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(3;) 6. p. 7 Surface storage a, Should be divided into two separate cond;tlons,

.misread the issue? It is of concern environmentally because the lower the

()

From: - . - .Pete/Lydla Chadwick <chadwick@sonnet. com>;,'

To: - ~*  DFG_HQ.HQ1 (RBRODDRI)

Date: ~ 7/15/98 5:10pm: , :
Subject: - CALFED Preferred Alternatzves
Ryan,

The follow1ng 1s some ampllflcatlon of the 4. most s1gn1f1cant poxnts I S
transmitted the other day and some less s;gnlflcant comments-

1. Conveyance, p. 6 flrst condltzon— I do not understand the - narrcwing'cf
water quality cons;deratlons to 1nclude only bromide issues. The urban
water agencxes and to a lesser extent San Joaquin Valley farmers have always‘
con51dered the lower salinity. of Sacramento River water Lo be a big benefit’ (57 C
of an_isolated facility. Have they abandoned that position or has CALFED C;3 \é*

sallnlty of a water supply the more potent1a1 wastewater reclamatlon has. /a<é>
i. e. the lower the salinity the more times you can recycle it before it o

becomes too saline for further use. ‘I believe this potential applies

prlmarlly to .urban water supplies. More recycling could translate to iess

demand on diversions from the Delta and less environmental 1mpacts. The

val;dlty of abandonlng this consideration needs to be questloned

2. Conveyance p. 6 cond;tlon h- I do not understand the’ ratlonale for tying

- an isolated facility to "progress towards regional.surface. storage . It C/ Q7&Q

seems to tie two benefits to water users together. -Many peoplé beiieve that ()
there are no flnanclally feasible surface storage projects. If that is 7
true, legitimate needs for isolated conveyance could be frustrated. for . 2o
1nappropr1ate reasons. We should seek deletlon of this" prov151on.; o

3. Appendlx B- 2 Monltormng ete. item’ 2-. The - major work ‘on. deflnlng what

adaptive management really means 'is delayed until- stage 1 rather than belng e
dealt with in the ROD. Many of us see it as a key assurances issue. Should C)‘ Q§> .
1t be 1ncluded4;n the list of assuranges to be 1nc1uded in the ROD on page © . ;br w
4. SOuth Delta Improvements p ‘B- 11 items 5, 6, and 7 Based on IDT ) ' (7
‘recommendations, .the draft Phase II report recommends a single new CVP/SWP §;§\
fish screen at the intake to Clifton Court. The combined effect: of 1tems 5, v

6, and 7 is to abandon that and adopt ‘permanent ‘séparate cvp and ‘SWP 59

N 4 \,
screens. .I believe the primary driving force is the desmre of fish fa0111ty o \S}
research folks in the Bureau to. procede with their plans for fish facility
research at Tracy. -Most comments b ers of the Fish Fac1114y Techn1cal , 55 \é?

Team on _the minutes of their recent meeting indicate that the primary view -

of the Committee ‘-favors a_consolidated diversion at the -intake to Clifton
Court as the IDT_IEQQEEQEQEQ_ _Besides the optimization of fish screen
operatlons, questions about linkage of the CVP and SWP systems may not have

- been thought out. adequately This should be questioned and probably . -
- referred to the Management Team for more throough review. o '

5. 'p 4 para 2, 34 from last line: "“CALFED may not be able to rule out*:
should be "CALFED can not rule out".
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