
FROM : X PHONE NO. : 41592?3533 luI. ~I 1998

Matin Audubon. Soc  y Box599 Mill Val y, Ca gGrnia 94942"o599

rick 8rei~enbac~
C2~L~ED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, CA 94584

RE: COMM~NTS ON DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC E!S/R FOR BAY-DELTA

Dear Mr. Beritenbach:

T~ Matin Au~%Ibon Society appreciates the op~x~l-t~ity to suubmit comments on
the Called Bay-Delta Program and associated uechnical reports. We have signed
on to the EWC letter and National AUdUbon Society has submi~tad co~/nents foe
Audubon. We wish to emDhasize and elaborate on certain issues.

Yixst, we reiteraUe our ~evicusly expressed concern about the solutio~
principle: "have no significant redirectmd impacts." it establishes ~he
status quo as fair or balanced end ~ssures ~he environment will continue to be
deqrade<~ and destroyed. ~t fails ~o recogni=e that the massive diversions,
dams and reservoirs that over the las~ 30 or so years, massive dams and
diversion facilities have be~n put £n place, raccnfig~r~ng the estuary and
r~suiting in almost irreparable damage. These have caused sign~fican~
declines ar~ even extinction of nativ~ fish DoDula~ions and subsKantial loss
of migratory bird populations. While this principle may have been persuasive
t~ certain stakeholders, it is not ~ossible ~o kee~ all users satisfied
without further damage to the estuary. The approach of :he E!S/R is that
further diversions are inevitable to meet the needs of stakeholder, we ~hink
~his principle should be reexamined and revised to guarantee that the Bay-
Delta system will not have redirected impacts, a~d wall be sign!fica~ly
improved as a result of ~he CALFED p~ocess.

C~QA and NECK req,~ire that a range of alternatives be addressed, we agree
with EWC t.hat CAL~D has relied zoo heavily on st--uctural fixes and we support
~he alterr~ativee presented in its letter. We also recommend the following:

Need f~r Fmes~ Wa~er :’lows
The San Francisco Bay-Delta estuary evolved with massive quantz~ies of fresh
water £1owinq though it during winter and spring. There is a s~bstantial body
o~ evidence doc%unenting :he decline of estuary resources since the significant
diversions began. M~ny su_~veys show tha~ fish native to the estuary do b~st
when fresh water is plen~ifui and decline when conditions are otherwise. The
estuary and ~ts ~ative fish rmsoruces can~.o~ st~-vive with ever dwindling
quantities of fresh water. How ~he CAr, FED program would reverse ~his downward
trend is unclear. Restoring the historic flow "pattern" may be some
improvement, bu~ it is no~ demonstrated tha~ this modification in project
management would be sufficient to restore or =ehab±litate the Bay aDx~ Del~a,
~e==ore fish pc~u!ations and mainta±n wetland habitats. The focus of CAL~RD

ag~zicultural users.

The needs of the estuary are only addressed in teems of compliance with X-2
and specific leqal ~equir~ments for endangered species, water tha~ is nor
~equired under these .laws is considered develoDable. The fact that the
estuar7 needs water; the f£sh, w~tlands, invertebrates and entire system needs
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water, is not addressed. This approach will not lead to restoration or even
rehabilitation of the estuary. The DEIR/$ does not address ~he need for more
water or even a need for a secure supply for the resources of the estuary, to
maintain fish populations, ~he fresh/brackisH characteristics of Suisun Marsh
and Sa~l ~blo Bay, sediment transport, scowering, or other physical functions.
The ETR/R has not even demonstrated how the ERPP targe~ o~ 152 TAF ER~ targets
projected will be ensured for the estuary. To overcome this failing, we
~e=cmmend ~at a program to ensure ~he fresh water needs of estuary resources
be developed, and be ~rese~ted and evaluated in the

This program could be entitled Wa~er for the ~esoruces program and should be
common to all alte~T~atives. ~t should ensure that sufficient fresh water is
secured and remains in the estuary to meet the water needs of the Delta,
Sulsun Marsh, the Bay, and Golden Gate plume, and all of the biological
resources, are me~ and that other physical functions, such as sedimen~
transport, are maintained. A water budget should be developed for the estuary
showing how much water we need in the variety of water years.

