions Therefore, under Alterndive 7, net
SWP and CVP deliveries would decrease by approximately 1,132 TAF by 2060. This decrease in
supply is in contrast to projected increases in demand for the regions assuming the Current Trends
demand scenario.

Under Alternative 8,in the late long term period, total SWRieliveries to all regions would decrease

by approximately 1,126 TAF, total CVM&I deliveries to all regions would decrease by 60 TAF and
CVP agricultural deliveries would decrease b§83 TAF(see Chapter 5Water Supply for more
information on CVP agricultural deliveries) compared tdxisting Conditions Therefore, under
Alternative 8, net SWP and CVP deliveries would decrease by approximately&Q TAF by 2060.

This decrease in supply is in contrast to projected increases in demand for the regions assuming the
Current Trends demand scenario.

Under Alternative 9, total SWRdeliveries to all regions would decrease by approximatel234 TAF,

total CVPM&I deliveries to all regions would decrease by 15 TAF and CVP agricultural deliveries
would decrease by 354 TAF compared tBxisting Conditions Therefore, under Alternative 9, net

SWP and CVP deliveries would decrease bympximately 603 TAF by 2060. This decrease in supply
is in contrast to projected increases in demand for the regions assuming the Current Trends demand
scenario.

30.3.2.4 Potential for Increases in Water Deliveriés Agricultural

Contractors to Remove Obstacles to Growth

Changes in the amount, cost or reliability of water deliveries could affect agricultural production
within SWPand/or CVPcontractor service area. As described in Chapter %Vater Supply and
shown in Table 3014, deliveries to agricultural contractors are projected to increase under some
alternatives. To the extent that the lack of sufficient, reliable water supplies currentlposes a
constraint to agricultural production, then increased reliable supplies have the potential to support
increased agricultural production. Increased reliability of supplies (e.g., increased supplies to
agricultural contractors during dry years) maysupport additional agricultural production. Where
and how such increases would occur likely could vary from one farming interest to another.
Increased agricultural production could support an increase in seasonal and permanent-éarm
employment as well & increased economic activity in the larger agricultural industry (associated
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with agricultural inputs, processing, transport, etc.). The ability of local labor pools to support
seasonal and permanent increases in employment would likely vary from regiow region.

30.3.25 Potential for Increases in Water Deliveriés Urban Contractors
to Remove Obstacles to Growth

No Action Alternative

Under theNo Action Alternative SWP, deliveries to M&I contractas overall would decrease over
time (by about 5.2% for Table A deliveries and 5.8% for Table A and Article 21 deliveries by 2060)
relative to Existing Conditions because of increases in North of Delta urban water demand and
implementation of Fall X2 saliiity and flow augmentation requirements. The No Action Alternative
would not remove an obstacle to growth. Overall water demand can vary substantially from year to
year irrespective of population growth (as shown in Figure 36r), largely due to annual variations in
weather and rainfall, which affect agricultural and outdoor urban demands. As discussed above,
population growth is driven by a complex mix of factorsWhile water is needed for urban
development, the minor decline in combined SWP Table A and Article 21 deliveries under the No
Action Alternative are not expected to deter or slow the rate of growth in areas where conditions
(especially economic condition$ are otherwise favorable for growth. Instead, water providers

would be expected to find alternative supply sources in conjunction with implementing or
enhancing conservation programs to reduce demands. Specifically, affected water contractors would
likely find alternative sources of water (including transfers from agricultural contractors,
desalination and wastewater reclamation) to support population growth within their service areas
and, therefore, growth could probably occur with or without the increasd water deliveries

resulting from implementation of the BDCP This expectation is supported by the growing
recognition by California water managers and planners in recent years (e.g., California Department
of Water Resources 200%.17-87-18; California Department of Water Resources 2009.12-2, 5-45-

6) of the importance of integrated regional water managemnt, diversified supply portfolios, and
efficiency improvements for adapting to future conditions and meeting the water needs of a growing
population. The potential environmental consequences of providing alternative water sources are
discussed in AppendiX6B, Responses of Reduced South of Delta Water Supplies

Factors affecting whether or not growth would occur under theNo Action Alternativeare described
below.

Supply Portfolio Diversity . As shown in Figure 301, SWPand CVRieliveries represented at
most 27% of all water supplies for the hydrologic regions, indicating that there is already
substantial reliance on sources other than the SWP and CVP. Water contractors with more
diverse water supply portfolios may be better able to mploy alternative sources to meet
demand and support population with or without increased water deliveries that would result
from some action alternatives (e.g., Alternative$A, 1B, and 1C). Expansion of integrated
regional water managgement IRWM] EO A EAU T AEAAOGEOA 1T £ OEA
Implementation Plar3 (California Department ofWater Resources 2009Vol. 1, 78-7-11).

IRWM is a portfolio approach for determining the appropriate mix of watetrelated resource
management strategies and actions and would enable indivigl water suppliers to diversify

33 A fundamental objective of the California Water Plan is to provide guidance to local government agencies and
regional partnerships on ways to increase regional self suffiency in meeting their future water demands
(California Department of Water Resources 2010:4.35-16).
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their supply portfolios. The goal of IRWM is to provide longerm reliable water supplies for all
users at the lowest reasonable cost and the highest possible economic development,
environmental quality, and societal objedives (California Department of Water Resources
2009:Vol.1, #8). Continuing emphasis on IRWM has the potential to increase supply options and
flexibility for many water suppliers.

Storage Cagpacity . Water contractors with the ability to store water within or outside of their

service areas may be able to carry over excess supply from year to year, which could then be

used to support population growth or improve supply reliability with or without increased

water deliveries resulting from the BDCPArticles 54, 55 and 56 of the Monterey Amendment

contained provisions intended to provide more consistency and greater flexibility in SWP

AT T OOAADI 008 OOA elaml cdn@iaded fdiligs Shdto prambté giodirgwater

banking, conjunctive use of local and SWP water sources, and earlier and more efficient use of

excess allocated Table A water. Expansion of the conjunctive management of multiple water

supplies, includET ¢ COT O1T AxAOAOh EO AT T OEAO EAU 1T AEAAOEOA
Implementation Plan (California Department of Water Resources 20090l.1, #14z7-18). The

objective recognizes that ly taking advantage of extensive storage capacity of groundwater

basins, in closer coordination with surface storage and other water supplies when available,

water managers can prepare for future droughts, flood, and climate change, and improve water

supply reliability and water quality.3¢ GivenDWR O AT AT OOAT AT &6 AT A COI xEIT C
generally of the value of conjunctive management of future water supplies, additial SWP and
CVPcontractors may have access to conjunctive management and storage opportunities over

time.

Conservation/Water Use Efficiency . Conservation programs have been effective in reducing water
demand in California over the past fevdlecades, and strategies to further reduce both urban and
agricultural water demands are recognized as critical to meeting future water needs while
minimizing the impacts of water management on natural systems. While acknowledging the past
success of consefation projects, the California Water Plan identifies the need for greater effort in
OEEO AOAA8 |/ AEAAOEOGA ¢ 1T &£# OEA #AIl E&AI O EA 7AOAO 01 A
Efficiently, calls for the aggressive promotion and investment in wateuse efficiency efforts

(including water recycling as well as conservation) and innovation in the pursuit of efficiency
(California Department of Water Resources 200%0l.1, 711z7-14). Theplan states that water use
efficiency must be a key part of the water portfolio of every water agency, city, county, farm, and
busines® as well as that of State and federal government agencies, and that efficient water use
must be a foundational action otvery water plan (California Department of Water Resources
2009:Vol.1, #12).35 As described in Appendix 1emand Management Measure®WRencourages
agricultural and urban water conservation around the state through a variety of programs.

34 Such other water supplies could include recycled municipal watesurface runoff and floodflows, urban runoff
and storm water, imported water, water transfers, and desalination of brackish water and sea waté€alifornia
Department of Water Resource2009:Vol.1, 714). At the same time, it must be noted that many aquifers are
contaminated and would require remediation before they could be used for water supply storag€#élifornia
Department of Water Resource2009:Vol.1, 715).

35The plan also recogries thatwater use efficiency and conservation reduce not only water demand but
wastewater loads as well, and can reduce energy demand and greenhouse gas (GHitssions. Efficient water use
can help communities cope with reduced water supplyaliability that may be induced by climate change, thus
reducing economic and environmental impacts of water scarcitgCalifornia Department of Water Resources 2009:
Ch.7).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

In a February 2008 letter to the State senate leadership, California Governor Schwarzenegger
outlined key elements of a solution to problems in the Delta and called for preparation of a plan to
achieve a 20% reduction in per capita water use by 2028) T OAODPT 1T OA O1 OEA ' 1 OAOI
February 2010 a collaboration of state agenciésreleased20x2020 Water ©nservation Plan The
plan identifies baseline per capita use rates for each hydrologic region and recommended regional
targets for 2020 as well as baseline and target per capita rates for the state as a whole. The plan is
based on analyses conducted onragional and statewide basis and were designed to account for
regional differences, including varying levels of past conservation in different regions and climate
variations, which affect outdoor water use. Consistent with the law, the 20x2020 plan recommeés
actions that will reduce per capita use (not total urban usper sg by 20%. Table 3018 presents a
summary of baseline and target per capita use rates identified in the plan.

Table 3018. Urban Per Capita Water Use by Hydrologic Region: 2005 Baseith@020 Target

2005 M&l Per Capita 2020 Target M&l Per Capita Difference

Water Use Water Use 200572020
Hydrologic Regiort | (gallons per capita per day)| (gallons per capita per day) (%)
San Francisco Bay 157 131 -17
Sacramento River 253 176 -30
SanJoaquin River 248 174 -30
Central Coast 154 123 -20
South Coast 180 149 -17
Tulare Lake 285 188 -34
South Lahontan 237 170 -28
Colorado River 346 211 -39
Statewide ¢ Total 192 154 -20

Source: California Department of Water Resources et al., 2010

a Listed hydrologic regions exclude North Coast and North Lahontan (which lack SWPCVPcontractors receiving
water from the Delta).

b The targets set by lhe 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan are based on analyses designed to account for region
differences including varying degrees of past conservation and climate variations.

¢ Statewide total include all hydrologic regions in the state.

Based on the statewide average target per capita rate and projected population in the hydrologic

regions, the per capita reduction will likely lower water demand in 2020 to belovExisting

Conditions. By 2060 however, projected demands would be expected ¢éxceed savings achieved by

the target per capita reduction due to projected population growth.

DWRE O AT i i EOIi AT O O1 OEA EI Bl Al ATOAOQGEITT T &£ xAOAO A A&/
SO0OAOAB8 O ¢mn@gmngm OANOEOAI Adtodi€vel Avill dontibue to pravildd E OA O AO OE
opportunities for participation in new or expanded conservation and reuse programs, effectively

augmenting supplies reduced under thé&lo Action Alternative.

36 This requirement was later codified as part of SB 7X 7 discussed in subsection BQ.3.

37 The plan was prepared by DWRSWRCB, California Bapelta Authority, California EnergyCommission,
California Department of Public Health California Public UtilitiesCommission,California Air Resources Board, with
assistance from California Urban Water Conservation Council and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

In conclusion, considering the options available to contracts to find alternative sources of supply
and implement programs to reduce demands under existing regulations and management plans, it is
reasonable to assume that population growth would occur in the water service areas with or

without water supplied under the BDCPaction alternatives, as suppliers would seek alternative
sources in response to projected demands to avoid water service deficiencies.

Alternatives1 through 9

Estimating Growth Potential Supported by IncreasaesAverage Annual Deliveries

Under Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4 (Scenarios H1 and H3), gldcderage annual water
deliveries to M&I contractors are projected to increase for most hydrologic regions, with the largest
projected increases occurring under Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C (see Tablesl®and 30-17).

For this analysis potential growth attributable to projected increases in average annual M&l
deliveries was estimated by applying year 2020 target per capita wateoasumption rates for the
hydrologic regions published in the20x2020 Water Conservation PlgiCalifornia Department of
Water Resources, et al. 201Ghown in Table 3018) to the projected increases in water deliveries to
M&I contractors. The potential population growth associated with net increases in deliveries is
shown in Table 3019, which indicates the potential increase in population that could be supported
by the projected increases in SWRind CVRleliveries compared toExisting Conditionsand the No
Action Alternative.

Tables 3020 and 30-21 characterize potential increases in population associated with year 2060
deliveries, by region, under AlternativeslA, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4 (Scenarios H1 through H4), 5,
and 9, compared to Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative, respectively. The potential
population growth associated with the long term M&I deliveries was estimatedsadescribed above
(i.e., by applying the 2020 target per capita water consumption rates to the projected deliveries).
The tables show potential population based on the maximum potential deliveri€sunder each
alternative, relative to the given baseline.

Note that this approach estimates arowth potential supported by increases in average annual
deliveries. Notwithstanding the fact that decreased per capita consumption will improve water use
efficiency, longterm water supply reliability is essential to sugoort long-term population increases,
and its absence would at some point constrain growth. But increases in deliveries would not be the
impetus for future growth; rather, factors such as natural growth, employment opportunities, local
policy, and quality d life will likely drive future changes in population.

There are a number of conservative assumptions in this approach. Growth potential was assumed to
be proportionate to the net increase in deliveries; that is, any M&I contractors projected to receive
increased deliveries would allocate the new supply to urban growth rather than for other purposes
(e.g., dry year reliability, groundwater overdraft protection, agricultural or environmental uses).

Some contractors likely would use increases in deliveries famther uses. Contractors have
increasingly sought to diversify their water supply portfolios and firm up supplies. In the event that

38 Under Alternative 9, average annual water deliveries to M&I contractors would alsincrease for most hydrologic
regions relative to the No Action Alternative (2060), but not relative to existing conditions.

39 Typically the maximum deliveries include both Table A and Article 21 in the SWi®mponent, although there are
exceptions to this.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

available water supplies exceed demand, contractors may opt to rely on sources other than the SWP

or CVPbased on (for example) cost or water quality.

Growth Potential by Region

As shown in Tables 320 and 30-21, the potential increase in population would be greatest under
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C. Deliveries to the South Coast region, the most populous region in the
state, represent more than 60% of the net increase ideliveries under Alternatives 141C, A, 2B,
2C, 3,4 (Scenarios H1 through H4)and 540 Aside from the South Coast region, thieydrologic
regions thatcould realize the largest increases in M&l deliveries include San Francisco Bay, South
Lahontan, and Colorado River.

Growth Pdential Associated with BDCompared to California Water Plan Projections

The section below compares the population growth potentially supported by increased M&l
deliveries under each BDCRIternative to the growth forecasts pregnted in the California Water
Plan. Table 3622 shows population estimates by region for 2025, 2050 and 2060 based on DWR
data prepared for the California Water Plar! A comparison of growth potential supported by
alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4, 5 and 9 is provided below.

Because M&I deliveries are projected to decrease under Alternativés\, 6B, 6C, 7 and 8 (as
described in Section 30.3.2.3), these alternatives are not expected to support additional population
and are not discussed below. The indirect effects of reduced S\&iRd CVRleliveries in the export
servicearea are discussed in Section 30.4, below.

40 As described in Section 30.1.3.50uth Coast Hydrologic RegipBWR projections indicate that by 2050 theSouth
Coast regionwill experience the largest net population growth among affected regionsvith population increasing
by approximately 7 million people, a 35% increase relative to 2010 populationdalifornia Department of Water
Resources2009; ESRI 2011).

41 The populationforecasts presented in Table 3€22 are based on population data prepared for the period 2005 to

2050 by DWR(Rayej pers. comm. 2010)if O OEA # Al E&AI O1 EA 7A0AO0 01 AT h AOOOI Eil C

scenario described in the plan (and summrized in Section 30.1.3 of this chapter); estimates for 2025 were
interpolated based on data for 2020 and 2030 and estimates for 2060 were extrapolated based on data for 2040
and 2050. The Current Trends scenario adheres to population projections by thalornia Department of Finance.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Table 3019. Potential Population Increases Due to Estimated Average Annual Deliveries Associated

with BDCRAlternatives

Population Potentially Supported by Changes in M&eliveries?

Compared to Existing Conditions

State Water Project

Alternative ¢ Table A Table A + Article 21 Central Valley Project
1A, 1B, 1C 1,888,631 2,020,497 --d
2A, 2B, 2C 1,056,910 1,074,082 --d
3 1,694,302 1,773,653 --d
4 (Scenario H1) 1,883,722 1,947,476 --d
4 (Scenario H2) 218,407 279,413 --d
4 (Scenario H3) 1,113,010 1,135,041 --d
4 (Scenario H4) 192,359 246,452 --d
5 366,021 313,002 --d
9 13,930 23,888 --d

Compared to No Action Alternative

Alternative P

State WaterProject

Central Valley Project

Table A Table A + Article 21
1A, 1B, 1C 2,446,036 2,652,816 73,154
2A, 2B, 2C 1,614,314 1,706,401 33,623
3 2,251,707 2,405,971 76,419
4 (Scenario H1) 2,441,127 2,579,794 70,744
4 (Scenario H2) 262,391 403,749 66,324
4 (Scenario H3) 1,670,414 1,767,360 32,693
4 (Scenario H4) 235,847 289,948 30,465
5 908,457 930,352 31,473
9 128,645 126,103 4,119

Source: California Department of Water Resources 2011B012b, 2012¢ 2012d, 2012e, 2012f, 2012g,2013a, 2013k;

adapted byESA

a2 Based on projected water deliveries as reported in BDGRodeling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables_110211.xIs, November 2011;
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by_contractor_AIt2A_tables_021412 xls, February 2012;
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by_contractor_tables_110111(031412).xls, March 2012; and
SWP_TableAArt21_delivery_by_contractor_Alt4A_tables_050112.xls, May 2012) and CuRtractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&lI_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012;
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_NMd&eliveries_with_Alt8_050112.xls, May 2012;
BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliveries_ELT_052112, May 2012;
SWP_TableA Art21_delivery_by contractor_010913_Alt4 Decision_Tree_Result.xls, January 2013; and
BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliveries_Alt4_Decision_T#E@913.xls, January 2018 adapted by ESA

b The comparison of each alternative to Existing Conditions reflects changes in deliveries resulting from S\&¥?P water
supply conditions, including decreases in SWP/CVP watevailability caused by increases in M&| water rights demands
north of the Delta, implementation of the Fall X2 standard, sea level rise, and climate change, as well as implementati
of the alternatives. In contrast, because the No Action Alternative accasrfor these factors, the comparison of each
alternative to the No Action Alternative (2060) indicates the general extent of changes in SWP/CVP water supply
conditions due to implementation of the alternative only. See Chapter ®/ater Supply for more information.

