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July 1, 1998 0/75,/
Rick Breitenbach JUL 0 1 1998

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
sacramento, CA 94584

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC EIS/R FOR BAY-DELTA

Dear Mr. Beritenbach:

i : i i ts on
Marin Audubon Scciety appreciates the opportunity to submit commen .
3?3 Calfed Bay-Delta Program and associated technical reports. We have signed
on to the EWC letter and National Audubon Society has‘supmmtted comments for
Audubon. We wish to emphasize and elaborate on certain issues.

First, we reiterate our previously expressed concern"about the solution
principle: "have no significant redirected impacts. It establishes the
status quo as fair or balanced and assures the environment will eontinve to be
degraded and destroyed. It fails to recognize that the massive diversions,
dams and reservoirs that over the last 30 or so years, massive dams and
diversion facilities have been put in place, reconfiguring the estuary and
resulting in almost irreparable damage. These have caused significant
declines and even extinction of native fish populations and gubatantial loss
of migratory bird populations. While thig principle may have been persuasive
to certain stakeholders, it is not possible to keep all users satisfied
without further damage to the estuary. The approach of the EIS/R is that
further diversions are inevitable to meet the needs of staksholder. We think
this principle should be reexamined and revised to guarantee that the Bay-
Delta system will not have redirected impacts, and will be significantly
inproved as a2 result of the CALFED progess.

ALTERNATIVES

CEQA and NEPA require that a range of alternatives be addressed. We agree
with EWC that CALFED has relied too heavily on structural fixes and we support
the alternmatives presented in its letter. We also recommend the following:

Need for Fresh Water Flows

The San Francisco Bay-Delta estuary eveolved with massive quantities of fresh
water flowing though it during winter and spring, There is a substantial bedy
of evidence documenting the decline of egtuary resources since the significant
divergions began. Many surveys show that figh native to the estuary de best
when fregh water is plentiful and decline when conditions are otherwise. The
estuary and its native figh resoruces cannct survive with ever dwindling
guantities of fresh water. How the CALFED program would reverse this downward
trend is unclear. Restoring the historic flow "pattern" may be some
improvement, but it is not demonstrated that this modification in project
management would be sufficient to restore or rehabilitate the Bay and Delta,
restore figh populations and maintain wetland habitats. The focus of CALFED

is clearly on ensuring that additional water is supplied to urban and
agriculéural users.

The neseds of the estuary are only addressed in terms of compliance with X-2
and specific legal requirements for endangered species. Water that is not
required under these laws is considered developable. The fact that the
estuary needs water; the fish, wetlands, invertebrates and entire system neads

A Cﬁdpter of National Audubon Society
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rt of this program, the EIS/R should include a comprehensive analysis of
ggtgitga? means gf gbtaining and ensuring water for the Bay-Delta. The
primary focus of CALFED seems to be water transfers with some interest in land
retirement. To ensure adequate fresh water flows for the resoruces, the EIR/R
should evaluate a broad range of alternatives for obtaining water, including:
. . conservation and recycling, land retirement, transfers, purchase, etc. In
addition, establishing a limit or cap on water exports. The EIS/R alsc should
consider the need for future growth limits to ensure adequate fresh water
remains in the estuary and is available for the existing population. It is
unrealistic to expact that we can keep adding more people and diverting more

water and still restore or rehabilitate the estuary. The time may not be now,
but on the other hand it may be cloge.

The EWC letter contains a useful analyszes of a number of alternatives to
obtain water. The water for the Resoruces program should consider all options
for obtaining water for the Egtuary and develop a recommended approach that
may include all of possible means, or a prioritizatioen, With regard to
conservation, the Marin County experience during the 1970's drought may be
useful. The activity that uses the most amount of water, particularly in dzy
areas, iz outdoor watering. A program to encourage or require people to plant
native plants and not plant lawns would yield substantial amounts of water for
the estuary. It is our experience that significantly more water savings can
be achieved than would result from most of the activities in the Urban MOU.