Determination of the quantity of water enstu:ed for uh~ estuary should be based
prima~i!y on the a comprehensive analysis of the fresh wa~er requirements of
native fish species and habitats indigenous to the estuary.    !t should be
based on comprehensive analysis o£ the f~esh wa~er needs of all native
uesidenu and ana¢Ircmous fish, and the fres~ water requarementS necessary
maintain Suisun Marsh and ~the North Be7 as ~rimarily brackish marshes except
in times oZ drought.

As part of this. program, the E~3/R should inc!ud~ a comprehensive analysis of
potential means of obtaining and ensuring water for ~he Bay-Delta. The
primary focus o£ CAL~ED seems to be water transfers with some interest in land
re~ixement. To ensure adequate fresh water flows foe the ~escruces,
should evaluate a’ broad range of alternatives for obtaining wa~er, including:
conservation and ~ecycling, land retirement, zransfeEs, purc~mse, e~c. In
addition, establishing a limit or cap on water exports. The EIS/R also should
consider the need for future growth limits to ensure adequate fresh water
re~u~ins in the estuary and is available for Zhe existing ~opulation. ~t is
unrealistic to expect that we can keep adding more people and diverting more
ware: and still roe=ore or rehabilitate the estuary. The time may not be now,
bu~ on the o~he~ hand it may he close.

The EWC !erie= contains a useful analyses of a number of alternatives
obtain water. The Water fo~ the Resoruces program should consider all options
for obtaining water ~or the Estuary and develop a recommended a~roach that
may include all o£ possible means, or a prioritizatio~. With regard to
conservation, the Matin Cottn~y experience during th~ ~970’s d~ought may be
useful. The activity that uses the most amount of wazer, particularly in dry
ameae, is outdoor wa~ering. A program to encourage c= require people to plant
native 91an~s and not plant lawns would yield subs~an~=al amotunts of water for
the estuary. Zt is oum experience ~hat significantly more wa~er savings can
be =chieved than wcuid result fzom most of ~he activ±z:es in zhe Urban MOU~

However, even if significant quantities of water are obtained through various
means, there is no guarantee that %his water would remain ~n the es=u~
benefit fish and wetland habitats, or tha~ it would be provided on a regular

securing wate~ rights, for th# e~tuarz. The resources of ~he estuary will on17
cease to be vulnerable when they have an equal claim to water along with the
other users. There is no reason to even ~roceed with -~P~gP if an? water gained
can ~im~ly be gobbled up by downs~eam Users. Establishing a water
the estuary may require change in state law, but is v~Ual to ensu~ that any
water obtained fom the environment actually flows through ~he Bay and Delta to
the ocean, providing the benefits to ~ish and wetlands alongthe way.
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~t is also essential to maintain the historic variability of flows, we are
concerned that so much water is now being diverted that the historic functlons
provided by these events may have already been ios~. The EIS/R should addxess
the functions 9rovided by the very large flow events and would apparently
cmntinue to be dampened under the proposed flow pattern. !t is important to
knmw what species and what procmsses benefit from high flows at certain times
o~ the year. This is necessary to enable an overall view of the impacts and
benefit= o£ management options.

Im~ac=sThe EZS/R should add;tee the impacts of each alternative on each species of
~tive fish species, and provide exper~ scientific opinion on the quantity of
water requlred and the time of yea= eeeded for all native fish. There are
other native fish that are declining besides salmon and the non-native striped
hess. No major commitments should be made for structural ~acili~ies or
additio~l diversions until we better understand the cF~antity of water each
s~)ecles ~eeds ~o survive ~ mainUai~ habita~ diversity needed to
t.hem, we should not be waiting until species become endangered before
providing water resources for ~hem.

NO commitments should be made for facilities or additional diversions until we
better understand the quantity of water each ~p~cies needs to s11rvive
maintain habitat diversity needed to support them. We should not be waiting
until species become endangered before providing watt: ~msources to
them.

Other N~a-Struc$ur~l A~roaches
To reduce ~ntrainment in the pumps, an alternative should be evaluated ~hat
would change the operation of the ~umps to reduce or eliminate hazard tc fish.
All options should be rec~ired to demonszrate they will produce a significant
~uction in the massive dest.-%~ction of fish at the pumps. Please evaiua~e
moving the .D~mpe to the north side of the forbay, what effect would reducing
the size of the pumps have in reducing adverse fish impacts?