CListed alternatives include only those with the potential to increase deliveries to M&I uses based on modeling results.

is AAOAAOGA EI

x AOAO? &A1 EOAOEAO OEIT x1

AO O

Bay Delta Conservation Plan

Draft EIR/EIS

30-75

November 2013
ICF 00674.11



Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Table 3620. Potential Increase in Population Supported by Maximum Net Increase in SNdFCVHDeliveries, Compared to EXxisting

Conditions

Potential Increase in Population (Thousands) by Alternativeec

Hydrologic Regior? 1A, 1B, or 1C| 2A, 2B or 2C 3 (Scen:rio H1) (Scen:rio H2) (Scengrio H3) (Scen:rio H4) 5
San Francisco Bay 235.2 150.8 205.8 186.5 0 113.5 0 43.4
Sacramento River 13.8 8.9 11.7 10.9 0 7.5 0 34
San Joaquin River 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Central Coast 70.1 34.2 58.4 50.5 0 19.7 0 0
South Coast 1,430.7 681.5 1,255.4 1,087.0 0 466.4 0 201.1
Tulare Lake 44.8 26.0 36.9 427.1 277.2 384.6 241.7 0
South Lahontan 87.5 48.0 77.0 65.0 31.5 0
Colorado River 116.6 70.0 110.4 97.1 56.7 28.2
Total d 1,998.9 1,019.4 1,755.6 1,924.2 277.2 1,079.9 241.7 276.1

Source:California Department of Water Resources et al. 201 California Department of Water Resources 201112012c, 2012d 2012¢ 2012g 20133
2013b, adapted by ESA

a Listed hydrologic regions exclude North Coast and North Lahontan (which lack SWWPCVPcontractors receiving water from the Delta). Listed
alternatives include only those with the potential to increase deliveries to M&I uses based on modeling results.

b Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@deling results for SWRcontractors

(SWP_TableA Art21 delivery by contractor_newAlt1A2B tables 110211.xls, November 2011;

SWP_TableA_Art21 delivery_by contractor_AIt2A tables_021412.xls, February 2012; and
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by_contractor_tables 110111(031412).xls, M&26h?2) and CVRcontractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_with_AIt8_050112.xls, May 2012; BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_ ELT_052112, May 201
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_010913_Alt4 Decision_Tree_Result.xls, January 2013; and
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_Alt4_Decision_Tree_010913.xls, January) 28degated by hydrologic region, and divided by
projected year 2020 per capia water use for the hydrologic region as reported in California Department of Water Resources et2010.

¢ In most cases the population increase supported by the maximum net increase in deliveries reflects SVéBle A plus Article 21 deliveres
combined with CVPdeliveries. In a few cases, where Article 21 deliveries are projected to decrease, the maximum net increase reflects SWP T
A deliveries combined with CVP deliveries.

4 Numbers rounded to the nearest 100. Numbers may hdotal due to rounding.
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Table 30621. Potential Increase in Population Supporteg the Maximum Net Increase in SWHAd CVDeliveries, Compared to thdlo
Action Alternative

Potential Increase in Population (Thousands) by Alternative

Hydrologic 4 4 4 4

Regior? 1A, 1B,or 1C| 2A,2Bor2C 3 (Scenario H1) | (Scenario H2) | (Scenario H3) | (Scenario H4) 5 9
San Francisco Bay 317.6 233.1 288.1 268.9 58.6 195.9 0 125.8 59.9
Sacramento River 18.1 13.2 16.0 15.2 0 11.8 0 7.7 4.0
San Joaquin River 10.8 4.3 105 10.1 8.9 3.9 2.8 4.5 0
Central Coast 139.6 103.8 127.9 120.0 24.0 89.3 54.1 26.0
South Coast 1,847.7 1,098.5 1,672.4 1,503.9 50.4 883.3 618.0 0
Tulare Lake 95.9 77.0 87.9 478.1 328.2 435.6 292.7 39.7 23.2
South Lahontan 155.0 115.5 1445 132.6 99.0 0 50.1 17.2
Colorado River 141.3 94.6 135.1 121.8 81.3 0 52.8 0
Total ¢ 2,726.0 1,740.0 2,482.4 2,650.5 470.1 1,800.1 295.50 961.8 130.2

Source:California Department of Water Resources et al. 201 California Department ofWater Resources 2011b2012¢ 2012d, 2012¢e 2012g 20133 2013b, adapted

by ESA

a Listed hydrologic regions exclude North Coast and North Lahontan (which lack SWPCVPcontractors receiving water from the Delta). Listed alternatives include
only those with the potential to increase deliveries to M&I uses based on modeling results.

b Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@#deling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables_110211.xls, November 2011;
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_Alt2A_tables_021412.xls, February 2012; and SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_bytoprfthles 110111(031412).xls,
March 2012) and CVRontractors (BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_with_AlIt8_050112.xls, May 2012; and
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_ELT_052112, May 2012; SWP_TableA_Art21_delveontoactor 010913 Alt4_Decision_Tree_Result.xls, January 20.
and BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliveries_Alt4_Decision_Tree_010913.xls, January 2013.), aggregated by hydrologic regitividaddoy projected year 2020
per capita water use for the hydrobgic region as reported in California Department of Water Resources et 2010.

¢ Numbers rounded to the nearest 100. Numbers may not total due to rounding.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Table 3022. Projected Population Growth in Affected Hydrologic Regions (In Thous&nds)

Projected Projected Projected

Hydrologic Regions with Population Population Population Population
SWPand/or CVPContractors (2010)b (2025)¢ (2050)4d. e (2060)¢

San Francisco Bay 6,200.3 7,339.0 8,948.7 9,653.5
Sacramento River 3,013.1 3,887.6 5,348.9 6,040.0
San Joaquin River 2,166.6 3,098.1 4,885.9 5,785.1
Central Coast 1,370.9 1,788.4 2,153.1 2,319.1
South Coast 19,778.6 23,389.9 27,106.3 28,584.5
Tulare Lake 2,263.2 3,271.3 5,194.5 6,189.1
South Lahontan 9135 1,547.4 2,387.4 2,769.3
Colorado River 832.5 1,353.1 2,309.3 2,815.0

Sources:Rayejpers.comm. 2012; California Department of Water Resource2009; ESRI 2011

a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SWHt CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North
Lahontan).

b ESRI 2011

¢ Estimates for 2025 and 2060 are based on DWtojections (Rayejpers. comm.2012) assuming the
OAOOOAT O OOAT AOGd OAAT AOET AAOAOEAAA ET OEA #A
Resources 2009 (summarized in Section 30.1.3 of this chapterEstimates for 2025 were interpolated
based on DWR forecasts for 2020 and 2030 and estimates for 2060 were extrapolated based on DWF
forecasts for 2040 and 2050.

d California Department of Water Resources 2009

e Reflects growth projections under the Currat Trends scenario, which follows population projections by
the California Department of Finance.

Note that because the California Water Plan forecasts were completed in 2008 (for use in the 2009
plan) the effects of the recession that commenced R0D08, including its depth and duration, could
not have been anticipated at the time. Therefore, given the effects of the recession on growth
throughout the state, the population growth based on the California Water Plan shown in Table-30
23 may overstate he level of growth that will be reached by 2060. Nevertheless, given the small
percentage of total population growth represented by the population potentially supported by the
BDCP(as described below), it is reasonable to assume that the ldvaf growth supported by the
BDCP M&l deliveries would remain substantially smaller than overall growth experienced by 2060
within the eight hydrologic regions.

Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C

Table 30-23 compares the projected net and percent increase in population from 2010 to 2060
(based on the informationpresentedin Table 30-22) with the growth potential associated with
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C deliveriegompared to bothExisting Conditionsand theNo Action
Alternative. Growth potential supported by the BDClih the South Coast region represents the
largest percentage of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060 among the regions (16%
compared toExisting Conditionsand 21% compared to theNo Action Alternative).
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Table 30623. Population Growth Potentially Supported by BDOEBliveries (Alternatived A, 1B, and
1C) Compared with Projected Population Growth (In Thousands)

Potential Population Increase
Relative to Existing Conditiong: ¢

Potential Population Increase

Relative to No Action Alternatived.

Increase in As Percentage of As Percentage of
Population Increase in Population Increase in Population
Hydrologic Regiongt 2010-2060¢ ¢ Total 2010-2060 Total P 2010-2060
San Francisco Bay 3,453.2 235.2 6.8% 317.6 9.2%
Sacramento River 3,027.0 13.9 0.5% 18.1 0.6%
San Joaquin River 3,618.6 n/af n/af 10.8 0.3%
Central Coast 948.2 70.1 7.4% 139.6 14.7%
SouthCoast 8,805.9 1,430.7 16.2% 1,847.7 21.0%
Tulare Lake 3,925.9 44.8 1.1% 95.9 2.4%
South Lahontan 1,855.8 87.5 4.7% 155.0 8.4%
Colorado River 1,982.5 116.6 5.9% 141.3 7.1%

Sources:Rayej perscomm.2012; California Department of Water Resources 2002012d, 2012f, ESRI 2011

n/a = not applicable.

a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SW# CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North

Lahontan).

b Based on projected increase in M&I deliverieas reported in BDCRnodeling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_tables 110111(031412).xls, March 2012), and €&VRactors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_0212.xls, February 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, and
divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region as reported in DW&R al. 2010.

¢ Population increase is based on the sum &WPTable A, Aticle 21 and CVPDeliveries under Alternatives1A,
1B and 1C in the Late Long Term period.

d 2010 population data based on ESRI 2011

e Projected increase in population is based on DWjRojections (Rayej pers.comm.2012) AOOOI1 ET C

OOAT AG6 OAAT AOEI

AAOAOEAAA EI

extrapolated to 2060 for this analysis (see Table 3@2).
f Because water deliveries to the San Joaquin River region would decrease relativéetasting Conditions no

population increase is projected.

OEA #Al EAI OT EA YA

9
o

Alternatives2A, 2B, and 2C

Table 30-24 compares the projected net and percent increase in population from 2010 to 2060
(based on the informationpresentedin Table 30-22) with the growth potential associated with
Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 2C deliveriegcomparedto both Existing Conditionsand theNo Action
Alternative. Growth potential supported by the BDCih the South Coast region represents the
largest percentage of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060 among the regions (7.7%
compared toExisting Conditionsand 12.5% compared to theNo Action Alternative).
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Table 3624. Population Growth Potetially Supported by BDCBeliveries (Alternative®A, 2B, and
2C) Compared with Projected Population Growth (In Thousands)

Potential Population Increase Potential Population Increase
Relativeto Existing Conditionst.¢  Relative toNo Action Alternativeb. ¢
Increase in As Percentage of As Percentage of
Population Increase in Population Increase in Population
Hydrologic Regiong 2010-20609 ¢ Total 2010-2060 Total P 2010-2060
San Francisco Bay 3,453.2 150.8 4.4% 233.1 6.8%
Sacramento River  3,027.0 8.9 0.3% 13.2 0.4%
San Joaquin River  3,618.6 n/af n/af 4.3 0.1%
Central Coast 948.2 34.2 3.6% 103.8 10.9%
South Coast 8,805.9 681.5 7.7% 1,098.5 12.5%
Tulare Lake 3,925.9 26.0 0.7% 77.0 2.0%
South Lahontan 1,855.8 48.0 2.6% 115.5 6.2%
Colorado River 1,982.5 70.0 3.5% 94.6 4.8%

Sources:Rayej perscomm.2012; California Department of Water Resources 2002012d 2012f; ESRI 2011

n/a = not applicable.

a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SWHt CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North
Lahontan).

b Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@#deling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_tables 110111(0314X%, March 2012), and CVEontractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, a
divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region asported in DWRet al. 2010.

¢ Population increase is based on the sum &WPTable A, Article 21 and CVPBeliveries under Alternatives2A,
2B and 2C in the Late Long Term period.

d 2010 population data based on ESRI 2011

e Projected increase in population is based on DWjRojections (Rayejpers. comm.2012) assuming the
OAOOOAT O OOAT AG6 OAAT AOET A A OA OEaDkpartnieht of YVEtdr Resduicds
2009), extrapolated to 2060 for this analysis (see Table 3@2).

f Because water deliveries to the San Joaquin River region would decrease relativéetasting Conditions no
population increase is projected

Alternative 3

Table 30-25 compares the projected net and percent increase in population from 2010 to 2060
(based on the informationpresentedin Table 30-22) with the growth potential associated with
Alternative 3 deliveries, compared to bothExisting Conditionsand the No Action Alternative.

Growth potential supported by the BDCkh the South Coast region represents the largest percentage
of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060 among the regions (14% compared to
Existing Conditionsand 19% compared to theNo Action Alternative).

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Table 30625. Population Growth Potentially Supported by BDOEBliveries (Alternative 3 Compared
with Projected Population Growth (In Thousands)

Potential Population Increase Potential Population Increase
Relative to Existing Conditiong. ¢ Relative toNo Action Alternative b. ¢
Increase in As Percentage of As Percentage of
Population Increase in Population Increase in Population
Hydrologic Regiong 2010-20609.¢ Total 2010-2060 Total P 2010-2060
San Francisco Bay 3,453.2 205.8 6.0% 288.1 8.3%
Sacramento River 3,027.0 11.7 0.4% 16.0 0.5%
San JoaquirRiver 3,618.6 n/af n/af 10.5 0.3%
Central Coast 948.2 58.4 6.2% 127.9 13.5%
South Coast 8,805.9 1,255.4 14.3% 1,672.4 19.0%
Tulare Lake 3,925.9 36.9 0.9% 87.9 2.2%
South Lahontan 1,855.8 77.0 4.1% 144.5 7.8%
Colorado River 1,982.5 1104 5.6% 135.1 6.8%

Sources:Rayejpers. comm.2012; California Department of Water Resource2009, 2012d, 2012f; ESRI 2011

n/a = not applicable.

a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SWHt CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North
Lahontan).

b Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@#deling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_tables 110111(031412).Aarch 2012), and CVEontractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, &
divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region as reped in DWRet al. 2010.

¢ Population increase is based on the sum &WPTable A, Article 21 and CVBeliveries under Alternative 3in
the Late Long Term period.

d 2010 population data based on ESR011

e Projected increase in population is based on DWjRojections (Rayejpers. comm.2012) assuming the
OAOOOAT O OOAT AG6 OAAT AOET AAOAOEAAA EIT OdieAResoArteE
2009), extrapolated to 2060 for this analysis (see Table 3@2).

f Because water deliveries to the San Joaquin River region would decrease relativéetasting Conditions no
population increase is projected.

Alternative 4(Scenarios H1, H2, H3, and H4)

Table 30-26 compares the projected net and percent increase in population from 2010 to 2060
(based on the informationpresentedin Table 30-22) with the growth potential associated with
deliveries of each of theéAlternative 4 scenarios compared to bothExisting Conditionsand the No
Action Alternative.

For Scenarios H1, H3 and H4, growth potential supportday the BDCRn the South Coast region
represents the largest percentage of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060 among the
regions: 12.3% compared to Existing Conditions and 17.1% compared to the No Action Alternative
for ScenarioH1; 5.3% compared to Existing Conditions and 10.1% compared to the No Action
Alternative for Scenario H3;and 6.2% compared to Existing Conditions and 7.5% compared to the
No Action Alternative for Scenario H4.
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Scenario H1

Scenario H2

Scenario H3

Scenario H4

Potential Population Increase
Relative toNo Action

Relative to Existing

Potential Population Increase
Relative toNo Action

Relative to Existing

Potential Population Increase

Relative to Existing

Relative toNo Action

Potential Population Increase
Relative toNo Action

Relative to Existing

Conditions Alternative Conditions Alternative Conditions Alternative Conditions Alternative
_ As % of As % of As % of As % of As % of As % of As % of As % of

Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in

Hydrologic Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population

Regiort 2010-2060 |Total 2010-2060 Total 2010-2060 |Total 2010-2060 Total 2010-2060 |Total 2010-2060 Total 2010-2060 |Total 2010-2060 Total 2010-2060
San Francisco Ba) 3,453.2 186.5 5.4% 268.9 7.8% n/af n/af 58.6 1.7% 113.5 3.3% 195.9 5.7% n/af n/af n/af n/af
Sacramento River| 3,027.0 10.9 0.4% 15.2 0.5% n/af n/af n/af n/af 7.5 0.2% 11.8 0.4% n/af n/af n/af n/af
San Joaquin Rivel 3,618.6 n/af n/at 10.1 0.3% n/af n/af 8.9 0.2% n/af n/af 3.9 0.1% n/af n/af 2.8 0.1%
Central Coast 948.2 50.5 5.3% 120.0 12.7% n/af n/af 24.0 2.5% 19.7 2.1% 89.3 9.4% n/af n/af n/af n/af
South Coast 8,805.9 1087.0 12.3% 1503.9 17.1% 277.2 3.1% 50.4 0.6% 466.4 5.3% 883.3 10.0% n/af n/af n/af n/af
Tulare Lake 3,925.9 427.1 10.9% 478.1 12.2% n/af n/af 328.2 8.4% 16.7 0.4% 67.7 1.7% 241.7 6.2% 292.7 7.5%
South Lahontan |1,855.8 65.0 3.5% 132.6 7.1% n/af n/af 0.0 0.0% 315 1.7% 99.0 5.3% n/af n/af n/af n/af
Colorado River [1,982.5 97.1 4.9% 121.8 6.1% n/af n/af 0.0 0.0% 56.7 2.9% 81.3 4.1% n/af n/af n/af n/af

Sources:Rayaejpers. comm.2012; California Department of Water Resource2009, 2012d, 2012f, 20134, 2013b; ESRI 2011

n/a = not applicable.
a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SW# CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North Lahontan).
b Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@#deling results for SWRecontractors (SWP_TableA_Art21 delivery by contractor_tables 110111(031412).xls, March 20C2)Pcontractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012; SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_0108L3Iécision_Tree_Result.xls, January 2013; and BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliveries_Alt4_Decision_Tree_010913.xl:
January 2013), aggregated by hydrologic region, and divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologgioe as reported in DWRet al. 2010.
¢ Population increase is based on the sum &WPTable A, Article 21 and CVBeliveries under Alternative 4in the Late Long Term period.
d 2010 population data based on ESRI®A 1
e Projected increase in population is based on DWRojections (Rayejpers. comm2012) A OO OI ET ¢ OEA
analysis (see Table 322).

f Because water deliveries to hydrologic region would decrease under this scenario no population increase is projected.

OAAT AOET

AROAOEAAA EI

O E A, extrapbl&te@io Q6E& fér this A O
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

For ScenarioH2, growth potential supported by the BDChh the South Coast region represents the
largest percentage of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060 among the regions (3.1%)
compared to Existing Conditions; growth potential supported by the BDCP in the Tulare Lategion
represents the lalgest percentage of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060 among the
regions (8.4%) compared to the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 5

Table 30-27 compares the projected net and percent increase in population from 2010 2060

(based on the information presented in Table 322) with the growth potential associated with
Alternative 5 deliveries, compared to bothExisting Conditionsand theNo Action Alternative.

Growth potential supported by the BDCHh the South Coast region represents the largest percentage
of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060 among the regions (2.3% compared to
Existing Conditionsand 7% compared to thaNo Action Alternative).

Table 3627. Population Graith Potentially Supported by BDCPeliveries (Alternative » Compared
with Projected Population Growth (In Thousands)

Potential Population Increase Potential Population Increase
Relative to Eisting ConditionsP.¢  Relative toNo Action Alternativeb: ¢
Increase in As Percentage of As Percentage of
Population Increase in Population Increase in Population
Hydrologic Regiong 2010-2060% ¢ Total 2010-2060 Total b 2010-2060
San Francisco Bay  3,453.2 43.4 1.3% 125.8 3.6%
Sacramento River 3,027.0 3.4 0.1% 7.7 0.3%
San Joaquin River 3,618.6 n/af n/af 4.5 0.1%
Central Coast 948.2 n/af n/af 54.1 5.7%
South Coast 8,805.9 201.1 2.3% 618.0 7.0%
Tulare Lake 3,925.9 n/af n/af 39.7 1.0%
South Lahontan 1,855.8 n/af n/af 59.1 3.2%
Colorado River 1,982.5 28.2 1.4% 52.8 2.7%

Sources:Rayejpers. comm.2012; California Department of Water Resource2009, 2012d, 2012f; ESRI 2011

n/a = not applicable.

a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SW# CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North
Lahontan).

b Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@#deling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_tables 110111(031412).xls, March 2012), and &¥Ractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, a
divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region as reported in DW&Ral. 2010.

