Major Issue Relating to EWA

ISSUES RELATING TO THE GAMING PROCESS
1. Level of deliveries and exports assumed —
o They may be different from recent historical levels.
e Important in determining yield to proyecc
o Important in determining p 1 benefits and i of actions.
.
.

p

Important in determining EWA water allocations and account balance.

Affects project operations - storage and releases — project exports, river flows, and Delta inflow.

2. A4 ere better o use the EWA water than we k d so far?

3. Whatis the rules and effe WA borrowing?

4. Have we adequately focused on the potential synergistic benefits ¢ WO, and Env? Are there
more gut there that we hgve failed to ID?

5. had igh nduct ming at all

6. Have we gdequntely evalusted the results of each of the games?

7. ve. ntified the ben L7 ns taken dul h of the gam

8. Does the paming process ifself imit what we cux learn from the geme?
e Does the 91-95 gaming year sequence limit what we leamn from the gaming?
e Do the assets or starting points limit learning?

ISSUES RELATING TO FISH SCIENCE AND RISK OF FISH TO EXPORTS

Assumed ution and abundance of fisk, and vulnerability to rts - Salvage data were used as

surrogate for real time fish monitoring. Was our salvage mode] adequate for the purposes employed?

e Low densities and bers salvaged imes were used to trigger export reductions or extra
Delta inflow/outflow.

e Years simulated (1991-1995) did not have real-time monitoring data to guide EWA allocations.

e Different ways of interpreting what salvage data represented.

e Was there a serious problem that really warranted export reductions?

e Were there times when salvage data indicated no risk to fish when there really was? Did we
ignore risks to larval fish?

o If expoﬂs md inflows change would fish distribution changes and risk to exports change? On

we d that t densities were low historically we could increase

expons to much higher than historic levels without additional impact —
. Ma.nyglmet! felt this was OK because they assumed that real time monitoring would show the

correct d
e Were we really kidding oune]vu to think we could get away with high export rates in winter,
spring, and summer?
e Isthe gaming realisti ugh to be rep ive of what could real in the future?
10. Dis indirect n fish gn h habitat?

e Some felt that indirect effects of changing project operations were not being considered and thus
the game was not realistic and not indicative of what may occur in the future (under real ESA
restrictions).

e Does pumping create greater impacts to habitats and species by changing hydraulics and source
water composition in the Bay and Delta?

e Are other factors relating to project operations (hydrology, habitat, etc.) more important the
entrainment at the south Delta pumping plants?

o Do the reductions in outflow we have allowed, particularly the ones in dries years or in summer,
have any indirect effects on the environment of the Bay and Delta?

11. Were we over protective of fish such as salmon, steelkead, d bass, and splitiail when new
screen facilities would be highly protective?

*  Did we go out of our way to massacre them? Should they be protected from exports impacts?
e What about effects on eggs and larvae?
o  What about high salvage of juveniles and yearlings in winter - is it a concern or not?

te3 |

o Are abundant striped bass yearlings in winter and young in summer indicators of other important

organism such as neomysis shrimp?
the pumber ke ki he south Delta pum nificant - Will
sipniffcantly by loss of fish wt the pumps?
4. nored th nefits of ERP on the fish population,

e Have we put too much of a burden on the EWA to protect and restore listed species? Can we
assume fish will need less protection?
e Orshould we agsume figsh will need more protection to protect the investment of the ERP?
15. We WA mon, 7y ely used to im; k_habitat rather than to buy water?
e Do we get more bang for the money with habitat or water?

OTHER ISSUES
include reservoj) ir releases. iver in the ing? Both dir
indirect ¢ 4 his provids re full treatment of problems relating to N EN,
steelhead?
17. Shoul o P flow recommendations as r EWA or assum will
complish th other r? Sam for AFRP, at (.3 A A
18. Ar all kiddij think we can li ax isted species with
ndred thou - EWA water wil ugh-Delta alternative while providing greater
han existin r deliveries from th ita? Is the Peripheral Canal the glfernative that can
the needs of our prime objectives — WQ. and ENV?
19. Are we somehow jgnoring gther 3 and r ity) that arg re roblem?
Wh, 1t b cheries. non-native it 12} d other diversions?
20. need N forage 10 inci r drought year 7 S, adeguatel
10! ? Weuld such rese: make EWA effective?

e I the only surplus available in wet years during high outflow events? Is this really 2 surplus?
How much of the flow pulses can be safely siphoned off for WS and EWA storage in wet years?

e Have our ground been adequate and correctly used?
o Would EWA be more effective if given part of Shasta, Oroville, Folsom, San Luis, and New
Melones project storage?
21. Can ngtion of In-Delta nded Banks, ndwater resour nd an annual
multimillion dollar stipend be enough to meet Eny objectives?
22. what degr, L ndards to gene nough water jvely use these 2
23, Yo what degree can we rely more en existing storage without severely jeopardizing drought water

supplies for Eny and WS?
24. What are our EWA specific objectives? Targets?

25. [ the poten; n EWA glong with e 1 ERP actign; cient low d
the EWA du, nder Adapti nagement such th uld have some degree o)
S that li cies ar L't rotected duri e pro ?
26. What i d ramificafi the EWA iy ing in water market?

o Wil the EWA have to pay too much for water?
o Will the EWA destabilize the water market?’
o Isthere potential in the water market for what EWA would need?

WATER QUALITY ISSUES
27. Can we really protect water quality if we close the DCC?
28. Do we really need carriage water?
29. Wil In-Deltn islund WO problem? Can we get around an
an we limit ’s on ime basis i without n and Fny?
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