However, even.if gignificant quantities of watey are obtained through various
means, there is no guarantee that this water would remain in the estuary to
benefit fish and wetland habitats, or that it would be provided on a regular

basis. Therefore, it is essential that the program include a system of

securing water rights for the estuary. The resources of the estuary will only
cease to be vulnerable when they have an egual claim to water along with the
other users. There is no reason to even proceed with ERPP if any water gained
can simply be gobbled up by downstream users. Establishing a water right for
the estuary may require change in atate law, but is vital to ensure that any
water obtained for the environment actually flows through the Bay and Delta to
the ocean, providing the benefits to figh and wetlands along the way.
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them.

Other Non-Structural Approaches

To reduce entrainment in the pumps, an alternative should be evaluated tha@
would change the operation of the pumps to reduce or eliminate hazard teo fish.
All options should be reguired to demonstrate they will produce a significant
reduction in the masgive destruction of fish at the pumps. Please evaluatg
. moving the pumps to the north side of the forbay. What effect would reducing
the size of the pumps have in reducing adverse fish impacts?

Structural Approaches

In spite of our concern about the risks of more diversions with facilities
that would make this possible, we Lhelieve there would be advantages to
§Yaéuating the following alternative hecause of its potential benefit to Delta
igh:

« An igolated facility that would ¢arry limited quantities of water and have
no ability to divert water - gimilar to the alternative suggested by the US
Figh and Wildlife Servige. Various means of addressing the rigk of
allowing increased diversions should be part of the analysis, including a
limited gize canal and pumps. The analysis should address pumps only at
Hood; reduced capacity pumps at both Hoed and Clifton Court; and pumps moved
to the north of the Clifton Court FPorbay. This alternative should no

t
include internal Delta channel improvements i.e. widening and depending
because of adverge impacts on resident fish.

Agricultural Economics

There is a great deal of discussicn in the DEIS/R devoted to the impacts on
the community from the loss of agriculture-related jobs if agriculture lands
are retired. This ig a very one gided discussion. At least it ghould also
include a discussion of farming marginal lands, as recommended by EWC, and

jobs that would be gained by having & more productive and clean Bay-Delta,

i.e.' more recreational and commercial fishaing, bird watching, hunting,
tourism. etc.

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROCRAM

This version has the same major flaw as its predecessor, i.e. it fails to
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special status bird species, The Peta arsh should b8 X in the vicinity
restoration project that would 1nqlude many hun a At 18
marsh and that were historically part of the marsh. 3
ggjggﬁives should be revised and expanded to include objectives for resgoizng
the diked lands that historically were part of the Petaluma Marsh to tida
action.

reek .
gggogisgﬁssion about the Sonoma Creek Ec¢ological Unit s@ould he EpeC%flc as.to
the location of the area of marsh described as low quality and explain why it
is evalvated to be low guality. It is our understanding that the primary
option for diked lands at Skaggs Island, which is part of the Sonoma Creek
Watershed, is to restore to tidal action. The managed duck clubs provide rich
and diverse habitats and should not be changed, however, these are a limited
part of the Sonoma Creek watershed.

Target Acreage ,

The ERPP should state who developed these targete, and what data and criteria
were used in determining the acreage? We f£ind the wetland acreage targets to
he significant underestimates of the amount of diked land that could be

. restored or enhanced. For example, the Target Acreage for saline emergent

wetlands is 500 to 1,000 acres in each Suisun, Petaluma River and San Pablo

Bay Ecological Unit, In Marin County alone there are over 4,000 acres of
diked baylandg that could be restored to either tidal or geagonal marsh. This
issue should be revisited and revised to assure the maximum acreage to provide

for endangered, special status and migratory species have adequate habitat to
expand populationsg and thrive.

Furthermore, there is no target at all for seasonal wetlands in the North San
Franc¢isco Bay Ecological Unit, Petaluma and Napa River, and Sonoma Creek

areas. Only for Suisun Marsh are Seasonal Wetlands are mentioned. Similarly,
there are no targets for San Frangigco Bay vernal pools even though there are
vernal pools in the South Bay, Sonoma County and even perhaps in Marin County.
Specific targets should be developed for these habitats.