¢ Population increase is based on the sum &WPTable A, Article 21 and CVBeliveries under Alternative 5in
the Late Long Term period.

d 2010 population data based on ESRI 2011

e Projected increase in population is based on DWRojections (Rayejpers. comm.2012) assuming the
OAOOOAT O OOAT AG6 OAAT AOET AAOAOEAAA ET OEA #AIlE
2009), extrapolated to 2060 for this analysis (see Table 3@2).

f Because water deliveries to the San Joaquin River, Central Coast, Tulare Lake, and South Lahontan regio
would decrease relative toExisting Conditions no population increase is projected.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Alternative 9

Table 30-28 compares the projected net and percent increase in population from 2010 to 2060
(based on the information presented in Table 322) with the growth potential associated with
Alternative 9 deliveries, compared to bothExisting Conditions and theNo Action Alternative.

Growth potential supported by the BDCkh the South Coast region compared to thido Action
Alternative represents the largest percentage of projected increase in population from 2010 to 2060
among the regions The population potential represented by the BDCP deliveries under this
alternative compared to theNo Action Alternativerepresents up to 2.7% of the growth anticipated

by 2060 based on the forecasts prepared for the California Water Plan. As the taliews, the
population potential represented by the BDCP deliveries under Alternative 9 compared Existing
Conditionsis projected to decrease.

Table 3628. Population Growth Potentially Supported by BDOBliveries (Alternative Y Compared
with Projected Population Growth (In Thousands)

Potential Population Increase Potential Population Increase
Relative to Existing Condition®.¢  Relative toNo Action Alternative b. ¢
Increase in As Percentage of As Percentage of
Population Increase in Population Increase in Population
Hydrologic Regions 2010-20604. ¢ Total 2010-2060 Total b 2010-2060
San Francisco Bay  3,453.2 n/af n/af 59.9 1.7%
Sacramento River 3,027.0 n/af n/af 4.0 0.1%
San Joaquin River 3,618.6 n/af n/af n/af n/af
Central Coast 948.2 n/af n/af 26.0 2.7%
South Coast 8,805.9 n/af n/af n/af n/af
Tulare Lake 3,925.9 n/af n/af 23.2 0.6%
South Lahontan 1,855.8 n/af n/af 17.2 0.9%
Colorado River 1,982.5 n/af n/af n/af n/af

Sources:Rayejpers. comm.2012;, California Department of Water Resourceg2009, 2012d, 2012f; ESRI 2011

n/a = not applicable.

a Excludes those hydrologic regions outside SW& CVPcontractor service areas (North Coast and North
Lahontan).

b Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@#deling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_tables 110111(031412).xls, March 2012), and &¥Ractors
(BDCP_Alterndves_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, a
divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region as reported in DW&R al. 2010.

¢ Population increase $ based on the sum dbWPTable A, Article 21 and CVBeliveries under Alternative 9in
the Late Long Term period.

d 2010 population data based on ESRI 2011

e Projected increase inpopulation is based on DWRprojections (Rayejpers. comm.2012) assuming the
OAOOOAT O OOAT AG6 OAAT AOET AAOAOEAAA ET OEA #AIlE
2009), extrapolated to 2060 for this analysis (see Table 3@2).

f Because water deliveries to all regions would decrease relative fxisting Conditions no population increase
is projected. Becausevater deliveries to the San Joaquin River, South Coast, and Colorado Riegions
would decrease relative to the NdAction Alternative, no population increase is projected.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Comparison of BDOBrowth Potential with Growth Forecasts from Regional Planning Agencies

The South Coast, San Francisco Bay, South Lahontan, and Colorado River regions are the regions that
could realize the largest increases in M&l deliveries (see Tables-20 and 30-21). This section
compares the population growth potentially supported by M&I deliveries in these regions to the
growth forecasts of the respective regional planning agencies. These four regions account for 93 to
99% of the potential population supported by delveries in 2060 compared toExisting Conditions

and 89 to 90% of the potential population supported by deliveries in 2060 compared to thido

Action Alternative for five of the six alternative$2 that provide increased deliveriesBecause
deliveries to theother regions that would receive increases (Sacramento River, Central Coast, and
Tulare Lake) would not support substantial potential population overall or compared to the
population increases projected for each region, the growth potential of the BD@Pthese regions is
limited. Therefore, this discussion focuses on the four regions that would receive the largest M&lI
increase.

South Coast Hydrologic Region
Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C

This region contains parts of Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura
Counties, and all of Orange Count¥he Southern California Association of Governments (SCA&hd
San DiegAssociation ofGovernments (SANDAJzare the two COGs representing these counties.
Current SCAG forecasts extend from 2008 to 2035, while SANDAG forecasts cover the perimah fr
2008 to 2050 including forecasts for 2035. Because these forecasts cover a different time period
from that of the BDCRthe population forecasts are not directly comparablé® However, the average
annual rate of growth projected in the COGfecasts provides a means to compare the population
growth that potentially would be supported with implementation of Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C.
Table 30-29 shows the COG forecasts from 2008 to 2035 for the counties within the So@bast
Region and the population potential of Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C relative to existing conditions. As
shown, in this timeframe, counties in the hydrologic region are projected to grow at an average
annual rate of 0.77% to 0.94%. The average annualogvth rate of the COGs considered together is
about 0.80%. By contrast, between 2010 and 2060, the average annual growth rate represented by
potential population supported by M&I deliveries under Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C is substantially
less» approximately 0.14%. Although the BDCP extends well beyond the timeframe for which both
COGs provide projections (due to the longer planning horizon needed for a project of this
magnitude), this comparison suggests that population growth potentially supported by BOIROM&l
deliveries to the South Coast region would not exceed growth anticipated by the regional planning
agencies

SANDAG provides forecasts f@an Diego County to 2050, closertoBDER® 1 11 ¢ OAOI c¢mom
Between 2008 and 2050 SANDAG pjexts the county will grow by 40%, or 0.80% per year on

42 Under Alternative 9 these four regions account for 59% of total deliveries compared to the No Action Alternative
(2060). However, because deliveries under this alternative are relatively small its pential to support population

growth in any region receiving deliveries is limited: Alternative 9 would support less than 1% of the population
increase projected to occur in the eight hydrologic regions between 2010 and 2060 and no more than 3% of the
projected population increase in any particular hydrologic region.

43 Note that the SCAG planning area (which includedl of Ventura, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Orange,
Riversideand Imperial counties) covers a larger area than th&outh Coast regiorfwhich includes portions of
Ventura, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside Counties and San Diego counties, and all of Orange County).
Onlythe SCAG projections for counties within the hydrologic region are considered in this analysis

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

average. Although somewhat slower than the 0.94% average annual rate projected for San Diego
County over the shorter timeframe shown in Table 329, this rate is also substantially higher than
the average annual rate potentially supported by BDCP deliveries. This longer term forecast
indicates further that SANDAG anticipates higher rates of growth than would potentially be
supported under Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C relative to egting conditions.

As shown in Table 3013, and in Figures 363 and 304, by 2060 deliveries under the No Action
Alternative (2060) would decrease compared to existing conditionBy 2060, under the No Action
Alternative (2060) M&I deliveries to the South @ast region would decrease by about 70 TAF
compared to existing conditionsTherefore, the potential population supported by deliveries to the
South Coast region in 2060 under AlternativedA, 1B, and 1C compared to the No Action Alternative
(2060) (1,847,700) would be greater than the difference between the population potentially
supported by these alternatives compared to existing conditions (1,430,700).

Table 3629. Comparison of Averag&nnual Growth Rates Indicated by COG Population Forecasts and
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C Population Potential: South Coast Region

Population Potential
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1Ga

Population Projection (In Thousands) (In Thousands)
Average Annual Average Annual
Net Change Growth Rate Net Change Growth Rate
COG 2008 2035 2008-2035 (%) 2010-2060 (%)
SCAG b 17,724.0 21,802.0 4,078.0 0.77 - -
SANDAG c 3,131.6 4,026.1 894.6 0.94 - -
Total 20,855.6 25,828.1 4,972.6 0.80 1,430.7 0.14

Sources: Southern California Association of Governments 2012an Diego Association of Governments 2011

California Department of Water Resources 201112012c, 2012d,2012e,2012g; ESRI 2011

a Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reportein BDCPmodeling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA_Art21 delivery by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables_110211.xls, November 2011,
SWP_TableA Art21 delivery_by contractor_Alt2A tables 021412.xls, February 2012; and
SWP_TableA_ APtl delivery by contractor_tables_110111(031412).xls, March 2012) and Cstitractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&I_Deliveries_with_Alt8_050112.xls, May 2012; and
BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliveries_ELT_ 052112, May 2012) eagded by hydrologic region, and
divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region as reported in California
Department of Water Resources et a010; average annual growth rate calculated based on population
potential of late long term deliveries relative to 2010 hydrologic region population (ESRI 2011

b Based on projections for Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties in Ado
2012 RTP Growth Forecasts (Southern Girnia Association of Governments 2012

¢ Based on 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, Subregional Results: Population & Housing (San Diego
Association ofGovernments 2010.

Alternatives2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4 (Scenarios H1 through H4), and 5

As shown in Table 3620 the growth potential under these alternatives would be less than that
associated withAlternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C. Compared to existing conditions, under Alternatives
2Az2C, 3, and 4(Scenarios H1 and H3) the distribution of deliveries among the hydrologic regions
would remain roughly proportionate to deliveries under Akernatives 1A, 1B, and 1C, although the
total amount of water deliveries would vary. Thus, deliveries to the South Coast region (which under

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C would receive deliveries supporting 72% of the total population

potentially supported relative to existing conditions) would receive deliveries that could support

from 43-72% of the total population potentially supported by deliveries under these alternatives

(representing potential population for the South Coast region of 466,400 to 1.3 rhidn people).

Under Alternative 5Sh  Z£AxAO OAGCET T O xi1 O A OAAAEOA AAI EOAOEAON
population supported by total water delivered would increase to 78% (representing a potential

population of 274,000 peopk).

As shown in Table 3621, growth potential under these alternatives relative to the No Action
Alternative (2060) would also be less than that associated with Alternative$A, 1B, and 1C. Under
Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4(Scenarit¢$l and H3), and 5 the relative distribution of deliveries
among regions would remain roughly proportionate to deliveries under Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C,
while total deliveries vary. Deliveries to the South Coast region (which under Alternatives 1A, 1B,
and 1C would receive deliveries that could support 68% of total population potentially supported
relative to the No Action Alternative (2060)) would receive deliveries that could support from 49
64% of the total population potentially supported by deliveries under these alternatives
(representing potential population for the South Coast region of 618,000 to 1.7 million people).

Alternative 4(Scenarios H2 and H4)

As shown in Table 3620, there would be no deliveries to the South Coastgion under Alternative 4
Scenarios H2 and H4, relative to existing conditions; therefore there would be no growth potential
as a consequence of BDGRIliveries under these scenarios.

As shown in Table 3621, deliveriesunder Alternative 4 Scenario H2 relative to the No Action
Alternative would support a much smaller proportion of the total population potentially supported
by deliveries under this scenario (11%, supporting a population of approximatg 50,400 people).
Under Scenario H4 there would no deliveries relative to the No Action Alternative, and therefore no
growth potential under this scenario.

Alternative 9

None of the regions would receive an increase in M&I deliveriesader Alternative 9relative to
existing conditions. Therefore, no additional population would be supported by deliveries under this
alternative compared to existing conditions.

Relative to the No Action Alternative (2060), Alternatie 9would provide the lowest deliveries
overall, of the alternatives that involve some increase in M&I deliveries, and would shift the
allocation of water among the hydrologic regions. Under this alternative the South Coast Regioraas
whole would not receive an increase in deliveries, limiting growth inducement potential in this
Region.

Alternatives6A, 6B, 6C, 7, and 8

None of these alternatives involve increases in water deliveries to any hydrologic region. Tkéore,
these alternatives would have no growth inducement potential as no additional population would be
supported by deliveries under these alternatives compared to either existing conditions or the No
Action Alternative (2060). The indirect effects of educed SWRind CVRleliveries in the export
service areas are discussed in Section 30.4, below.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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1 San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Region
2 Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C
3 This region contains parts of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
4 Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counti@$e Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG the COG
5 that OADOAOAT 6O OEAOGA A1 O1 OEAOG8 ! "1 ' 80 AOOOAT O POIT EAA
6 2035. Because these forecasts cover a different time period from that of the BD@# population
7 forecasts are not directly comparablé4 However, the average annual rate of growth projected in
8 ABAG forecasts provides a means to compare the population growth that potentially would be
9 supported with implementation of Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C. Table 380 shows the forecast for
10 the ABAG planning area from 2010 to 2035 and the population potential of Alternatives 1A, 1B, and
11 1C relative to existing conditions. As shown, in this timeframe, counties in the hydrologic region
12 represented by ABAG are projected to grow at an average antuate of 0.9%. By contrast, between
13 2010 and 2060, the average annual growth rate represented by potential population supported by
14 M&I deliveries under Alternatives 1A, 1B, or 1C is substantially lessapproximately 0.07%.
15 Although the BDCP extends well y@nd the timeframe for which ABAG provides projections, this
16 comparison suggests that population growth potentially supported by BDCP M&lI deliveries to the
17 San Francisco Bay region would not exceed growth anticipated by the regional planning agency.

18 Table30-30. Comparison of Average Annual Growth Rates Indicated by COG Population Forecasts and
19 Alternatives1A, 1B, 1C Population Potential: San Francisco Bay Region

Population Potential

Population Projection2 Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1€
(In Thousands) (In Thousands)
Average Annual Average Annual
Net Change Growth Rate Net Change Growth Rate
COG 2010 2035 2010-2035 (%) 2010-2060 (%)
ABAQR 7,341.7 9,073.7 1,732.0 0.9 - -
Total 7,341.7 9,073.7 1,732.0 0.9 235.2 .07

Sources: Association of Bay Area Governments 2Q@California Department of Water Resources 201112012c,

2012d,2012e,2012¢g; ESRI 2011

n/a = not applicable.

a Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@kdeling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA Art21 delivery by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables 110211.xls, November 2011;
SWP_TableA_Art21 _delivery_by contractor_AIt2A tables 021412 .xls, February 2012; and
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by_contractor_tables 110111(031412).xls, M&6h?2) and CVRcontractors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&lI_Deliveries_with_AIt8 050112.xls, May 2012; and
BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_ ELT 052112, May 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, an
divided by projected year2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region as reported in California
Department of Water Resources et a010; average annual growth rate calculated based on population
potential of late long term deliveries relative to 2010 hydrologic region poplation (ESRI 2013.

b Based on projections for Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, ¢
and Sonoma Counties ifProjections and Priorities 2009: Building Momentunf8ssociation of BayArea
Governments 2009.

44 Note that the ABAG planning area is larger than the area included in tBan Francisco Bay regianPABAG covers
the entire area of the nine counties within its planning area, only portions of which are located within th@an
Francisco Bay region
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

As shown in Table 3013 and in Figures 303 and 304, by 2060 M&l deliveries under the No Action
Alternative (2060) would decrease compared to existing conditions. B060, under the No Action
Alternative (2060) M&I deliveries to the San Francisco Bay region would decrease by about 12 TAF
compared to existing conditionsTherefore, the potential population supported by SWRnd CVP
deliveries to the San Francisco Bay region in 2060 under Alternativd#\, 1B, and 1C compared to
the No Action Alternative (2060) (317,600) would be greater than the difference between the
population potentially supported by these alernatives compared to existing conditions (235,200).

Alternatives2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4 (Scenarios H1 and H3, and 5

As shown in Table 3620 the growth potential under these alternatives would be less than that
associated with Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C. Compared to existing conditions, under Alternatives 2A,
2B, 2C, 3, and 4 (Scenarios H1 and H3) the distribution of deliveries among the hydrologic regions
would remain roughly proportionate to deliveries under Alternative 1A although the total amount

of water deliveries would vary. Thus, deliveries to the San Francisco Bay region (which under
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C would receive deliveries supporting 12% of the total population potentially
supported relative to existing conditions) would receive deliveries that could support from 1615%

of the total population potentially supported by deliveries under these alternatives (representing
potential population for the San Francisco Bay region of 43,4G0 205,800 people). The San
Francisco Bay region would be one of the four regions receiving an increase in deliveries relative to
existing conditions under Alternatve 31 OEA OACET 180 OEAOA T £ b1 Ol AOEI
water deliveries under Alternative 5 would be roughly the same as the other alternatives discussed
above (12%, representing a potential population of 43,400 people). As shown in Table-3Q,

growth potential under these alternatives relative to the No Action Aérnative (2060) would also be
less than that associated with Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C. Under Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2C, 3,
4(Scenarios H1 and H3), and 5 the relative distribution of deliveries between regions would remain
roughly proportionate to deliveries under Alternatives 1A, 1B, and, 1C, while total deliveries would
vary. Deliveries to the San Francisco Bay region (which under Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C would
receive deliveries that could support 12% of total population potentially supported relatie to the

No Action Alternative (2060) would receive deliveries that could support from 1013% of the total
population potentially supported by deliveries under these alternatives (representing potential
population for the San Francisco Bay region of 125,800 288,100 people).

Alternative 4(Scenarios H2 and H4)

As shown in Table 3620, there would be no deliveries to the San Francisco Bay region under
Alternative 4 Scenarios H2 and H4, relative to existing condins; therefore there would be no
growth potential as a consequence of BDQfeliveries under these scenarios.

As shown in Table 3621, deliveries under Alternative 4Scenario H2 relative to the No Action
Alternative would be similar to AlternativesH1 and H3 discussed above. Specifically, deliveries
under Scenario H2 could support about 12% of the total population potentially supported by
deliveries under this scenarioUnder Scenario H4 there would naleliveries relative to the No Action
Alternative, and therefore no growth potential under this scenario.

Alternative 9

None of the regions would receive an increase in M&I deliveries under Alternativer8lative to
existing conditions. Therefore, no additional population would be supported by deliveries under this

alternative compared to existing conditions.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Relative to the No Action Alternative (2060) period, Alternative vould provide the lowest
deliveries overall, of the alternatives that involve some increase in M&I deliveries, and would shift
the allocation of water among the hydrologic regions. Under this alternative the San Francisco Bay

OACET 160 OEAOA 1 £ Obkuppbited ByiVRIAdlivei@Ewolld b thddeDE AT 1 U

approximately 46% (representing approximately 60,800 people).

Alternatives6A, 6B, 6C, 7, and 8

None of these alternatives involve increases in water deliveries to any hydrologic regiomherefore,
these alternatives would have no growth inducement potential as no additional population would be
supported by deliveries under these alternatives compared to either existing conditions or the No
Action Alternative (2060).