St.-nlctural A~proaches
In s?ite o£ our concern ab~u~ zhe risks of more diversions with facilities
that would makm this ~ossible, we believe there would be advantages to
evaluating the following alternative because of its potent~ai benefit to Delta
fish:

¯ An isolated facility that would car~ limited quantities of water and
no abil!ty to divert water - similar to the alzer~a~ave suggested by zhe US
~Ish and Wildlife St=vice. Varlous means of addressing the risk of
allowing increased diversions should be part of the analysis, including a
limited siz~ canal and ~umDs. The analysis s~ould address Dumps 0nly at
sood; r~duced capacity DumDs a~ bout Hood and Clifton Court; and ~ump~ moved
to ~he nerth o~ the Clifton Court ~erbay. This alt~r~-.ativ~ should no~
include inte~T~al Delta cb~nnel improvements i.e. widening and depending
bQCaUSQ Of adverse impacts on :eszden~ fish.

Agric~ltural Economics
There is a great deal of discussion in the DEIS/R devoted to the impacts on
thQ community from the loss o£ agriculture-related jobs if agriculture lands
are ~etired. This is a very one sided discussion. A% Ieast it should also
include a discussion o£ farming ma~:g=nal !~-~ds, a~ rQCOnUnQnded by EWC, and
jots than would he gained by having a more productive and clean Bay-DQIua,
i.e. more recxeationa~ and commercial fishing, bird watching,
tourism, etc.

This vQrsion ha~ the same major flaw as its predQcessor, i.e. it fails Zo

C--01 6036
C-016036



address the entire Bay. The Visions and 0bjec~ives address ~he North Bay
o~¥, a~ 5hese not adeqtla~e to rehabilitate North Bay ~eousrces.

The ERPP is a series of disconnected visions, objectives and
Also, these should be cu~in~ in a compr~ensive discussion of restoring
~kire Bay-Delta. W~t ~e the unifying principles? HOW do the various
compon~s of the Bay-Delta f~ction ~ogether~ How do they affect each o~?

Pe~al~a ~sh
~ ~e~l~ Mars~ is £he largest ~i~l wetl~d in the entire estuary ~at foe
~s ne~= b~ ~. ~s spectacula; r~so~ce is ~rely mentionS.
~se~sion of ~e Pa~ai~ River Ecological ~it ~ page 89 is incomplete

~s~t e~whers else. This ~ De~a~m~t of ~s~ ~d Game o~e~ m~sn ~s~ita~ for ~ny fish species ofco~e~ to ~ED as well ~s en~ge=~ and
~cial status bird speci~. The Pe~al~ Marsh s~uld be the keystone of a
~esto=a~ion projec~ that ~uld inc!~e m~y h~~ of acres in the vicinity
of the maxsh and that wer~ historically part of the ~rsh. The Petal~a Marsh
objectives should be revis~ ~d ex~snd~tu incl~e objectives for
t~ diked l~ds that historically were par~ of the ~etal~a Marsh to tidal
action.

Sonmma
~ discussio~ ~out the sonoma C~eek Ecu!ogical Unit should be specific as to
the locauicn of the area of marsh described as !ow ~a!ity and explain why
is evaluated to be !ow q~lity. Zt is our ~de:s~andinq t~t the primary
~tion £o= ~ik~ !a~s at Skaggs Islam, which is parZ of the Sono~
Watershed, is to ~esto~ ~o tidal action. The manag~ duck cl~s provide rlch
and diverse ~bitats ~d should not De c~ed, however, these are a limited
p~t of thm Sonoma Cr~ wa~ershmd.

T~get Acreage
~ ~PP shoed state who d~velop~ ~hese targets, a~ wha~ da~a a~ criteria
were used ~.~- dete~ining the acreage? we find ~he weUland ecreage targets
be si~ifican~ ~derestimates of the ~mo~U of dik~ land that could be
r~tor~ or e~c~. For example, ~he Target Acreage for sal~ne
wetl~s is 500 to ~,000 acres in each Suis~, ~eual~ma ~iver ~d S~ Pablo
Bay Ecological Unit. ~ ~in cowry alone there ~ over 4,000 ~cres
~k~ baylands that could be restored to either :idal or s~asonal marsh. ~is
issue should be ~evisit~ ~d Eevis~ to assur~ the maxlm~ acr~ag~ to ~rovide
for end~gered, special stat~ and migratory species have ad~ate ~itan
e~ pogulaUions ~d t~ive.