Species

The San Pablo Song Sparrow and Salt Margh Yellowthroat should be recognized ag
species of concern in the North Bay along with the Black Rail. As with to the
Suigun Song Sparrow, the San Pablo Song Sparrow lives only in San Pablo Bay
and has declined due to logs of high marsh habitat. Yelloewthroat and Black
Rail are dependent on wetlands with fresh/brackish characteristies.

Brackish Marsh

In earlier correspondence, we asked for the fresh/brackigh characteristics of
Suisun Marsh and the North Bay tidal marghes to be addressed, however, this
has net been done. A vital component of the proposed program for obtaining

4

””” C—016062
C-016062



FROM : X, PHONE MO. : 41535273533 Jul. 38 1998 @3:21PM P&

‘ water for the estuary, must be}providing sufficient fresh water to maintain
these as praimarily f£rash/brackish.

i i i tance of the
i ion should be revised to recognize the impor :
E&isﬁjgggiiish wetlands of Suisun Marsh and the North Bay as an.lmportznthe
habitat type (p. 82). statements on pages 82 and 83 clearly poxntg ggn B s
dramatic differences in freshwateg igflgw, pr:;prgggczg ggg ggwéo 080113
once averaging 20,000 .to 40,000 ¢fs in dry ye s and_ 060 9.5 060 0 10 mal
normal, declining to &,000 10,000 1n'dry years an . o aiinity Jhorma.
rg canmot help but have a szgnzglcagt impact on e sali
¥§§§§ gg?sies over timg. If more water is diverted, the cumulative
significance of the reduced flow will increase.

i ural fiow "pattern," as discussed on pages 90 and 92, will be
§e§§3§§?3 ggg ggg Suisun andeorth San Francisco Bay Ecological Zone bgté as
mentioned above, the quantity of water is also important. The ng;on Q h as
these areas should also recognize the importance of maintaining t 1stmar§1
a fresh/brackish tidal marsh. CALFED must provide adequate fresh water flows
and quantities to ensure these habitats persist.

San Pablo Bay Ecological Unit _ '
As mentionedyabove, while restoring the pattern of fresh water inflows is
important, ensuring the natural variation of high - low water years and
restoring maximum

streamflow Page 101 Action la assumes that reservoir releases would get to
Suisun and San Pablo Bay. What would measures assure this? Is X-2 adequate
to ensure Suisun and the Nozrth Bay are primarily brackish marshes?

WATER QUALITY PROGRAM

The Water Quality Program relies on existing laws and regulations to achieve
imprevements. While it may be possible to achieve some improvements under the
current regime, if enforcement expands and interpretation of existing laws

broadens, there should not be a commitment that would praeclude developing new
laws and incentivas.

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Wwatershed planning is a noble and worthy endeavor. However, there are
insufficient technical guidance and monetary resources to make thisg approach
very effective for the Bay-Delta as a whole. Also, watershed plans vary
greatly in their quality and potential aenvironmental benefits. Frankly, some
watershed plans do not provide much bengefit to streams and fish. They are
primarily what some people think a creek should look like. CALFED could be a
significant assistance by providing biologically based c¢riteria to guide
stream planning to assist watershed efforts in ensuring their actions are
productive for the streams and rivers. What are the characteristics of a ¢reek
that provides good habitat for figh spawning and rearing, and for other

wildlife? What measures protect water quality, streambanks, vegatative
hapitats?

In addition, considerable funding iz needed to develop watershed plans, And
there seem to be endless needs for funding even in watersheds that alread
have developed plans., Considerably more funding resources will be needed to
ensure all of the Bay-Delta logal watersheds are addressed, and an assigctance
program, perhaps in aoordination with the USEPA which has as watershed
planning as a major focus, should be considered. Agsistance to local
watershed groups in forming and addresging technical issues would be very
vseful, This could also serve to facilitate restoration of the Bay-Delta.

C-016063



FROM.: X._

PHONE NO. : 4159273533 Jul. 39 1998 @3:21pM P?

Thank you for considering ocur comments.

Sincerely,

Barbara Salzman, Chair
Conservation Committee

cc: Supervigor Stave Kingey
John McCaull, NAS
EWC
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