South Lahontan Hydiogic Region
Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C

This region contains parts of Mono, Kern, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of Inyo
County. SCAG, Kern COG, and Eastern Sierra COG al€@Gs representing these counties;
however, only SCAG and Kern COG prepare population forecasts for their respective jurisdictions.
Current SCAG forecasts extend from 2008 to 2035, while Kern COG provides forecasts for 2010 to
¢nong8 -1 11T #I1 BénendGradides lor®d@dfsifo€2008 to 2030. In the absence of
population projections in Inyo County General Plan elements, population for Inyo County was based
on California Department of Finance projections for the period 2010 to 2036 Because forecasts
provided by these sources cover different time periods from that of the BDCEhe population

forecasts are not directly comparableé However, the average annual rates of growth projected in
the COG and county forecasts prade a means to compare the population growth that potentially
would be supported with implementation of Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C. Table 381 shows the COG
and county forecasts for the periods covered in the respective projections (28/2010 to

2030/2035) for the counties within the South Lahontan Region and the population potential of
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C relative to existing conditions. As shown, in this timeframe, counties in
the hydrologic region are projected to grow at araverage annual rate of 0.52% to 2.3%. The average
annual growth rate of the COGs considered together is about 0.71%. By contrast, between 2010 and
2060, the average annual growth rate represented by potential population supported by M&lI
deliveries under Aternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C is substantially legsapproximately 0.18%. Although

the BDCP extends well beyond the timeframe for which both COGs provide projections, this
comparison suggests that population growth potentially supported by BDCP M&I deliveriés the
South Lahontan region would not exceed growth anticipated by the regional planning agencies

45 According to Inyo County staff the County relies on U.S. Census Bureau and California Department of Finance for
its demographic data.

46 Note that the planning area of the respective COGs and countieslarger than the area included in the South
Lahontan region:COGs and counties cover the entire area of the five counties; with the exception of Inyo County,
only portions of these counties are located within the hydrologic regiorSCAG projectionsnly for the two counties
within th is hydrologic region (Los Angelesand San Bernardino) wee considered in this analysis
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Table 3631. Comparison of Average Annual Growth Rates Indicated by COG Population Forecasts and
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C Population Pattial: South Lahontan Region

Population Potential
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C

Population Projection (In Thousands) (In Thousands)

Average Annual Average Annual
Growth Rated Net Change Growth Rate

COG/County 2008/2010 2030/2035 Net Change (%) 2010-2060 (%) P

SCAG 11,794.0 14,103.0 2,309.0 0.66 - -

Kern COG 845.6 1,208.2 362.6 1.8 - -

Inyo Countyd 18.6 20.7 2.03 0.52 - -

Mono Countye 13.8 22.9 9.1 2.3 - -

Total 12,672.0 15,354.8 2,682.8 0.71f 87.5 0.18

Sources:Southern California Association of Governments 201 Zalifornia Department of Finance 2018;

California Department of WaterResources 2011b2012c, 2012d, 2012, 2012g; ESRI 2011 Mono County

Community Development Department 2009

a Basedon projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BDORodeling results for SWRcontractors
(SWP_TableA Art21 delivery by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables 110211.xls, Novembé&d 2
SWP_TableA_Art21 delivery_by contractor_AIt2A tables 021412.xls, February 2012; and
SWP_TableA Art21 delivery_by contractor_tables_110111(031412).xls, March 2012) and &@Wiactors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&l_Delivezs_with_Alt8_050112.xls, May 2012; and
BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliveries ELT 052112, May 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, ani
divided by projected year 2020 per capita water use for the hydrologic region as reported in California
Department of Waer Resources et al2010; average annual growth rate calculated based on population
potential of late long term deliveries relative to 2010 hydrologic region population (ESRI 2091

b Based on projections for Los Angeles arBlan Bernardino Counties ilhdopted 2012 RTP Growth Forecasts
(Southern California Association of Governments 2032 population shown is for 2008 and 2035.

¢ Population shown is for2010 and 2030.

d Based on projections prepared by California Department of Finance (20b2, population shown is for 2010
and 2030.

e Population shown is for2008 and 2030.

f Calculation of averagennual rate assumes a period of 27 years based on the period covered by the most
populous COG within the region(SCAG representing approximated9% of the population shown).

As shown in Table 30613 and in Figures 363 and 304, by 2060 M&I deliveriesunder the No Action
Alternative (2060) would decrease compared to existing conditions. By 2060, under the No Action
Alternative (2060) M&I deliveries to the South Lahontan region would decrease by about 13
compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the pgential population supported by SWPand CVP
deliveries to the South Lahontan region in 2060 under Alternative$A, 1B, and 1C compared to the
No Action Alternative (2060) (155,000) would be greater than the di#rence between the
population potentially supported by these alternatives compared to existing conditions (87,500).

Alternatives2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4(Scenarios H1 and H3), and 5

As shown in Table 3620 the growth potential under these altenatives would be less than that
associated with Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C. Compared to existing conditions, under Alternatives
2Az2C, 3, and 4 (Scenarios H1 and H3) the distribution of deliveries among the hydrologic regions
would remain roughly proportionate to deliveries under Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C, although the
total amount of water deliveries would vary. Thus, deliveries to the South Lahontan Region (which
under Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C would receive deliveries supportid% of the total population

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

potentially supported relative to existing conditions) would receive deliveries that could support
from 3-5% of the total population potentially supported by deliveries under these alternatives
(representing potential population for the South Lahontan region of 31,500 to 77,000 people).
Under Alternative 5, the South Lahontan region would receive no increase in deliveries relative to
existing conditions; therefore this alternative would not support any addional population growth

in this region. As shown in Table 3@1, growth potential under these alternatives relative to the No
Action Alternative (2060) would also be less than that associated with Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C.
Under Alternatives 242C, 34 (Scenarios H1 and H3), and 5 the relative distribution of deliveries
between regions would remain roughly proportionate to deliveries under Alternatives 1&1C, while
total deliveries vary. Deliveries to the South Lahontan region (which under AlternativesA, 1B, and
1C would receive deliveries that could support 6% of total population potentially supported relative
to the No Action Alternative (2060)) would receive deliveries that could support from 5% of the
total population potentially supported by ddiveries under these alternatives (representing potential
population for the South Lahontan region of 59,100 to 144,500 people).

Alternative 4(Scenarios H2 and H4)

As shown in Table 3620, there would be no deliveries to the South lteontan region under
Alternative 4 Scenarios H2 and H4 relative to existing conditions; therefore there would be no
growth potential as a consequence of BDGfliveries under these scenarios.

As shown in Table 3621, therewould also be no deliveries to the South Lahontan region under
Alternative 4 Scenarios H2 and H4 relative to the No Action Alternative; therefore there would be no
growth potential as a consequence of BDGfeliveries under these scenarios.

Alternative 9

None of the regions would receive an increase in M&I deliveries under Alternativer8lative to
existing conditions. Therefore, no additional population would be supported by deliveries under this
alternative compared to existing conditions.

Relative to the No Action Alternative (2060), Alternative Qvould provide the lowest deliveries
overall, of the alternatives that involve some increase in M&l deliveries, and would shift the
allocation of water among the hydrologic regions. The South Lahontan region would receive
deliveries that could support about 13% (represening approximately 17,600 people) of the total

Pl bOI AGET 1T bi OAT OEATT U OO0DPDPT OOAA AU -0) AAI EOAOEAC

share of deliveries would be relatively high compared to the other alternatives that provide
increases in M&l deiveries, because total deliveries under this alternative would be lower, the
population potentially supported would be less than under the other alternatives providing
increased M&I deliveries.

Alternatives6A, 6B, 6C, 7, and 8

None ofthese alternatives involve increases in water deliveries to any hydrologic region. Therefore,
these alternatives would have no growth inducement potential as no additional population would be
supported by deliveries under these alternatives compared to #hier existing conditions or the No
Action Alternative (2060).

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
Draft EIR/EIS 30-94 ICF 00674.11



Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

1 Colorado River Hydrologic Region
2 Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C
3 This region contains parts of Imperial, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties. SCAG and
4 SANDAG arehte COGs that represent these counties. Current SCAG forecasts extend from 2008 to
5 2035, while SANDAG forecasts cover the period from 2008 to 2050 including forecasts for 2035.
6 Because these forecasts cover a different time period from that of the BDGlre population forecasts
7 are not directly comparable” However, the average annual rate of growth projected in the COG
8 forecasts provides a means to compare the population growth that potentially would be supported
9 with implementation of Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C. Table 382 shows the forecast from 2008 to
10 2035 for the counties with the Colorado Region and the population potential of Alternatives ¥AC
11 relative to existing conditions. As shown, in this timeframe, countiesiithis hydrologic region are
12 projected to grow at an average annual rate of 0.94% to 1.45%. The average annual growth rate of
13 the COGs considered together is about 1.24%. By contrast, between 2010 and 2060, the average
14 annual growth rate represented by poéntial population supported by M&I deliveries under
15 Alternatives 1A, 1B, or 1C is substantially legsapproximately 0.26%. Although the BDCP extends
16 well beyond the timeframe for which SCAG provides projections, this comparison suggests that
17 population growth potentially supported by BDCP M&I deliveries to the Colorado River region
18 would not exceed growth anticipated by the regional planning agency.
19 Table 3032. Comparison of Average Annual Growth Rates indicated by COG Population Forecasts and
20 Alternatives1A, 1B, 1C Population Potential: Colorado River Region
Population Potential Alternatives1A, 1B, 1C ¢
Population Projection (In Thousands) (In Thousands)
Net Change Average Annual Net Change Average Annual Growth
COG 2008 2035 2008-2035 Growth Rate (%) 2010-2060 Rate (%)
SCAG b 4,314.0 6,362.0 2,048.0 1.45 - -
SANDAGc 3,131.6 4,026.1 894.6 0.94 - -
Total 7,445.6 10,388.1 2,942.6 1.24 116.6 0.26

Sources: Southern California Association of Governments 2012an Diego Association of Governments 201Qalifornia
Department of Water Resources 2011/2012c, 2012d, 2012e,2012g; ESRI 2011

a

Based on projected increase in M&I deliveries as reported in BD@deling results for SWRcontractors
(SWPTableA_Art21_delivery_by_contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables_110211.xls, November 2011;

SWP_TableA_ Art21_delivery by contractor_Alt2A_tables_021412.xls, February 2012; and
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_tables_110111(031412).xls, March 2012) and €&WwEactors
(BDCP_AlternativesCVP_M&lI_Deliveries_with_Alt8 050112.xls, May 2012; and

BDCP_Alternatives_ CVP_M&I_Deliveries_ ELT_052112, May 2012), aggregated by hydrologic region, and divided by
projected year 2020 per capita w#er use for the hydrologic region as reported in California Department of Water
Resources et al2010; average annual growth rate calculated based on population potential of late long term deliveries
relative to 2010 hydrologic region population (ESRI 2011

Based on projections for Imperial, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties in Adopted 2012 RTP Growth Forecasts
(Southern California Association of Government2012).

Based on 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, Subregional Results: Population & Housing (San Dhsgociation of
Governments 2010.

47 Note that the SCAG planning area (which includedl of Ventura, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Orange, Riverside
and Imperial counties) covers a larger area than th€olorado River region(which includes portions ofSan
Bernardino, Riverside Counties andmperial counties).Only the SCAG projections for counties within the

hydrologic region are considered in this analysis
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

As shown in Table 3013 and in Figures 303 and 30-4, by 2060 M&l deliveries under the No Action
Alternative (2060) would decrease compared to existing conditions. By 2060, under the No Action
Alternative (2060) M&l deliveries to the Colorado River region would decrease by about 6 TAF
compared to exsting conditions. Therefore, the potential population supported by SWRnd CVP
deliveries to the Colorado River region in 2060 under Alternative4A, 1B, andLC compared to the
No Action Alternative (2060) (141,300) would be greater than the difference between the
population potentially supported by these alternatives compared to existing conditions (116,600).

Alternatives2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4 (Scenarios H1 and H3), and 5

As shown in Table 3620 the growth potential under these alternatives would be less than that
associated with Alternatives1A, 1B, and 1C. Compared to existing conditions, under Alternatives 2A,
2B, 2C, 3, and 4 (Scenarios H1 and H3) the distribution of dedries among the hydrologic regions
would remain roughly proportionate to deliveries under Alternative 1A although the total amount

of water deliveries would vary. Thus, deliveries to the Colorado River region (which under
Alternatives 1/41C would receive deliveries supporting 6% of the total population potentially
supported relative to existing conditions) would receive deliveries that could support from 5% of

the total population potentially supported by deliveries under these akrnatives (representing
potential population for the Colorado River region of 57,000 to 110,000 people). The Colorado River
region would be one of the four regions receiving an increase in deliveries relative to existing

conditions under Alternative 57 OEA OACET 180 OEAOA 1 &£ i 0Ol AGET 1

deliveries under Alternative 5 would be slightly higher than under other alternatives discussed
above (9%, representing a potential population of 29,800 people).

As shown n Table 3021, growth potential under these alternatives relative to the No Action
Alternative (2060) would also be less than that associated with Alternative$Az1C. Under
Alternatives 2Az2C, 3, 4 (Scenarios H1 and H3), and 5 the relative distribution of deliveries between
regions would remain roughly proportionate to deliveries under Alternatives 1&1C, while total
deliveries vary. Deliveries to the Colorado Rer region (which under Alternatives 1Az1C would
receive deliveries that could support 5% of total population potentially supported relative to the No
Action Alternative (2060)) would receive deliveries that could support from 56% of the total
population potentially supported by deliveries under these alternatives (representing potential
population for the Colorado River region of 52,800 to 135,100 people).

Alternative 4(Scenarios H2 and H4)

As shown in Table 3620, there would be o deliveries to the Colorado region under Alternative 4
Scenarios H2 and H4, relative to existing conditions; therefore there would be no growth potential

as a consequence of BDGRliveries under these scenarios.

As shown in Table 3021, there would also be no deliveries to the Colorado region under Alternative
4 Scenarios H2 and H4 relative to the No Action Alternative; therefore there would be no growth
potential as a consequence of BDGRliveries under these scenarios.

Alternative 9

None of the regions would receive an increase in M&I deliveries under Alternativer8lative to
existing conditions. Therefore, no additional population would besupported by deliveries under this

alternative compared to existing conditions.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Relative to the No Action Alternative (2060), Alternative vould provide the lowest deliveries
overall, of the alternatives that involve some increaseniM&l deliveries, and would shift the
allocation of water among the hydrologic regions. Under this alternative the Colorado River region
as a whole would not receive an increase in M&l deliveries, limiting growth inducement potential in
this region.

Alternatives6A, 6B, 6C, 7, and 8

None of these alternatives involve increases in water deliveries to any hydrologic region. Therefore,
these alternatives would have no growth inducement potential as no additional population would be
supported by deliveries under these alternatives compared to either existing conditions or the No
Action Alternative (2060).

Potential Changes in Deliveries by Contractor

While this analysis focuses on changes in growth inducement potential at the regional lev@ALSIM
modeling can reflect changes in delivery at the contractor level. Table &B presents projected
minimum and maximum changes in water deliveries under the BDCEBompared to bothExisting
Conditionsand the No Action Alternative. As shavn, the greatest potential increases in M&l
deliveries (as well as decreases) would be to Metropolitan Water District (MWDWhen compared

to Existing Conditions contractors with the greatest projectedncreases after MWD include
Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD Antelope Valleyz East Kern WaterAgency(AVEK) and
Santa Claravalley Water District (SCVWD. When compared to the No Action Alternative (2060), the
contractors with the greatest projected increases after MWD include SCVWD, AVEK Water Distr
and Kern County Water Agency (KCWA

0AO0O AADPEOA OOA OAOAO AAT OAOU xEAAT U AiilTc¢ Al

AT A OAOAOAT 1T &£ OEA AT 1 OOAAOI @d@Ii6 redgAsOROENatAkeasdil) thed O
projected changes in contractor deliveries have not been converted into estimates of potential
population increases.

Profiles of Representative Contractors Potentially Receiving Increased Deliveries

The majority of water supply planning for urban areas occurs at the local water wholesaler and
retailer level. SWPand CVRcontractors providing water to 3,000 or more customers or providing

over 3,000 acrefeet of water annually to urban customersare required to coordinate with local land
use agencies (among others) in their pursuit of developing adequate water supplies and ensuring
that supplies are used efficiently. The results of those coordination efforts are reflected in the

AT T O0A A diwadd mandyenfert plans.

On the basis of projected increases in M&l deliveries, representative S\&@Rd/or CVPcontractor

service areas were selected to assist in developing more-itepth profiles of the BDCB O COT x OE
il AGAAI AT O b1 OAT OEAI 8 4EAOCA AT 1T OOAAOQOT 008 OOAAI
among other things, existing and projected water supply and demand, the basis for projected
increases in demand, and consistency between contractor projectionswhter supply with

projected water deliveries under the BDCP alternatives. The contractors selected were those that
serve M&I uses and were projected to receive the largest net increase in water deliveries for the
SWP and CVP systems. See Appendix 30Eter Contractor Profilesfor more detail. The selected
contractors include the following:
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Table 3033. Projected Changes in Annual M&l Deliveries to Sakg CVRContractorg(No Action
Alternative) (thousand acrdeet)

Campared to Existing Compared to theNo Action
Conditions Alternative

Contractor Minimum? Maximume | Minimum® Maximume¢
Alameda County Flood Control and Water -12.9 - 10.7 -10.2 - 13.3
Conservation District, Zone 7
Alameda County Water District -7.8 - 4.8 -4.9 - 7.6
Antelope ValleyEast Kern Water Agency -36.8 - 14.8 -29.7 - 21.8
Castaic Lake WA (M&I only) -25.3 - 7.6 -21.5 - 11.3
City of Avenal -1.3 - 0.0 -1.0 - 0.3
City of Coalinga -3.8 - -0.1 -2.9 - 0.8
City of Huron -1.1 - 0.0 -0.9 - 0.3
City of Tracy -4.3 - -0.3 -2.0 - 2.1
Coachella Valley Water District -35.4 - 19.7 -35.8 - 194
Crestline-Lake Arrowhead Water Agency -1.4 - 0.6 -1.1 - 0.9
Desert Water Agency -16.0 - 6.2 -14.5 - 7.7
Kern County Water Agency (M&I only) -32.0 - 10.1 -22.3 - 19.8
Littlerock Creek Irrigation District -0.7 - 0.2 -0.5 - 0.3
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California |-559.8 - 220.9 -504.8 - 275.9
Mojave Water Agency -27.3 - 0.8 -20.6 - 7.5
Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservatiq -5.2 - 6.7 -8.9 - 3.1
District
Palmdale Water District -6.1 - 1.8 -4.8 - 3.1
San Benito County Water District -3.2 - -0.2 -2.5 - 0.5
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District -36.4 - 6.0 -29.1 - 13.3
San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District -10.6 - 2.0 -8.3 - 4.3
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency -6.2 - 1.3 -4.8 - 2.6
San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water -4.7 - 1.9 -2.9 - 3.7
Conservation District
Santa Barbara County Flood Control and Water -12.8 - 3.8 -9.9 - 6.7
Conservation District
Santa Claravalley Water District -68.9 - 13.7 -55.5 - 27.2
Solano County Water Agency -17.2 - 55 -15.5 - 7.1
Ventura County Flood Control District -4.1 - 1.5 -2.7 - 3.0

Source:California Department of Water Resource2011b, 2012b, 2012c, 2012d, 2012e, 2012f, adapted by ESA

a8 Based on projected changes in municipal and industrial (M&I) water deliverieas reported in BDCRnodeling
(SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_newAlt1A2B_tables_110211.xls, November 2011;
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_Alt2A_tables_021412.xIs, February 2012;
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by conttac tables 110111(031412).xls; March 2012;
BDCP_AlternativesCVPM&I_Deliveries_020212.xls, February 2012;
SWP_TableA_Art21_delivery_by contractor_Alt4A_tables_050112.xls, May 2012; and Alt 8
BDCP_Alternatives_CVP_M&I_Deliies_with_Alt8 050112.xls, May 2012

b For SWPcontractors, the low end of range typically reflects Table A plus Article 21 deliveries under Alternative Bor
CVPcontractors, the low end of range typically reflects deliveries under Alternative 8.