~th~ore, there is ~ target a~ all for seaso~l we~l~s in ~e North san
~r~cisco Say Ecological ~it, ~eual~ ~d Nasa River, ~d Sonoma Creek
areas. Only for Su!s~ ~rsh are Seaso~l wetlands are mentionS. S~ilarly,
there are no targets for San Francisco Bay venal ~ols even though ther~
v~l 9cols in the South Bay, Sono~ Count7 ~ ev~ perhaps in Ma;!~
s~cific haxqets should be develop~ for these i~biua~s.

The San ~ahlo Song Sp~row ~d Salt Marsh Yellowt~oaU should be reco~iz~ as
~e~les o~ conce~ in ~e North Bay along with the Black Rail. As wi~h
Suis~ Song Sparrow, the San P~lo Song Sp~row lives only in San ~ic Bay
~ ~s declin~ due %o loss o~ high ~rsh habitan. Yellowt~oa~ a~ Bla~
~il ar~ /~nd~nt on we£1ands with fresh/brackish c~acteristics.

~n earlier correspondence, we asked fur ~he fresh/brackish characteristics of
Suis~ Marsh and the North Bay tlda! marshes to be ad~assed, however,
~s no~ been done. A vi~al componen~ of the proposed program foe obtaining
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water foe t~e estuary, must be DEoviding sufficiemt fresh water to maintain
these as ~r~m@rily fresh/brackish.

The discussion should be revised to recognize the importance of
fresh/brackish wetlands of Suisu~ Marsh and ~he North Bay as an important
habitat type (p. 8~). Satements on pages 82 a~d 83 clearly points out the
dramatic differences in fzeshwater inflow, pro-projects and now. Spring flows
once ave=aging 20,000 Zo 40,000 cfs in d~y yesrs and 40,000 to 60,000 in
normal, declining to 6,000 ~0,0~0 in dry years and ~5,000 to ~0,000 in normal
water years cannot help b~t h~ve a significant impact on ~he salin£ty l~v~l of
these maxshes over time. ~ more water is diverted, the cumuia~ive
significance of the =educed flow will increase.

a henefi~ for                                                       n
~enticned above,, the quantity of water is also important. The Vision for
these areas should also recognize the importance of maintaining this marsh as
a fresh/brackish tidal marsh. CALFED must provide adequate fresh water flows
and quantities to ensure these hebitats persist.

restorinq m~ximum

Stream£1ow pag~ ~0~ Action ~a essumes ~hat rsse~voir releases would get to
suis~n and S~n Pablo ~ay. what would measures assure this? ~S X-2 adec~te
to ensure Suisun and ~he North say are primarily brackish marshes?

~ATER 0UALZTY PROGRAM

The Water Quality ~rogram relies on existing laws and ~gula~lons to achieve
improvements. While it m~y be possible £o achieve some improvements under the
current regime, if enforcement expands and interpretation of existing laws
broadens, ~here should not be a commitment the= would precl~de developing new

WATERSHED MANAG~ME~ PROGRAM

watershed 91aru%ing is a noble and worthy endeavor. However, there are
insufficient technical guidance and monetary resources :o make this approach
very ~ff~c=ive fo: the Bay-Delta as a whole. Also, watershed plans vary
greatly in their quality and potential environmental benefits. ~=ankly, some
watershed plans do no~ provide much benefit to st=cams and fish. They are
primarily wha~ some people ~hink a creek should look like. CAL;ED could be a
significant assistsa%ce by providing biologically based criteria to
stream planning ~o assist watmrshed efforts I~ ensuring ~heir actions are
productive for the streams and rivers. What are the ~har~cteris~ics of a creek
than ~rovides qood habitat for fish s~awning and =earing, and for
wildlife~ "A~at measures ~r~tec~ water quality, sur~ambanks, vegetative
habitats?

Zn addition, considerable fu~inq is needed to develop watershed plans. And
there s~em to be endless needs fo~ funding even in watersheds that already
have developed plans. Considerably more funding resources wxll be needed to
ensure all of ~he ~ay-Delta local watersheds are addressed, and an assisEance
program, ~erhaDs in coordination with ~he USEPA which has as
~laruning as a major ~ocus, should be considered. Assistance ~o local
watershed groups :n forming and adclr~sslng ~echn~oal issues would be very
useful. Th=s could also serve to facilitate res~oraion~ the
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Thank you for considering our co~men~s.                                                 ~"

cc: Su~e~vi~o~ Steve ~in~my
Joh~ McCaulI, NAS
EWC
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