¢ For SWPcontractors, the high end of the range typically reflects Table A plus Article 21 deliveries under Alternativés,
1B and 1C. For CVéontractors, the high end of the range typically reflects deliveries under Alternative 3.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

1 Metropolitan Water District (MWD ). MWD is the largesEWPcontractor and provides water

service within the most populous hydrologic region, South Coast. UndExisting Conditions
MWD receives approximately 1,18 TAF combined Table A and Article 21 deliveries (equal to
about 45% of all SWP delivaes, including deliveries to agricultural contractors), and 60% of all
M&lI deliveries. Projected changes in deliveries to MWD vary widely by alternative and
depending on whether deliveries are compared t&xisting Conditionsor the No Action
Alternative. The change in SWP Table A plus Article 21 deliveries to MWD under the BDXCP
projected to range from an increase of 26 TAF under Alternatives1A, 1B and 1C to a decrease
of 505 TAF under Alternative 8 compared to theNo Action Alternative.

The change in SWHable A plus Article 21 deliveries to MWD under the BDG® projected to
range from an increase of 22 TAF under Alternatives1A, 1B and 1C to a deease of 0 TAF
under Alternative 8, compared toExisting Conditions

Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD). SCVWD, both an SW4hd CVRcontractor,

provides M&I water in the second most populous hydrologic region, San Francisco Bay. Among
M&I contractors SCVWD is projected to receive the second greatest increase in deliveries
(following MWD) under the BDCRalternatives. UnderExisting Conditions, SCVWD receives
approximately 61 TAF combined Table A and Article 21 deliveries (equal to about 3% of SWP
Mé&l deliveries). Projected changes in deliveries to SCVWD vary. The change in SWP Table A plus
Article 21 deliveries to SCVWD under the B¥Cis projected to range from an increase &0 TAF
under Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C to a decrease 20 TAF under Alternative 8 compared to the
No Action Alternative. The change in SWP Table A plus Article 21 telries to SCVWD under the
BDCP is projected to range from an increase of TAF under Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C to a
decrease of 3 TAF under Alternative 8, compared to Existing Conditions. The change in CVP
deliveries to SCVWD under the BDCP is projedt#o range from an increase of 7 TAF under
Alternative 3 to a decrease of 36 TAF under Alternative 8, compared to tiN® Action

Alternative.

The change in CVHBeliveries to SCVYWD under the BDA#® projected to range from a decrease of
2 TAF under Alternative 3to a decrease of 46 TAF under Alternative,&ompared to existing
conditions.

Antelope Valley z East Kern Water Agency (AVEK). Among M&I contractors AVEK is

projected to receive the third greatest increase in deliveries under the BDGlRernatives. AVEK

is in the South Lahontan, Tulare Lake, and South Coast regionsdélrExisting Conditions AVEK
receives approximately 88 TAF combined Table A and Article 21. Projected changes in deliveries
to AVEK vary. The change in SWIRible A plus Article 21 deliveries to AVEK under the BDCP is
projected to range from anincrease of 2 TAF under Alternatives1A, 1B and 1C to a decrease of
30 TAF under Alternative 8§ compared to theNo Action Alternative.

The change in SWHable A plus Article 21 deliveries to AVEK uret the BDCRSs projected to
range from an increase of & TAF under Alternatives1A, 1B and 1C to a decrease of 3AF
under Alternative 8, compared to existing conditions.

Coachella Valley Water Distr ict (CVWD). CYWD is in the Colorado River region. Under
Existing Conditions CVWD receives approximately&@TAF combined Table A and Article 21.
Projected changes in deliveries to CVWD vary. The cfye in SWPTable A plus Article 21
deliveries to CVWD under the BDCIB projected to range from an increase of 19 TAF under
Alternatives 1A, 1B and 1C to a decrease 06 3AF under Alternative § compared to theNo
Action Alternative.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

The change in SWHRable A plus Article 21 deliveries to CVWD under the BD@Pprojected to
range from an increase 020 TAF under Alternatives1A, 1B and 1C to a decrease of 35 TAF
under Alternative 8, compared to existing conditions.

1 Kern County Water Agency (KCWA). KCWA is in the South Lahontan and Tulare Lake regions.
KCWA & the second largest SWeontractor after MWD; over 85% of deliveries are to

agricultural uses. UndefExisting Conditionsh +#7! 60 AAI EOAOEAO O1 - Q)

87 TAF combined Table A and Article 21. Projected changes in deliverieskCWA vary. The
change in SWP Table A plus Article 21 deliveries to KCWA under the BO&KBrojected to range
from an increase of20 TAF under Alternatives1A, 1B and 1C to a decrease of 22 TAF under
Alternative 8, compared to theNo Action Alternative.

The change in SWHable A plus Article 21 deliveries to KCWA under the BD@projected to
range from an increase of 10 TAF under AlternativesA, 1B andlLC to a decrease of 32 TAF
under Alternative 8, compared to existing conditions.

30.3.3 Secondary Effects of Induced Growth

) TAOAAOGAOG ET AOGAOACA AT 1T OA1 AAIl vioddisGppdkt Popudition - Q)
growth. The development of housing and services needed to support population could stimulate
increased economic activity resulting from an increased demand for goods and services. This growth
could require the physical expansion ohousing, transportation systems, utilities and services,

which could adversely affect the physical environment.

The location, nature and magnitude of that physical expansion would determine the type and
severity of resulting environmental effects. Determiing the specific environmental impacts
attributable to the growth would be too speculative to predict or evaluate at this time since the
location and nature of that physical expansion within the multiple contractor service areas cannot
be known. This sedbn presents a general assessment of the secondary environmental effects of
growth. For this analysis, multiple published reports that have evaluated growth within
representative cities and counties in the contractor service areas were reviewed and theindlings
summarized and supplemented to characterize adverse physical environmental effects potentially
attributable to induced growth.

30.3.3.1 No Action Alternative

As indicated in Section 30.3.2.3ndirect Growth InducemenPotential: Summary of Modeling Resuljts
secondary effects of growth could occur irrespective of whether action alternatives are implemented
because contractors would develop alternative sources of supply (in which case timepacts

described below would be attributable to other water supply projects).

30.3.3.2 Alternatives1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 4,5, and 9

Al

C

{SO2YyRIFNE LYLIOGa 2F DNRBgGK LRSYGAFASR AYy WdAzNR &F

Reports

Cities and counties in the service areas of contractors projected to receive increased M&I deliveries
have adopted comprehensive, long term general plans for the physical development of their
jurisdictions, and regional planning agencies have prepared projectis of future growth in the area,
as discussed in Section 30.Regulatory Setting Pursuant to CEQA, cities and counties have prepared

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

environmental impact reports (EIR9 on general plans that characteze the adverse physical

changes expected to result from development. As indicated in Tables-30 and 30-21, the

hydrologic regions with the highest potential increase in population include South Coast, San
Francisco Bay, South Lahontan, Colorado Riv€entral Coast and Tulare Lake. Accordinglyg t
characterize potential secondary effects of planned growth, the general plan EIRs prepared by cities
and counties in these hydrologic regions were reviewed (see Table 32) in order to provide a
cross-sectionof environmental conditions (in terms of geography, existing levels of development,
climate, and ecosystems) of these service areas.

Table 3634. General Plan EIRs Reviewed for Secondary Effects of Growth

Hydrologic Region

San
Francisco Central South South Colorado
Cities Bay Coast Coast Tulare Lahontan River

Bakersfield X

Campbell X

Hesperia X
Lancaster X
Los Angeles X

Los Gatos
Milpitas X

Ontario X

Palmdale X
San Diego X

San José X

Santa Clara X

Counties

X

Los Angeles
Riverside
San Bernardino

X | X | X | X
X
X | X

San Diego

Santa Clara X
Unincorporated Communities
Santa Ynez Valley

Los Alamos

Orcutt X

X | X

Effects that have been identified as significant and unavoidable in the majority of EIRs reviewed
include impacts to agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, hydrology and water
quality, land use, transportation and traffic, noise, and palic services and utilities; theseand
significant impacts identified as mitigableare summarized in tables presented ifppendix 30C.
Pursuant to CEQA, the local lead agencies have adopted statements of overriding consideration for
any significant unavoidable effects prior to adoption of the general plans. The regulatory context for
several of the environmental issues addressed in thestbcuments, such as air quality

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

considerations and sustainable development, is evolving and could change the scope and magnitude
of impacts disclosed.

The following provides a summary of the types and nature of impacts identified as significant and
unavoidable in the EIRs for the approved general plans listed above.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources

Impacts on visual resources include: impacts on scenic vistas and other scenic resources; impacts to
scenic highways, the degradation of views and visual charactemd creation of new sources of light
and glare. These impacts are considered by most jurisdictions identifying these impacts to be
potentially significant or significant but mitigable and by a few to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation measures toreduce impacts include protecting natural areas; promoting park

development and open space easements; implementing general plan policies to protect visual
resources; requiring compliance with lighting standards; developing and implementing hillside and
rid geline preservation programs and policies and policies to conserve visual resources;
concentrating urban building in certain planning areas; and requiring projectevel mitigation

measures identified during CEQA review.

Agricultural Resources

Impacts on agricultural resources are associated with the conversion of farmland to urban uses,
which most jurisdictions consider significant and unavoidable, and conflicts with agricultural zoning
or Williamson Act contracts, which are considered by different jurisdictions to be significant but
mitigable or significant and unavoidable. Identified mitigation measures include: protecting areas
with prime soils; creating buffers between new uses and adjacent agricultar uses; adopting
mechanisms to offset impacts to prime agricultural lands; implementing righto-farm ordinances;
encouraging expansion of agriculture to undeutilized areas; preventing inappropriate land

division; promoting initiation of Williamson Act contracts and considering Williamson Act
provisions when evaluating development proposals; discouraging expansion of urban spheres of
influence; and revising community plans to identify important agricultural areas.

Air Quality

Significant air quality impacts include increases in air pollutant and criteria pollutant emissions;
violations of air quality standards; exposure of sensitive receptors to air pollution; and cumulative
impacts on air quality. Other air quality impacts include increased odor emissianincluding diesel
fumes, long term air emissions from stationary sources, increased emissions from vehicles, and
construction-related air quality impacts. These impacts are considered by different jurisdictions to
be significant and unavoidable or signi€ant but mitigable. Identified mitigation measures include:
promoting a concentrated pattern of development that integrates mixed uses and reduces the need
for vehicle use; supporting stringent air quality regulations; encouraging alternative transit optins;
providing incentives for use of alternative fuel vehicles and technologies; requiring buffers and
ventilation systems to reduce impacts of toxic emissions; ensuring sensitive uses are not located
near sources of air pollution; requiring implementationof Odor Abatement Plans; implementing
construction standards to minimize dust; requiring compliance with air district regulations;
compliance with transportation improvement and mitigation plans; and implementing general plan
policies to improve air quality.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Table30-35. Nonattainment Status of Counties Within Hydrologic Regions Expected to Experience
Growth from BDCP

County Ozone (6{0) PM10 PM2.5 Lead
Alamedar N M* A/U N A/U
ContraCosta N M* A/U N A/U
Fresno N M* M N A/U
Imperialc N A/U N* N* A/U
Inyod AU A/U N*/M* A/U A/U
Kernd N* M* N*/M* N* A/U
Kingsh N A/U M N A/U
LosAngelegte N* M* N* N* N*
Marina N M* A/U N A/U
Monod A/U A/U N* A/U A/U
Napa N M* A/U N A/U
Orange N* M* N N AU
Riversides N* M* N* N* A/U
San Bernardinod.e N* M* N* N* A/U
SanDiegc® N M* AU A/U AU
SanMateo? N M* A/U N A/U
SantaBarbarae A/U A/U A/U A/U A/U
SantaClara? N M* A/U N A/U
Solan@ N* M* A/U N* A/U
Sonoma N* M* A/U N* A/U
Tulareb N A/U M N A/U
Venturae N* A/U A/U A/U A/U

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2012
* Designation applies to a portion of the county.

N = Nonattainment.
M = Maintenance.
A/U = Attainment/Unclassified.

aSan Francisco Bay Hydrologic Region
bTulare Lakes Hydrologic Region

¢ Colorado River Hydrologic Region

d South Lahontan Hydrologic Region

e South Coast Hydrologic Region

Table 30-35 shows the nonattainment status of counties within the hydrologic regions that are
anticipated to experience growth as a result of BDCPhe majority of counties are designated
nonattainment for the ozone, COPM10, and PM2.5 NAAQSA portion of Los Angeles County is also
designated nonattainment for the lead NAAQ®@&dditional growth in these regions may contribute to
worsening air quality conditions and further exacerbate violatiors of the federal air quality
standards.All air districts within the hydrologic regions have adopted regulations and londgerm
plans to help prevent the deterioration of air quality.New development and future emissions
sources would be subject to these adistrict rules and regulations.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Increased greenhouse gas emissions are believed to correlate with climate change treffdiSome of
the EIRs reviewed for this analysis address the issue. Impacts identified in these documents ingud
generation of greenhouse gas emissions that would contribute to the impacts of global climate
change, including adverse effects on climate, sea level, water supply reliability, wildfire frequency,
ecosystems, public health, and energy needs. Impacts amnsidered significant and unavoidable.
Identified mitigation measures include preparing and implementing Climate Action Plans and
implementing general plan policies and other policies and initiatives to address the effects of
greenhouse gas emissions anichprove energy efficiency. The Climate Action Plans require updates
of greenhouse gas inventories, municipal building upgrades to meet LEED standards, requiring
energy efficiency in building design and siting, use of efficient lighting for traffic signaénd in
municipal buildings, expansion of the use of recycled water for irrigation, and participation in a
cooperative green energy initiative with other jurisdictions.

Biological Resources

Impacts on biological resources identified by some jurisdictions iclude impacts of sensitive species
due to habitat modification or loss and fragmentation of migratory corridors. These are considered
by the majority of jurisdictions to be significant and unavoidable. Other impacts include loss of
wetlands, loss of proteted trees, and conflicts with preservation ordinances or habitat conservation
plans. Most jurisdictions that identify these as significant impacts considered them to be mitigable.
Identified mitigation measures include: preserving habitat and natural opespace; providing

habitat replacement; creating buffers around sensitive habitat to serve as wildlife corridors;
integrating National Forest policies into the general plan; coordinating with state and federal
agencies and local interest groups to conservenportant biological resources; establishment of an
open space maintenance district; compliance with tree preservation ordinances; and limiting sprawl
in certain areas through planning and zoning.

Cultural Resources

Cultural resource impacts include impacts to historical, archaeological, and/or paleontological
impacts and impacts on human remains. These impacts are considered by most jurisdictions to be
significant but mitigable. Identified mitigation measures include: protecting altural heritage sites;
requiring studies, field surveys and development of detailed mitigation plans; requiring a qualified
archaeologist to be onsite during grounedisturbing construction work; requiring specific
procedures regarding the discovery of huran remains; employing local ordinances to identify and
protect important resources; requiring that new development preserve and restore the historic
character of the area; and implementing general plan policies to avoid and protect cultural
resources.

48 Refer to Chaper 22, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissjdbs a detailed discussion of greenhouse gases and
potential impacts associated with emissionso Chapter 29,Climate Changgfor a discussion of foreseeable changes
in climate within the BDCPstudy area.While there are no thresholds of significance specific to growth and
greenhouse gases, numerous regulations have been proposed or adopted to address greenhouse gases as they
relate to climate change and develop standards of significance for related impacEor example, SB 375 (discussed
in this chapter) addresses local growth and its relationship to regional planning, specifically transportation
planning.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Geobgy, Soilsand Seismicity

Seismic or geologic hazards such as seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides are
considered significant and unavoidable by some jurisdictions, and significant but mitigable by most.
Other related impactsinclude soil erosion, loss of topsoil, and risks from unstable or expansive soils.
Most jurisdictions consider geology, soils, and seismicity impacts to be significant but mitigable.
Mitigation measures include implementing general plan policies to restct development in areas
subject to seismic and geologic hazards; requiring compliance with California building and seismic

codes, managing hillside areas to reduce the risks from flood, erosion, and mudslides; requiring soils

engineering, soil performanceeview, and measures to avoid and address geologic and seismic
hazards.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials include exposure of people atcuctures to
wildland fire, which different jurisdictions have considered to be significant and unavoidable or
significant but mitigable; increased exposure to hazards near oil wells and exposure to safety
hazards due to proximity to public or private aistrips, which the jurisdictions considered to be
significant but mitigable. Identified mitigation measures include: implementation of general plan
policies that discourage isolated urban development in wildland fire areas; conditioning
development approvalon compliance with safety development standards; coordination of
evaluation plans through the emergency services office; encouraging the use of fire retardant
building materials; implementation of county policies and regulations that promote the proper
handling and storage transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes; evaluating
airport hazards when reviewing development proposals; coordinating with the regional airport
authority on airport planning; and implementing general plan measureso reduce risks associated
with airports.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Significant and unavoidable impacts related to hydrology and water quality include violation of
water quality standards and impacts on groundwater, including depkon of groundwater
resources. Other impacts include exposure to flood hazards and risk of inundation from seiche,
tsunami, mudflow, or dam failure. These impacts are considered by different jurisdictions to be
significant and unavoidable or significant bt mitigable. Identified mitigation measures include:
restricting or prohibiting development in flood-prone areas; updating flood zone maps; managing
hillside development and promoting cluster development to reduce the extent of impervious
surface; implemerting an urban runoff management plan; limiting development on ridgelines and
steep slopes to reduce erosion and siltation; monitoring water quality; promoting water
conservation; protecting groundwater recharge areas; prohibition of septic systems in well
protection areas; protecting groundwater quality through use of sewer systems; monitoring the
groundwater basin; and retaining natural drainage courses and prohibiting their conversion to
culverts or storm drains.

Land Use

Impacts on landuse involving the conversion of undeveloped, rural, or open space lands and
conflicts with existing land uses are considered significant and unavoidable by some jurisdictions
and significant but mitigable by others. Other land use impacts identified by samjurisdictions
include conflicts with plans and policies, loss of older suburbs, and overcrowding. Identified
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

mitigation measures include: enforcing development standarsl prohibiting incompatible land uses
in residential areas; implementing general plampolicies to concentrate growth in community
centers; prevent inappropriate development in natural areas; and maintenance of buffers between
urban uses and adjacent rural and equestrian land uses; implementing general plan polices to
minimize effects of deelopment on adjacent airport land uses plans and submit development plans
to the airport commission for review; coordinate with adjacent communities regarding resource
protection; and review development proposals for consistency with general plan provisiaand
zoning.

Mineral Resources

Impacts on mineral resources include the loss of the availability of mineral resources of local,
regional, or statewide importance. Different jurisdictions that identified these impacts consider
them to be significant and unavoidable or significant but mitigable. Identified mitigation measures
include: implementation of general plan policies; compliance with Surface Mining and Reclamation
Act requirements; consideration of impacton mineral resources during projectlevel review; and
establishment and implementation of standards to protect access to and economic use of mineral
resources.

Noise

Noise-related impacts are expected to result from increasettaffic and stationary noise sources.
Other impacts identified by some jurisdictions include increased exposure to airpoielated noise,
railroad noise, and groundbourne vibration. These impacts are considered by different jurisdictions
to be significantand unavoidable or significant but mitigable. Identified mitigation measures
include: implementation of general plan noise policies; requiring acoustical analyses to determine
land use compatibility; enforcing truck idling limitations; requiring review of development

proposals by the applicable airport land use commission; and requiring a buffer between
incompatible land uses.

Population and Housing

Impacts related to population and housing include jobs/housing imbalance, diacement of housing
and the need for its replacement, and lack of affordable housing. These are considered by some
jurisdictions to be significant unavoidable and by others to be significant but mitigable impacts.
Identified mitigation measures include: developing strategies to address imbalances between jobs
and housing; developing new housing development regulations; and implementing policies to meet
existing and future housing needs.

Recreation

Recreationrelated impacts include deterioration of recreational facilities due to increased use, the
need for new or expanded facilities, and reduction of existing open space/trail networks. These
impacts are considered to be significant but mitigable. Identified mitigation masures include:
supporting the establishment of urban open space; adhering to established ratios of open space per
capita; requiring new residential development to provide recreational facilities; expanding trail
systems to connect with local, state, anfiégderal trail systems; continuing to acquire land for
recreational uses; implementing general plan policies to limit the effects of growth on recreational
facilities and policies to provide for dual use of school yards as parks, replacing asphalt with turf

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

and exploring sources of funding for afterschool and summer programs; and implementing
measures to mitigate impacts on other resources that would also reduce impacts on recreation.

Traffic and Transportation

Traffic and transportation impacts include increased congestion and exceedance of roadway levels
of service, which most jurisdictions consider significant and unavoidable. Other impacts identified
by some jurisdictions include impacts on parking capacity, emergency access, diotsg with or
increased demand for alternative transportation, and altered air traffic patterns; these are
considered by some jurisdictions to be significant but mitigable and by at least one jurisdiction to be
significant and unavoidable. Identified mitigation measures include: implementation of general plan
traffic and circulation policies; provision of alternative means of transportation; implementing

traffic signal improvements; implementing road system improvements; and coordinating with
Caltrans and bcal councils of government to apportion traffic impact mitigation.

Utilities, Public Servicesnd EnergyConsumption

Significant impacts on public services and utilities identified by some jurisdians include impacts

due to inadequate wastewater treatment capacity, water supply, and landfill capacity, increased
demand for natural gas and electricity, and increased demand for telecommunication services. Some
jurisdictions identify inadequate water supplies as significant and unavoidable; most jurisdictions
consider impacts on utilities and public services to be significant but mitigable. Identified mitigation
measures include: requiring discretionary approval applications to include commitments from

water and sanitation districts; increasing wastewater treatment capacity; use of alternative water
sources; implementation of measures and incentives to encourage energy efficiency and the
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions; and expanding recycling acomposting programs.

Secondary Impacts of GrowttyOther Considerations

Age of General Plan EIRs

Some of the General Plan EIRs used to characterize secondary effects of growth are over 10 years
old; these documents can not reflect changes that have occudreubsequent to publication. Changes
in the physical environmental setting could include identification of an endangered species or other
protected resource in an area subsequent to EIR preparation. Changes in the regulatory context for
evaluating impactsto resources occur over time and can alter the way lead agencies determine
impact significance and mitigate significant impacts. Increased concern over climate change led to
changes to the evaluation and mitigation of impacts associated with greenhouse gamsissions.

Horizon Years for Land Usdanning and Water Supplilanning

The planning horizon for BDCRs 2060. None of the horizon years of the general plan EIRs reviewed
for this analysis extends to 206. This is a common issue when comparing land use and water
supply planning. Given the many years it takes to develop water supply projects, and the cost and
impacts of constructing new facilities, water agencies often select a horizon year that extendsliwe

AAUT T A OEA PIATTEIC EIOEUITO
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longer planning horizon, in some areas water deliveries could support a degree of growth that has
not been addressed in adopted land use plans.

Project-specfic EIRs on new development will be required to consider direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts on resources in the context of changes in the physical and regulatory
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

environment and consistency with general plans, and will identify measures to mitigate #se

effects. In addition, state policies encouraging compact and sustainable development, described in
Section 30.1.1.3Water SupplyManagement and Planningwill influence local land use planning and
development, promoting strategiesto reduce sprawl, preserve farmland, and support the viability of
public transportation, and likely lessening the overall impacts of newer development on the
environment.

30.3.4 Indirect Effects of Reduced S\VdAd CVMDeliveries in

ExportService Areas

Changes in the amount, cost, and/or reliability of water deliveries could affect agricultural
production and urban growth within SWPand CVFExport Service AreagExport Service Area.
Implementation of the BDCRvould require payment for the costs of the project from contractors
that wish to receive proposed increases in deleries through the project, while those contractors
that opt out of payment for BDCP implementation would keep their existing Table A deliveries as
delivered through existing facilities.As described in Chapter SVater Supply and stown in Tables
30-14 and 3015, deliveries to contractors in the Export Service Areas are projected to remain the
same, increase, or decrease depending on which project alternative is implementbdirect effects

of increased deliveries to Export Service iekas as a result of implementing the BDCP are addressed
in Section 30.3.3. This section describes potential indirect effects of reductions in SWP and CVP
deliveries to Export Service Areas resulting from implementation of the BDCP including increases in
cost of water using empirical evidence from past behavior of agricultural and M&I contractors to
increases in cost of water.

30.34.1 Agricultural Contractor Export Service Areas

The San Joaquin Valley represents a portion of the Exposir8ice Areaswith a majority of the
agricultural production. The San Joaquin Valley is among the most productive agricultural regions in
the world, each year generating more than $23 billion in farm output and supporting moréan
200,000 jobs. This success can largely be attributed to the availability of water supplies delivered by
the SWPand CVPAs discussed in Chapter 8/ater Supply reduced exports of Delta water supplies
havealready occurred as a result of legislative and regulatory actions, with estimated reductions of
15 percent for SWP and 30 percent for CVP deliveries. Additional regulatory actions could result in
further reductions, although a specific estimate may not bfeasible, given the multiple options and
tools available to regulatory agencies.

Implementation of the BDCRin addition to environmental factors (e.g., drought, sea level rise, etc.)

AT O1 A ET AOAAOGA OEA AT OO lemtur tobt OfWétek i© iinknOwin atthisOA ON E T x

time and would depend on a variety of factors including capital and operations and maintenance
costs associated with the proposed project facilities and the cost of acquiring land for habitat. The
effect of increagd costs of water for agricultural production (and, consequently, the potential for
such increased water cost to induce or constrain economic development) is uncertain and would
vary between Export Service Areaand among agrialtural customers. Increased water cost could
affect agricultural growth within Export Service Areas in a variety of ways that could result in
indirect effects.

Response from individual agricultural water agencies, and agriculture overall, to previous
reductions and periods of drought provide useful examples of how those agencies would respond if
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

the cost of water increased beyond the means of agricultural useiReductions that occur as a result
of a regulatory or policy decision are assumed to remain in place for some time. Therefore, it is likely
that any such reductions would remain for several years or could be permanent as would increases
in the cost of waterexported by the SWRand CVP

Theresponses of water agencies to extended droughts providgmod insights into the effects of
further reductions in exports of Delta water suppliesThe 1987-1992 drought had severe impacts on
water agencies. Many purchased water from alternative sources to offset reduced Delta supplies,
often at very high costs which some clients were unable to afford. Farmers responded to the
resultant higher costs by increasing their own groundwater pumping and redung their purchases
from water agencies, but also fallowed large areas of both annual and permanent crop land. The
financial viability of some water agencies themselves suffered and was reflected in increased credit
risks and downgrades by creditratingad T AEAO AAAAOOA 1T £ OEAOA OAAOAAA
Investors Servicel994).

The effect on individual agricultural agencies would vary considerably, as some are almost entirely
reliant on exports of Delta waer supplies, while for others these sources provide only a portion of
their water supply portfolios, and those other water sources could remain available. For example,
during the period of 1978 to 2006, Westlands Water District relied on C\ViReliveries for an average
of 73 percent of its total supplies (Westland$Vater District 2008).

The timing of the reduction would also influence the potential response: if the reduction occurred
during an ongoing drought, the response would be more significant than if it occurred during a
period of aboveaverage precipitation, as water agencies would have more options available. In
prolonged droughts, however, water supply reductions impact agriculture and egnd in other
directions as well. In many small San Joaquin Valley towns, agriculture is the dominant business
sector and employer. The city of Mendota, for example, was devastated by the drought and
regulatory water reallocations (Villarejo 1996). The small agricultural towns in the San Joaquin
Valley suffered severe losses of output and income and jobs with attendant increases in social
service costs.

Many agricultural water agencies rely upon water held in storage in resvoirs, and some can call
upon this water with little notice. However, given the expectation that a regulatory action would
result in a longterm reduction, it is likely that agencies would be cautious about using surface
storage to replace lost suppliesas the availability of such supplies is not always assured and some
reservoirs primarily provide seasonal storage. Further, use of reservoir storage would reduce the
potential for subsequent withdrawals and would leave agencies vulnerable in the event difought
conditions or local supply emergencies.

In some areas, agricultural agencies or individual land owners could expand reliance on
groundwater. However, this is not possible in areas served by adjudicated basins and the ability to
expand groundwater ilization would depend on groundwater levels and the capacity of
infrastructure needed to pump and deliver the water. Over the longerm, cumulative impacts
associated with expanded reliance on groundwater could include subsidence and lowering of
groundwater levels which could have adverse effects onistream flows, springs or artesian wells
fed by groundwater and riparian and wetland vegetation that is dependent on groundwater. The
effect of groundwater withdrawals that exceed natural recharge has beenelN documented in the
Tulare Lake Basinwhere groundwater levels declined significantly and subsidence on the order of
20 feet occurred over a wide area (Central ValleiRegional Water QualityControl Board 2006).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Previous studies have shown the severe effects on San Joaquin Valley agriculture resulting from
prolonged reductions in Delta water exports. The studies, by authors in bothe public and private
sectors and spanning more than 30 years, have shown clearly how reliant San Joaquin Valley
agriculture is on Delta supplies. DWRnalyzed the effects of the 1991 drought in California
(California Department of Water Resorces1991). In that year, CVRBupplies were reduced by 25 to
75 percent. SWRleliveries to Feather River water rights contractors were reduced by 50 percent,
while no agricultural deliveries of SWP water were made elsewhere (including the San Joaquin
Valley). Some 455,000 acres of cropland were idled throughout the state, resuliiin a loss of $500
million in farm output. Another study found that for 1992, a single drought year, 172,000 acres of
cropland were not farmed or abandoned and another 33,300 acres had reduced yields. Farm
revenues fell by $157 million, water costs incresed by $259 million, and groundwater operations
costs rose $80 million. Total income losses exceeded $500 million, and job losses totaled 4,900
(Northwest Economic Associate4993).

Water transfers are a potential response to a further reduction of Delta water supplies. However,
given the historic costs of transferred water, likely competition from urban agencies and

infrastructure limitations, the potential for transfers between agricultural suppliersis assumed to be
low. Moreover, all agricultural agencies that use Delta exports will be subject to similar limitations.
While there have been some transfers among agricultural water agencies based on the willingness of
farmers in the service areas to fébw land and not utilize the water which would otherwise be

allocated to irrigate the land, that does not represent a viable loagun source of supply. The

Westlands Water District estimates that fallowed land would increase from approximately 55,000
acresin 2006 to 125,000 acres in 2020, due to reductions in water supplies resulting from

restrictions placed on Delta exports {Westlands Water District 200§.

To the extent that surface storage or groundwateare not viable alternatives to decreased SWéhd
CVPdeliveries, agricultural operations would have no option other than to endure reductions due to
increased costs. Implementation of additional water conservation activities may lfeasible in some
locations; however, many agricultural operations have already implemented such measures, such as
drip irrigation for permanent crops. If additional water conservation activities are not feasible, then
changes in crop selection or fallowig of lands could occur.

Some suggest reduced agricultural water supplies can be remedied by farmers in the San Joaquin
Valley switching to less waterintensive crops such as vegetables, fruits, and nuts. Those
recommendations do not take into account the @rket characteristics of such specialty crops and

the unique growing conditions in the Central Valley to produce crops that cannot be grown
elsewhere in the U.S. Converting hundreds of thousands of acres of land historically used to grow
cotton, alfalfa, ad grains to fruits, nuts, and vegetables would cause significant supply disruptions

in the affected markets. Prices of fruits, nuts, and vegetables would likely decline, which could make
continued reliance of those crops infeasible for many agriculturalgerations.

Thus, it may not be reasonable to assume that rapid, large changes in cropping patterns would occur
in response to reduced water supplies. The state and national demands for vegetables, fruits, and
nuts translate into requirements for many fewercrop acres than the demands for crops like alfalfa,
cotton, and grainsIn addition, the cultural practices, machinery, equipment, and establishment

costs for permanent crops and for vegetables are much different than those for other crops. While
changesin cropping patterns over time have correlated somewhat to reductions in water supplies,
cropping practices and patterns are affected by many other factors such as market conditions. As a
result, long-term or permanent reductions in agricultural water supgies due to increased costs of
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

water can reasonably be assumed to result in a decline in agricultural land use and rural economies.
Therefore, it is likely that an indirect effect of fallowed lands and decreased water purchased by
agricultural users couldresult in more land available for urban development and more water
available for purchase byM&I contractors to serve urban water agencies. The indirect effects of
increased supplies to M&l contractors and subsequent growth that could result from

implementation of the BDCRare provided in Section 30.3.3.

30.3.4.2 M&I Contractor Export Service Areas

Similar to agricultural production changes in reaction to past droughts described above, prior
responses from urban water agend@s in periods of drought provide useful examples of how those
agencies could respond to further reductions of Delta water supplies. Reductions that occur as a
result of a regulatory or policy decisions are likely to remain in place for some time (unless @mintil
some alternative program or projects can address the underlying issues which were the impetus for
the regulatory action). Therefore, it is likely that any such reductions would at a minimum remain in
place for a period of years, or could essentigllbe permanent and likely result in increases in the
cost of water exported by the SWRNnd CVP Investigation of the response of M&I contractors to
drought and reduced water deliveries can provide insight into the potential indireceffects of future
reduced deliveries to M&I contractors due to increase in cost of water from the SWP and CVP.

The effect on individual water agencies would vary considerably, as some are almost entirely reliant
on exports of Delta water supplies, whildor others these sources provide only a portion of their
water supply portfolios, and other water sources could remain available. For example, in 2010,
supplies exported from, or diverted in, the Delta comprised approximately 89 percent of the total
water supplies for the Zone 7 Water Agency (Zone 7 Water Agency 2010/hile the SWRprovided

less than 30 percent of water supplies for Metropolitan.

The timing of reduction in deliveries would also infuence the potential response of M&I contractors;
if the reduction occurred during an ongoing drought, the response would be more significant than if
it occurred during a period of aboveaverage precipitation, when water agencies would likely have
more options available. However, as any such reductions would remain in place for a considerable
period, it is assumed that most M&I contractors and their consumers would likely proceed
cautiously and in accordance with local water planning policies and regulatioras discussed in
Section 30.1.1.3.

Increased cost of water from the SWEBould reach a level that would be economically challenging to
existing consumers in Export Service Areaserved by M&I contractors. In tle evert costs reacha
maximum threshold for the urban water agencies and consumers, the most likely initial response
from urban water agencies would be to make a request of the public at large and other water users
for voluntary conservation to maintain levels d service without further increases in cost to
consumers and ultimately prevent losses to the urban water agencies. Such communications would
likely convey the significance of the reduction, describe the availability of other water resources, and
provide information on how to implement additional water conservation activities. However, as
many urban water agencies have well established conservation programs, their prior success may

limit the ability to substantively expand water conservation activities dueDi OA AT AT A EAOAAT E’

which customers lose the ability to easily institute emergency conservation during drought or other
crises because they have already captured all their conservation savingsalifornia Department of
Water Resourcesetal. 201008 4 EA 3 O0AO0OA 1T £ #Al EAI Ol EAGO bl Al
by 20 percent by the year 2020 will result in the widespread implementation of water conservation
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

activities acrossthe state (California Department of Water Resourcest al. 2010. Additional

demand reductions beyond the 20 percent mandated in that plan could be more difficult, as it would
requir e additional capital investments and may achieve incrementally smaller results. Ultimately,
more significant water conservation may also require substantial lifestyle and behavioral changes
by urban water users (e.g., elimination of turf grass lawns) thahay not be readily accepted by the
public. However, given recent experience in Australia, the implementation of water rationing and
other demand management measures can achieve substantial reductions in per capita water use
(Cahill and Lund2013).

Many urban water agencies rely upon water held in storage in reservoirs, some of which are part of
the SWPand CVRsystems, while others provide storage for local use. Although some urban water
agenges can call upon this water with little notice, it is likely that agencies would be very cautious
about using surface storage to replace lost supplies. The availability of surface storage supplies is
not always assured (i.e., from the variability of pregitation patterns and the timing of a supply
reduction) as some reservoirs provide seasonal storage, with substantial declines in supplies during
the summer and early fall. Further, use of water supplies in reservoirs would reduce the potential
for withdra wals in subsequent years, especially if drought conditions diminish the anticipated
reservoir replenishment from winter rains. In addition, drawdown of storage may leave agencies
vulnerable in the event of other local supply emergencies, such as those thesult from pipeline or
other equipment failures.

Urban water agencies could also elect to expand reliance on groundwater; however, this is not
possible in areas served by adjudicated basins, and the ability to expand groundwater use would
depend on grourdwater levels and the capacity of infrastructure needed to pump, treat, and deliver
the water. Over the longterm, cumulative impacts associated with expanded reliance on
groundwater could include subsidence and lowering of groundwater levels, which coultave
adverse effects on instream flows, springs or artesian wells fed by groundwater and riparian and
wetland vegetation that is dependent on groundwater.

As potential reductions in the purchase of Delta water supplies could be in place indefinitely, water

agencies could be forced to implement water shortage contingency plans, such as those mandated in

byDWR O 5 O0AAT 7AO0AO - Al)yadelindsiCalifomih Bepartinehtt \Water
Resairces2011ad8 &1 O AGAi b1 Ah 3 AT OA #1 AOA 6AT 1 AU 7A0A0 $I
actions and implementation triggers, identifies mandatory prohibitions on water use, penaltiesr

charges for excessive use, and actions that could be implemented should costs of water prove

prohibitive to importing all of their Table A allotment (Santa Clara Valley Water District 2010

Thetype of actions that urban agencies might implement could include acroske-board reductions

in water deliveries (e.g., to retail agencies), curtailment of certain water uses, such as groundwater
replenishment or deliveries to customers with interruptible supplies (which may include local

agricultural users), or reduce the amount of water available for kstream water uses in some

1TAAOET 108 'O I ATU OOAAT ACAT AEAO AOOOAT Qoru OAEA A
Article 21) water to augment native groundwater replenishment, it is likely that surplus water may

not be used if costs are too high, and thus lortgrm decline of groundwater levels could result in

some basins.

Expansion of recycled water use is another likely responde potential future reductions in
purchases. The experience with, and application of, recycled water programs varies considerably
across California, with substantial use in some portions of Southern California (e.g., Orange and Los
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Angeles counties) andittle or none in other areas. The potential for substantial expansion of
recycled water use may exist in many areas, but the capital costs associated with implementation
can be substantial, and are driven by the proximity of recycled water sources to potéad uses,

which traditionally have included industrial processes and landscape irrigation. Further expansion

is also limited by public perceptions and concerns about the salt buildup, as recycled water typically
has a higher content of minerals and sat® E AT OEA T OECET Al O1 OOAA xAOAOS8
water policy finds that salt and nutrient issues can be appropriately addressed through the
development of regional or subregional salt and nutrient management plan$tate Water Resources
Control Board2009). One such mechanism for such planning is their incorporation into IRWM plans,
as those plans are required to consider the Resource Management Strategies included in the 2009
(and subsequem) updates of the California Water PlanQalifornia Department of Water Resources
2011c).

Water transfers may be likely in the event of further reduction in imports of Delta water supplies.
Transfers could be expected to occur from water agencies in Export Service Argiaeluding areas
served by the Colorado River, and would most likely involve the transfer of water from agricultural
contractors to M&I contractars. Because these transfers would be a response to a letegm trend, it
is possible they would be implemented for significant periods of time, which could result in the long
term fallowing of agricultural lands, as described previously in this section. F@xample, between
1989 and 2009, the amount of fallowed land in the service area of the San L-islta Mendota Water
Authority more than doubled as water supplies were reduced by drought conditions and as a result
of regulatory actions (San LuiDelta Merdota Water Authority 2009).

Proposals to desalinate seawater or brackish groundwater could also be a response to the further
reduction in import of Delta water supplies and could serve as thipetus for the initiation of such
proposals.

Depending of the magnitude of cost increases, the supply reduction and the availability of other
supplies, the imposition of more severe restrictions on water use could be implemented (e.qg.,
prohibition of landscape irrigation), or in more dire situations, water rationing could be
implemented. However, most SWRnd CVRcontractors operate as wholesale water agencies and as
such, lack the direct authority to restrict the specific use ofréated water at the individual customer
level. These agencies would work with local water retailers to implement demand management
measures, including rationing, at the discretion of the water retailers.

A qualitative analysis of indirect effects of growthinducement on the environment is provided in
Section 30.3.3.2 for individual issue areas (e.g., aesthetics, air quality, ela. summary, the effects
of reduced deliveries of water to M&I users could result in indirect impacts related to very low or
negative growth effects (e.g., no new commitments of water for new development, shrinking
population, economic instability, and employment instability) the location, nature and magnitude of
which would determine the type and severity of resulting environmentaeffects. Determining the
specific environmental impacts attributable to no or very low growth rates would be too speculative
to predict or evaluate at this time since the location and nature of physical expansion within the
multiple contractor service areas cannot be known.

30.3.5 Authority to Mitigate Effects of Growth

As described in Section 30.1.Relationship between Land Ugdanning and Water Supplythe
authority to regulate growth, and by extension to mitigate the Bvironmental effects of growth,
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

resides primarily with land use planning agencies. Neither DWBr Reclamationnor the contractors
are land use planning agencies and, consequently, do not have the authority to approve or deny
urban development within the study area or to impose mitigation for the environmental
consequences of such development. Section 30.1.MBater Supply Management and Planningnd

Section 1.3 in Chapter dntroductonh O Oi | AOEUA $72 AlpohsibdithAreégaArfingOE T 1
A E

x AOAO O0O0PPI U PIATTEITC8 2ACAOAETI C $7280 Ol
the environmental effects of water supply development attributable to urban growth), refer to
Conservation/Water Use Efficiendg Secton 30.3.2.5Potential for Increases in Water Deliverig¢s
Remove Obstacles to Growténd to Appendix 1CDemand Management Measures

Table 30-36 identifies agencies with the authority to implement measures to avoid or mitigate the
environmental impacts of growth in the study area; the agencies generally fall into two categories,
as discussed below.

Agencies with primary authority over land use planing and CEQA lead agency status for
approval of land use plans, permits and other approvals.

Agencies responsible for stewardship of environmental resources.

Table 3036. Agencies with the Authority to Implement or Require Implementation of Measures to
Avoid or Mitigate GrowthRelated Impacts

Agency Authority

Planning Agencies
Counties within the Study Planning and Enforcement. Responsible for planning, land use, and

Area

environmental protection of unincorporated areas and adoption of thgeneral
plan governing unincorporated county lands Responsible for enforcing County

environmental policies through zoning and building codes and ordinances. Refe

to Section 30.2.2 for additional information.

CEQACounties typically act as the lead agency for CE@@mpliance for
development projects in unincorporated areas; as such they bear responsibility

Al O AAI DPOET ¢ I AAOGOOAOG Oi 1 EOEGCAOA Ol

impacts on the environment and programs to ensure that mitigation measures
are swccessfully implemented.

Cities within the Study Area  Planning and Enforcement. Responsible for planning, land use, and

Councils of Government 4 A0EAA xEOE AOAAOQOET ¢ O3OO0OO0OAET AAT A #1

AT 6eoi 11 AT 6A1 DOiT OAAOEIT 1T A& OEA AOA,

and adoption of thegeneral plan governing this areaResponsible for enforcing
city environmental policies through zoning and building codes and ordinances.
Refer to Section 30.2.2 for additional information.

CEQACities typically act as the lead agency for CEQA compliance for
development projects in incolporated areas; as such they bear responsibility for

AAT POET ¢ T AAOOOAOG Oi 1 EOEGCAOA OEA b«

impacts on the environment and programs to ensure that mitigation measures
are successfully implemented.

land use and transportation planning, and demonstrating ability to attain the
proposed reduction targets.

Local Agency Formation Empowered to approve or disapprove dlproposals to incorporate cities, to form
Commissions special districts, or to annex territories to cities or special districts. Also

empowered to guide growth of governmental service responsibilities.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Agency

Authority

California Coastal
Commission

San Francisco Bay
Conservation and
Development Commission

NEPA Lead Agencies

Under the California Coastal Actegulates the use of land and water within the
coastal zone. Under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act, exercises fedel
consistency review authority over all federal activities and federally licensed,
permitted or assisted activities that affect coatal resources.

A state agency responsible for regulating development adjacent to San Francis¢
Bay. Under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act, exercises federal
consistency review authority over all federal activities and federally licensed,
permitted or assisted activities that affect resources within the San Francisco Bz
segment of the California coastal zone.

Certain NEPA lead agencies (such as the U.S. Army, U.S=dkae, and U.S. Navy)
oversee the development or redevelopment of federal properties and through
NEPA have authority to impose mitigation.

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

Responsible for writing regulations and setting national standards to implement
a variety of federal environmental protection and human health laws. In
California, EPA has delegated much of the authority to enforce the Clean Air Ac
Clean Water Act and Drinking Water Qualitct to state agencies while retainig
some oversight. EPA also comments on the environmental review of projects
through its participation in the NEPA process.

Water Resources

State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCR

Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (RWQCBs:
San Franciscday, Central
Valley, Lahontan, Central

Coast, Los Angeles, Santa An

San Diego, Colorado River

California Department of
Public Health

Shares responsibility with the RWQCBSs to protect and restore water quality;
approves regional basin plans; provides administrative and other support to
regional boards; and administers surface water rights. Develops water quality
control plans and policesin certain instances where water quality issues cross
regional boundaries or have statewide application.

Share responsibility with SWRCB to protect and restore water quality. Formulat
and adopt water quality control plans. Implements portions of the Clean Water
Act when EPA and SWRCB delegate authority, as is the case with issuance of
NPDESermits for waste discharge, reclamation, and storm water drainage.

Responsible for the purity andpotability of domestic water supplies. Assists
SWRCB, RWQCBs in setting quality standards.

Air Resources

California Air Resources
Boarda

Air Pollution Control
DistrictsP and Air Quality
Management Districts

Responsible for adopting and enforcing standards, rules, and regulations for the
control of air pollution from mobil e sources throughout the state. Also
responsible for developing plans and regional reduction targets for greenhouse
gas emissions.

Adopt andenforce local regulations governing stationary sources of air pollutants.
Issue Authority to Construct Permits and Permits to Operate. Provide compliance
inspections of facilities and monitor regional air quality. Develop Clean Air Plans il
compliance with the Clean Air Act. Publish guidelines to guide lead agencies in
evaluating and mitigating air quality impacts.

Biological Resources
National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMF$

Requires consultation under Section 7 or Section 10 of the Endangered Specie
Act for projects which could potentially impact endangered or threatened specie
under the purview of National Marine Fisheries Servicd?repares hological
opinions on the status of species in specific areas and potential effects of propose
projects. Approves reasonable and prudent measures to reduce impacts and
establishes Habitat Conservation Plans.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Agency Authority
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Requires consultation under Section 7 or Section 10 of the Endangered Species /
(USFW$ for projects which could potentially impact endangered or threatened species.

Prepares biological opinions on the status afpecies in specific areas and potential
effects of proposed projects. Approves reasonable and prudent measures to redu
impacts and establishes Habitat Conservation Plans.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Issues permits to place fill in waters of the Unitedbtates, including wetlands,
pursuant to the Clean Water Act. Required to consult with USFWS and NMFS
regarding compliance with the federal Endangered Species Act.

California Department of Fish Issues Stream Bed Alteration Agreements for projects potentially impacting

and Wildlife waterways. Issues incidental take permits for projects that would result in the
take oflisted speciesunder the California Endangered Species Act if specific
criteria are met. Unde the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act,
provides oversight for the development of regional Natural Community
Conservation Plans which aim to balance ecosystem protection and land use.

a These agencies fall under the umbrella of the Californiankironmental Protection Agency

b Air Pollution Control Districts within the study area include: Siskiyou County, Modoc County, Lassen County,
Tehama County, Glenn County, Colusa County, Placer County, Northern Sonoma County, Amador County,
Calaveras CountyTuolumne County, San Joaquin Valley Unified, Mariposa County, Monterey Bay Unified, K
County, San Luis Obispo County, Santa Barbara County, Ventura County, San Diego County, Imperial Cour
El Dorado County, Great Basin Unified

¢ Air Quality Managemaet Districts within the study area include: North Coast Unified, Shasta County, Northerr
Sierra, Butte County, Mendocino County, Feather River, Lake County, Ystdano, Bay Area, Sacramento
Metropolitan, Antelope Vdley, South Coast, Mojave Desert.

30.35.1 Implementation of Environmental Protection Measures by Land
UsePlanning Agencies

Cities and counties (for unincorporated areas) have the greatest authority over land use decisions
within their jurisdictions through implementation of their general plans (as described in Section
30.1.1,Relationship between Land Usdanning and Water Supply locally adopted ordinances and
regulations to regulate growth, anddevelopment approval processes. Some ordinances and policies
adopted at the local level (e.g., ordinances establishing urban growth limit lines, protecting natural
resources such as riparian habitat, or establishing resource conservation easements) aresimied to
avoid or reduce environmental impacts.

In their capacities as lead agencies under CEQA (P&&&tion 21002 and Section 21067), cities and
counties also have the authority and responsibility to evaluate the environmental impacts that
would result from implementation of plans and individual development projects within their
jurisdictions, and to adopt measures to mitigate any significant adverse impacts. Cities and counties
are required to identify mitigation measures in CEQA documents dhese plans and projects, and to
adopt feasible measures within their authority, as well as programs to monitor and report on their
implementation, as conditions of approval. The CEQA Guidelines and guidelines published by state
and regional resource protetion agencies regarding CEQA implementation are periodically
amended to reflect major policy shifts in environmental protection, such as the adoption AR, the
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (described in Section 30.1.1V8ater SupplyManagement and
Planning).

The California Coastal Commission and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission also exercise authority over land uses within the coastal zone and areas adjacent to San
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Francisco Bay, respectively, andan impose measures to mitigate adverse environmental effects of
development within their jurisdictions through their approval processes.

30.3.5.2 Implementation of Environmental Protection Measures by

Resource Management Agencies

Mitigation of impacts relating to specific resources categories generally falls under the responsibility
of resourcespecific agencies at the federal, state, and regional levels through permitting and related
regulatory processes summarized in Table 3@6. Through their permitting authority these agencies
mitigate the impacts of proposed land uses and enforce the provisions of adopted resource
protection plans (e.g., water basin plans and air basin plans). For example, regional water quality
control boards identify specific requirements am water quality standards for facilities through
issuance of waste discharge requirements and local air districts mitigate the effects of pollutant
emissions through issuance of permits to construct and operate stationary sources of air emissions.

30.3.6 Environnental Impacts Relating to Water Transfers

The BDCPRprovides coverage for water that enters the Delta as a result of transactions involving
transfers and/or other voluntary water market transactions as discussed in Chapt 5.1.2.7.The
movement of such water would have to be consistent with CMWater Facilities andoperation the
effects analysis described in Chapter Effects Analysiand it is not limited by other factors including
hydrological, regulatory and contactsconditions. As discussed in Chapter 5, Water Supplyne scale,
location, frequency and duration of future water transfers are impossible to predict with certainty
because of a wide range of variableSee also Appendix 1E, Water Tedarsin California: Types,
Recent History, and General Regulatory Setting, Appendix 5C, Historical Background ofi&itess

Water Transfers and Potential Source Regions and Appendix 5D, Water Transfer Analysis Methodology

and Reslis. The effect of any future transfers on environmental resources will depend on the
location, size, and duration of the transaction, any regulatory conditions imposed on the transaction
by the State Water Resources Control Board or other agency, and pdtal land use and water
management changes in source areas.

Compared with baseline conditions (i.e., existing conditions for CEQA and No Action conditions for
NEPA), the creation of new diversion facilities in the north Delta could provide additional pregt
capacity to move transfer and other voluntary water market transaction water from areas upstream
of the Delta to export service areadt is unclear, however, how great the demand for additional
water would be, because Alternatived-5 of the BDCRIf successful, should result in an increase of
SWPand CVRoroject allocations compared to what would happen in the longerm future without

the BDCPEven so, transfer demand is anticipated to be gréer in the future than with existing
conditions with or without BDCP (Figures 506 and 5D8).

Some increased demand for water transfers will likely arise for reasons unrelated to the BDCP
including sea level rise, climate change, and increaséuture upstream consumptive use of water, all
of which are expected to reduce systemwide water yield and reduce project deliveriesder the

time frame of the BDCP (2060). New BDCP facilities under Alternativisb can likely offset only part
of this reduction.

Under Water Code section 1810, DWHould have to make unused conveyance capacity at any hew
SWhPfacilities available for water transfers, provided that the use of facilities wouldot impact SWP
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

without unreasonably affecting fish, wildlife, or other instream beneficial uses and without
unreasonably affecting the overall economy or therevironment of the county from which the water
EO AAET ¢ OOAT OEZAOOAAB8O

The State Water Board would have to make similar findings under the provisions of the Water Code
(i.e. 1700, 1725, 1735) governing transfers under its jurisdiction (those involving post914 water
rights). Due to the location of the new north Delta facilities, some of the restrictions relating to
export of transfer water, including those related to Delta reverse flows or south Delta water levels
and potential fisheries impacts (the basisdr the current July through September transfer window)
would not apply to the new facilities.Thus, transfer water could potentially be moved at any time of
the year that capacity exists in the new BDC#oss-Delta facility and the export pumgs, depending
on operational and regulatory constraintsIf the new north Delta facilities are not restricted to the
current July through September transfer export window, crop idling or crop shiftingbased transfers
may become a more viable source of trafer water for much of the Sacramento Vallejxecution of
specific transfers will require willing sellers and, as noted above, could not occur unless each
transfer meets stringent regulatory requirements.There is uncertainty regarding whether the BDCP
alternatives involving new north Delta diversions (i.e., Alternatived through 8) would facilitate
increased transfers and whether, if they do, such transfers would lead to potential environmental
impacts.However, these effects would deend on the timing of the transfers, the volume of water in
guestion, and third party actions and decisionsAs discussed in Chapter 5 and Appendix 1E,
transfers and other upstream water transactions are subject to a number of regulatory
requirements that make it unlikely that significant adverse impacts will occurBecause there is
uncertainty regarding future transfers, the following sections identify types of impacts that are likely
to be considered in any water transfer transaction.

30.3.6.1 Surface Water

Transfers could lead to decreased reservoir storage levels if additional transfers result in the release
of water from a reservoir when it would otherwise have been storedStorage levels could also
increase seasonally if surplus capacity auld be created. If transferred water could be held in
reservoirs beyond its originally scheduled date for release, the reservoirs could store the water
AOOOEAO EIT O OEA UAAO8 4EAOA AEAT CAO 1 Au AEEAAOD
Transfers d water could also change the rate and timing of flows in the Sacramento River and its
tributaries. The incidence and magnitude of changes in flows would depend on the volume of water
transferred and the scheduled release of that wateDepending on the hgrologic conditions, water
made available for transfer could be released on the same schedule as if the water were used for its
original purpose, except that the flows would not be diverted, increasing flows below the historic
point of diversion. If water was stored, flows above the historic point of diversion would decrease by
the amount of water that the willing seller would have usedAfter the water was released, the flows
downstream from historic points of diversion would be higher than without the transfer. Flows

could also vary as a result of groundwater substitutiorbased transfers due to changes in the timing
of surface water releases and the interaction between stream flows and groundwater (Bureau of
Reclamation2010). This could result in an increase in groundwater recharge from surface water (i.e.
accretion) or a reduction of groundwater that would otherwise have discharged into surface water
(i.e. depletion).
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

30.3.6.2 Groundwater

Groundwater substitution -based transfers, could result in temporary changes to local groundwater
levels.Groundwater substitution-based transfers occur when surface water is transferred and
groundwater is pumped to replace the surface water that would have othense been usedThe
geographic extent, intensity, and duration of these effects would depend on the individual
characteristics of the transfer and local hydrogeology.

Groundwater pumping could result in the lowering of local groundwater levels, which couldreate
environmental effects including depletion of streamflow or depletion of groundwater flow that
would otherwise have caused an increase to streamflow in absence of the transfer. Additionally,
yield from groundwater wells may be reduced while the costto pump groundwater could increase
as a result of declining groundwater levelsGroundwater drawdown could temporarily exceed
historical seasonal fluctuations and dry years could extend the period necessary for recovery of
groundwater levels.

Additionally, groundwater pumping could add to the potential for subsidence by decreasing
groundwater levels, which could allow consolidation of underlying clay beds. While subsidence is a
gradual process, in extreme cases it could create problems for flood controlfrastructure, and

water distribution systems. Groundwater substitution transfers could also result in changes in
groundwater quality because pumping can alter local groundwater levels, flow patterns can change
and surface water could be drawn into the grondwater.

30.3.6.3 Water Quality

Water Transferscould lead to a variety of water quality effects in the acquisition areas and in the
Sacramento River and Delta watersheds related to potential changes in water qualitynstituent
concentrations. These potential concentration changes could occur in the river and delta system

from changes in river flows, natural tidal exchange and water management decisions in the water
acquisition areas.Important water quality constituents in the Delta include metals, pesticides,
nutrients, sediment and turbidity, salinity, bromide and organic carbon. Changes in water quality
constituents are evaluated based on the potential for these changes to affect beneficial uses such as
domestic, agicultural, municipal and industrial water supply and recreation, aesthetic, and fish and
wildlife resources. Protection and enhancement of existing and potential beneficial uses are primary
goals for water quality planning.

If a surface water source usedokr agricultural production is proposed for transfer, the potential

exists for the transferred water to be replaced by groundwater substitution or accounted for by crop
idling or substitution. These potential changes could result in a number of localized e quality
effects in acquisition areas, ugstream reservoirs, the Sacramento River and its tributaries, and Delta
waterways. Potential effects in acquisition areas could include local changes in groundwater quality
from the migration of lower-quality groundwater and changes in crop yield due to differences in
irrigation water quality. Crop idling associated with a transfer could result in increased wind

erosion on agricultural fields, which could result in increased surface water depositioidling crops

in acquisition areas could however, result in a reduction in the application of fertilizers and
pesticides that might otherwise reduce the nutrient concentrations in surface water sources.

Potential water quality effects in reservoirs include the potentiafor water transfers to increase or
decrease the reservoir storage levels during the transfer periodincreasing or decreasing reservoir
storage levels related to water transfers could improve or degrade reservoir water quality
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1 conditions, respectively byreducing or increasing constituent concentrationsln most scenarios

2 these reservoir water quality changes would be relatively minor because potential changes in

3 constituent concentrations would be based on changes in the amount and timing of transfer

4 deliveries, which would likely constitute only a small fraction of reservoir stored capacity.

5 The potential also exists for water transfers to result in changes in water quality in the Sacramento

6 River and Delta waterways, depending on the time of year and siand duration of the transfer.

7 Flows in the Sacramento River could increase or decrease during the summer transfer period,

8 depending on the prescribed timing of the transfer. These flow changes have the potential to

9 degrade river water quality constituentconcentrations and temperature conditions if stored
10 transfer water is not released during summer periods when river water quality conditions are less
11 than optimum. However, because DWRBNnd Reclamationmust meet the water quality and
12 temperature requirements contained in their respective water rights permits, the potential for these
13 effects are unlikely.
14 30.3.6.4 Fish and Aquatic Resources
15 Water transfers can affect fisheries and aquatic resouranditions in up-stream reservoirs, rivers
16 and the Delta. BDCPBovered and noncovered species such as delta smelt, longfin smelt, Chinook
17 salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon, and striped bass, among others could be affected by water
18 transfers that are consistent with CM® O 1T B A O A O EFotendidl effdc® i Gpat@din/reservoirs
19 would be related to changes in reservoir aquatic habitat, most specifically temperature that could
20 affect fish species such Kokanee salmon and rainbdmut. These reservoir fish species rely on
21 coldwater habitat. Aside from annual variations in hydrological conditions, drawdown of reservoir
22 storage from June through October from water transfers can diminish the volume of cold water,
23 thereby reducing theamount of habitat for coldwater fish species during these months.
24 Potential effects in the Sacramento River, its tributaries, and the Delta would be related to changes
25 in river flow, water quality and temperature that could affect survival of fish speciesuch as delta
26 and longfin smelt, Chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon, American shad and striped bass.
27 These changes could result in effects on entrainment, spawning, rearing, and migration.
28 30.3.6.5 Terrestrial Biological Resources
29 The principal effect of concern on terrestrial biological resources resulting from water transfers is
30 the potential loss of habitat for speciaistatus and common wildlife species due to reduction in
31 agricultural crop production. There couldbe an associated effect related to reduced agricultural
32 return flows in valley canals and streams. Transfers could temporarily reduce habitat and food
33 sources for species that utilize cultivated lands in the Sacramento Valley. The major crops of concern
34 would be rice, corn and alfalfa. These annual crops provide a significant source of food, resting and
35 roosting habitat, and a prey base for many species, including waterfowl and shorebirds, sandhill
36 cranes, giant garter snakes, and raptors, including Swains@ O Réducko8s in agricultural
37 return flows could also affect waterfowl, giant garter snakes, and a variety of specistiatus and
38 common mammals and birds that use valley canals and streams and their adjacent vegetation for
39 foraging, resting, and coer. Recent documentation of the potential effects of water transfers
40 prepared by Reclamatiorand DWRindicates that major transfers from the Sacramento Valley would
41 primarily impact rice production (Bureau of Reclamation 20D; California Department of Water
42 Resources and Bureau of Reclamation 2012). Although there is the potential for a reduction in rice
43 production as a result of water transfers, it is speculative to estimate the effect in the absence of
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

specific transfer proposals.The significance of this effect would be determined by the size, duration,
and location of the reduced agricultural production measures implemented to address any potential
AT1TAROT O AT A OEA xAOAO OAI 1 AO8O OAODPI T OA OI OAAOAR

30.3.6.6 Agricultural Resources

If water proposed for transfer was originally being applied to cropland, agricultural production
could possibly continue during the transfer if growers substitute groundwater for surface water or
shift to a less waterintensive crop during the term of the transfer.Crop yields could be affected by
changes in irrigation water quality.Farmers could also choose to idle cropland during a transfer.

Recent documentation prepared by Reclamatioand DWRindicates that the potential impacts from
water transfers based on cropland idling in the Sacramento Valley would primarily impact rice
production (Bureau of Reclamation 2010; California Department of Water Resources and Bureau of
Redamation 2012). DWR and Reclamation do not currently accept transfer proposals based on the
idling of pasture, mixed grasses, alfalfa grown in the Delta, orchards and vineyartisar do DWR and
Reclamation currently accept transfers from farmland that hasden historically irrigated by
groundwater (California Department of Water Resources and Bureau of Reclamation 2012).

The duration of a crop idlingbased transfer would, to a large extent, determine the magnitude of its
impact on farmland and associated aggultural production. If transfers are temporary, farmland
could be placed back in production when the transfer is completed and the designation of farmland
(i.e. prime, unique, statewide importance, etc.) by the state would not be affectdthe resulting
indirect impacts to socioeconomic, recreation, and terrestrial resources would also be expected to
be short-term and the benefits accruing to these resources as a result of producing rice would also
be expected to return when the water transfer is complete and the land placed back in production.
Rice would be the crop type most likely affected by water transfers (California Department of Water
Resources and Bureau of Reclamatid®?012). The loss of rice production could result in adverse
effects on agriculturerelated employment and income, certain types of wildlife habitat, and
recreation. Direct and indirect effects on employment and income could occur because the number
of workers needed to plant, harvest, and process crops could dease. Wildlife habitat and
specifically habitat available to support waterfowl could decrease as a result of flooding fewer acres.
As discussed in other resources descriptions in this Section, consumptive and nonconsumptive
recreation opportunities associaed with the abundance of waterfowl may also be reduced.

Large-scale, longterm transfers could result in a substantial change in agricultural production and
potentially significant secondary impacts on other resources described abov&.longerterm

transfer could also affect the designation of farmland by the state. (Prime farmland must be irrigated
some time during a 4year period prior to the date of the Important FarmlandMap to maintain its
designation by the State of Califoria.) Longer-term or permanent transfers could result in a
permanent loss of farmland.

30.3.6.7 Recreation

Adverse recreation impacts could occur as a result of idling cropland and resulting losses in habitat
used by waterfowl. Waterdependent andwater-enhanced recreation opportunities are not

expected to be adversely affected because there would not be measurable changes in reservoir
storage or river flows.
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1 The duration and amount of water transferred would, to a large extent, determine the madade of
2 the adverse effects on recreation. The indirect impacts on recreation opportunities are expected to
3 be short- term on an annual basis.
4 Previous studies conducted by Reclamatioan water transfers from agricultural lands within the
5 Sacramento Valley indicate that transfer would most likely originate from land under rice
6 production (DWR and Reclamation 2012; Reclamation 2010) Rice production can result in benefits
7 to consumptive and nonconsumptive recreation activitiebecause fields are flooded and the
8 flooding period coincides with the presence of waterfowl in the Central Valleydabitat available to
9 support waterfowl could decrease if transfers occur, rice is not grown, and flooding fields does not
10 occur.
11 Nonconsumptive activities are primarily bird watching and nature study.Consumptive activities
12 include waterfowl hunting. Recreationists participating in these activities make expenditures for
13 goods and services including supplies, food, and lodginthe magnitude ofthe economic impact is
14 AOEOAT AU OEA OAAOAhédsaicEt@@edby BdreAtidnists bffdtsith®@ ECET 8
15 amount of money typically spent in local and regional economieé. decrease in rice production that
16 reduces available waterfowl habita could result in a reduction in available areas for hunting and
17 birding. In turn, this could result in a potential reduction in recreation opportunities associated with
18 the presence of waterfowl species.
19 Short-term transfers are not expected to result ira substantial effect on consumptive and
20 nonconsumptive recreation because farmland providing waterfowl! habitat could be placed back in
21 production after a transfer is completed Longer-term or permanent transfers could result in a
22 permanent loss of recreatbn opportunities if farmland supporting waterfowl habitat is not placed
23 back into crop production.
24 30.3.6.8 Employmentand Income
25 Impacts on recreationrelated employment and income could occur as a result of reducing
26 waterfowl habitat if harvested rice fields are not flooded
27 The duration and amount of water transferred would, to a large extent, determine the magnitude of
28 both the adverse and beneficial impacts on employment and income. The amount of water
29 transferred would be driven by water yeartypes. The resulting indirect impacts to socioeconomic,
30 recreation, and terrestrial resources are expected to be sherterm and would last only for the
31 duration of a transfer. The socioeconomic benefits resulting from crop production would be
32 expected toreturn when the water transfer is completed and agricultural lands are placed back in
33 production.
34 Previous studies conducted by DWRNnd Reclamation(DWR and Reclamation 2012; Reclamation
35 2010) on water transfers from agricdtural lands within the Sacramento Valley indicate that
36 transfers would most likely originate from land under rice production. Direct and indirect effects on
37 agricultural employment and income could occur because the number of workers needed to plant,
38 tend, harvest, and process crops would decrease. Indirect and induced socioeconomic effects could
39 also occur as farmers reduce expenditures for inputs (machinery, fuels, chemicals, etc.) needed to
40 raise crops.Beneficial socioeconomic impacts could also occwithin the areas from which the
41 water is transferred as a result future expenditures of the revenues generated by the transfer.
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Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

The importance of rice production to the socioeconomic welbeing of a particular area depends on
the diversity of local and regonal economies. The magnitude of the impact on employment and
income would be expected to be greatest in counties that have a larger proportion of agriculture
related employment. As an example, in 2010, rice production accounted for 2% and 4% of total
employment within Colusa and Glen Counties, respectively (California Employmebevelopment
Department 2012). Conversely, rice production accounted for less than 1 percent of total
employment within Yolo County during 2010 (California Emplgment Development Department
2012). Transfers that would affect agricultural lands within counties such as Colusa and Glen would
be expected to have greater socioeconomic impacts than water transfers occurring from counties
with a more diverse economic bas.

Production of certain crops can also result in benefits to consumptive and nonconsumptive
recreation activities. Nonconsumptive activities are primarily bird watching and nature study.
Consumptive activities include duck and goose huntingRecreationists make expenditures for goods
and services needed to support these activities including supplies, food, and lodgifibe magnitude

i £/ OEA AATTTITEA EI PAAO EO AOEOAT AU OEA OAAOAAOEI

recreationists affects the amount of money typically spent in local and regional economies.

Rice fields are flooded during times that coincide with the presence of waterfowbome of these
flooded areas are used for sport hunting-abitat available to support waterfowlcould be impacted
if flooding did not occur.The resulting decrease in available waterfowl habitat could result in a
reduction in available areas for hunting and birdingln turn, this could result in a reduction in
expenditures made by recreationists ané reduction in local and regional economic activity
associated with recreation activities.

NEPA EffectsBecause California law (specifically Water Code section 1810) requires DVilRmake
excess conveyance capacity for bona fide water transfesy provided that certain environmental,
water supply, and economic effects can be avoided, DWR could not preclude the use of available
capacity in the new north Delta conveyance facilities for transfers where the appropriate findings
can be made. Thus, shuld additional transfers occur as a result of capacity at the new facilities, the
construction of such new facilities would be a factor in the facilitation of the transfers.

Such construction, though, would only be one of many factors of causation contrting to any
effects that might result, and would not be the substantial factor in causing such effed#ost
importantly, no transfers could occur absent willing sellerwilling buyer transactions so any impacts
that might occur in upstream areas would, aa practical matter, be under the control of upstream
water users.Decisions by such potential sellers would have to be made at the local level and thus,
upstream water users would have the ability to refuse to take actions deemed unacceptable by
constituencies in their communities.

Moreover, prior to approving the use of SWBr joint SWP/CVPfacilities for conveyance of transfer
water, DWRwould be required to find that the transfer would not injure any other legal usersf
water or unreasonably affect fish, wildlife or other beneficial usedf the transfer requires SWRCB
approval, that agency must make similar findingsAll transfers based on prel914 water rights and
any transfer for a term greater than one year musticlude an analysis of the potential
environmental impacts under CEQArurthermore, water users would be subject to state and federal
endangered species laws in the event that the transfer was likely to cause the take of protected
speciesWhere Reclamationapproval is necessary, compliance with NEPA would be required.
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There would be an opportunity for public review and comment on all transfers either as part of the
SWCB review or under CEQA/NEPXater transfers can also have beneficianvironmental effects.
For example, if water released from upstream sources for downstream diversion is scheduled to
augment instream flows between the point of release and the point of diversion during periods
when the additional flow can benefit fisheries resources or as mentioned eatrlier, short term idling
could result in a reduction in the local use of pesticides and resultant runoff.

For the reasons noted above, there is considerable uncertainty whether, compared with No Action
conditions, implementation of Alternatives1 through 8 would result in adverse environmental
effects due to an increase in the number of transfers or the quantities transferred. Although the
construction of new north Delta diversion and conveyance capacity rngancrease the opportunity

for more transfers, such construction, by itself, will not directly and proximately result in any
adverse water quality effects. For such effects to occur, many other elements of causation must arise,
including but not limited to: (i) sellers in upstream areas must be willing to sell; (i) an opportunity
for public review and comment must be provided; (iii) the SWRCB (if the transfer is within its
jurisdiction) must determine that such transfers will not result in injury to other legal users of
water, unreasonably affect fish, wildlife, or other instream beneficial; (iv) DWRiust make findings
similar to those required of the SWRCB, as well as that the transfer will not resultimreasonable
effects to the overall econmy or the environment of the county from which the water is being
transferred; (v) transfers of more than one year in duration or any transfer based on pf#914
water rights must comply with CEQA; and (vi) transfers must comply with state and federal
endangered species laws.

Taken together, these protections are very likely to ensure that transfers facilitated by the existence
of new north Delta infrastructure will not result in any adverse environmental effectsEven so, the
federal Lead Agencies, out ain abundance of caution despite the speculative nature of the effects,
conclude that additional water transfers indirectly facilitated by new north Delta structures could
result in potentially adverse effects. Effects could be adverse, though, only if thaultiple parties
noted above, following evaluation of the transfer, determine that any potential effects, although not
unreasonable, are nevertheless potentially adverse and would not occur under the No Action
Alternative. This result, though seemingly vey unlikely, is at least theoretically possible, and is
acknowledged as such. No mitigation is proposed, because state law requires that new conveyance
capacity be available for transfers, and because existing regulatory protections are already very
stringent.

CEQA Conclusiontt is highly speculative as to whether, compared with existing conditions,
implementation of Alternatives 1 through 8 would result in adverse environmental effectsis
discussed above in the NEPA Effeatenclusion, the construction new north Delta diversion and
conveyance capacity, by itself, will not directly and proximately result in any adverse water quality
effects. For such effects to occur, many other elements of causation must arise, as descriteda

Anyincreased demand for additional transfersvould not be solely attributable to the
implementation of the alternatives but rather would exist due to potential reductions in the
availability of SWPand CVPRwater due to otherunrelated factors such aslimate change effects,
increased future upstream and indelta water demand, or irbasin consumptive use of waterThe
magnitude of any potential effects due to water transfers facilitated by the implementation of the
Alternatives would depend on a wide range of factors, including the type of transfer, size, location,
timing, and duration of any potential transfers Because of all of these factors, including the above
described regulatory constraints and the fat that the specific detailsand consequences of any
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specific transfers made possible by the availability of surplus capacity under the alternativese
unknown, it is very likely that any potential impacts due to water transfers indirectly facilitated by
the alternatives would be less than significant.

Even so, DWRas CEQA Lead Agency, out of an abundance of caution, concludes that additional
water transfers indirectly facilitated by new north Delta structures could result inpotentially
significant and unavoidable effects. No transfers with potentially significant effects could be
approved without addressingall of the practical considerations and complying with the regulatory
and public review requirements described aboveThis result, thoughseemingly very unlikely, is at
least theoretically possible, and is acknowledged as such. No mitigation is proposed, because any
potential effects are highly speculative and would depend on the particular conditions of any
specific transfer.

30.3.7 Conclusions

With respect to direct growth inducement potential, construction and operation of BDCRcilities
would not contribute to the creation ofadditional housing or jobswithin the study area because of
the limited number of new jobs created to conisuct and operate the facilities relative to the
available labor pool and housing stock.

With respect to indirect growth inducement potential associated with facility construction and
operation, proposed permanent roads would not remove an obstacle to grdiv The proposed roads
would not provide access to substantial areas of undeveloped or agricultural land not already served
by area roadways.

With respect to the indirect growth inducement associated with water delivery, implementation of
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3, 5 and (for select hydrologic regions) Alternatiwvecld
increase M&I deliveries to SWRontractors. While an adequate water supply is not an impetus to
growth, it is a primary public service needed to support growth. Other important factors influencing
growth include: economic factors (such as employment opportunities); capacity of public services
and infrastructure (e.g., wastewater, public schools, roadways); local land useligees; and land use
constraints such as floodplains, sensitive habitat areas, and seismic risk zones.

Growth is projected to occur in the hydrologic regions, and the above alternatives would remove a
potential constraint to that growth: lack of adequatereliable, water supplies. The analysis estimates
potential increases in population based on increases in average annual M&I deliveries. This analysis
makes several conservative assumptions, including the assumption that any increases in M&lI
deliveries would support population increases (rather than be used for other purposes).

Alternatives 6 and 7 (and for some hydrologic regions Alternative Pwould decrease supplies
relative to either the Existing Conditionsor the No Action Alternative; consequently, these
alternatives are not considered growth inducing.

Developing housing and implementing the services needed for population increases would generate
impacts at locations where that growth would occur. Identifying lhe specific locations and
characteristics of that growthe and, consequently, the specific environmental impacts of that
growth? would be speculative. However, the impacts associated with such development can be
characterized generally based on reviews of efronmental impacts on general plans in the areas
where this growth could occur.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan November 2013
Draft EIR/EIS 30-125 ICF 00674.11



O©CoOoO~NOO O~ WNPF

20

21

22
23

24
25
26

27
28
29

30
31
32

33
34

35
36
37
38

Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects

Under the No Action Alternative, M&I deliveries would decrease; however, assuming conditions
favorable to growth were present, growth would likely still occur absent projectedncreases in
deliveries under the BDCPContractors would seek to develop alternative supplies. Consequently,
the impacts of growth would likely still occur but would be attributable to other water supply
projects.

Reductions in SWRind CVRleliveries to agricultural and M&I contractor export service areas
resulting from implementation of the BDCRecould result in a range ofpotential responses, including
increased groundwater pumpingand surface waterstorage, fallowing of agricultural land,increased
use of water transfers, curtailment of certain water uses, and expansion of water recycling and
desalination. While past responses to extended droughts and increaswaater costs provide insights
into the potential indirect effects of reduced SWP/CVP deliveries in export areas, such effects are
speculative at this time.

DWRand Reclamationlack the authority to approve or deny development projects or to impose
mitigation to address significant environmental impacts associated with development projects; that
authority resides with local cities and counties. In addition, numerous federal, state, regional and
local agencies are specifically charged with protecting environmentagésources, and ensuring that
planned development occurs in a sustainable manner. Together, these agencies exercise the
authority to reduce the effects of development on the environment; however, unavoidable impacts
would still be expected to occur.
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