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Page vi, Executive Summa~: I don’t agree that Alternative 2 is the second best performer for
fisheries proration. The IDT did not select a second choice.

Page I0, Some Bay-I)elm Statistics-Box: Although the title states "Bay-Delta"
found only one reference to the Bay under "Fish". I suggest this box be titled "Delta

Page 12, Interrelationships * Fisheries and Diversio.~, 2ntl sentence: Could add "reduced
survival associated with reduced Delta outflo~vs" to the list of divetsion knp~ts.

Page 16, top full paragraph: The disoussion of pote, nti~ !repasts from t~usfers should include
export pumping in the Delta: "Iucreas~x! flows from water transfers may benefit riverine
fisheries, but expo~t of this transferred water in the Delta can adv~rsely affect fish in the Delta".

Page 17, Delta Cotweytmce Modifications, top paragraph: I am not 811re that a!I three
decrease the detrimental effects on the ecosystem. Alternative 2 in petticoat has some serious
down sides by diminishing flows in the lower Sacramento River b~low the point o~ diversion and
presents problems with passing upstreara migrant fish at the Sacramento Privet fish screen.

Page 18, Ecosystem Restoration, 2rid paragraph, 2rid sentence: Minimizing morality and
other adverse effects to fish from Delta pumping will always by an Ltnportant component of
maintaining sustainable fisheries in the Central Valley. This statement could be hiterpreted as: if
fish populations improve through ~RP actions, it wi!l be OK to iesum~ higher lev.els of impa~t in
the Delta from export pumping. This is not the proper message. Fish populations need to be.
healthy and resilient to withstand adverse conditions that wil! occur during times of drought, E1
Nine ocean events, and other natural pet~rbations. Even well-designed fisheries protection
plans will o~asionaliy result in episodes of higher levels of impact. It is inappropriate to present
the potential.for fi.~t~re re]axation of protective fisheries measures at the Delta pumping plants as
a selling point for the ERP.

Page 44~ ECosystem Restoration Program~ 4~ bullet: see ¢omnlents abe .re for page 18.

Page 44~ Rcosystern Restoration Program~ Facts and Figures box, 3rd bullet: This item is
more an issue than a fact. Suggest rewording: ’~ERP albne may not provide for the recovery of
listed species; recovery ratea of listed species will also b~ influenced by the selected water
storage and conveyance alternative."

Page 47, Potential benefits of water use efficiertcy program: Suggest additional b~llet:
"Could make water available for environmentaI proposes".
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Page 68 and 69,, Considerations on Screening: Additional considerations on screening include:

* All life stages of salmon and steelhead that occur in the lower Sacramento River, lower
San Joaquin River and Delta can be successfully screened with cunent state-of.the-art
positive barrier fish screen technology. Survival rates at existing state-of-the,art screens
for salmon and st~,elhead, including facilities in the Central Va!by, approach 100 percent.

* All fish screen facilities at a tMally-influeneed location will require fish collection
(salvage) and hauling (trucldng) to an off-site, downstrea~m location. Within the3
CALFED alternatives under consideration, the only non-tidally influenced fish screen
facility is the Hood.diversion site in alternatives 2 and 3.

Page 69, Considerations on Relocating Intakes and lVIulfiple Intakes, Bullet 2: Bullet 2
regarding the intake on the Sacramento River should be stated more clearly for the lay person.
Suggest: "The Sacramento River would provide sufficient bypass flows at the Hood diversion
point to keep screened fish moving downstream.in the river and eliminate the need for a fish
salvage and trucking operation; fish salvage a~d trucking operations pose an additional source of
stress that can result in injury, predation, or mortality."

Page 69, Considerations on Reloeathag Lutakes ahd Multiple Intakes, Bullet 3: Bullet 3
regarding the intake on the Sacramento River should indieat¢ that operational modifications can
minimize the losses of the most vulnerable life stages of some fish species that typically appear
in distinct and predictable seasonal patterns on the lower Sacramento River (i.e. striped bass eggs
and lawae).

Page 70, AvoMmlCe of Disrupted Delta Flow Patterns~ 2nd sentence: Some biologists be!ieve
that net flow changes have adversely affected general aquatic productivity in the Delta as we!l as
fish species.

Page 74, Operating Criteria, 4~ paragraph, 3rd sentence: The CALFED agencies suggested
arelaxation in Delta outflow requirements might be feasible under alternatives 2 and 3 Lf the
primary purpose of X2 is "anti-entrainment" for fish species. Many bioloDsts with CAI.t~D
agencies expressed their belief.that X2 may function in part as an anti-entrainment measure, but
it w~ developed and serves as a measure to protect general estuarine health and productivity,
The CALFED schedul~ did not allow for a ~l! evaluafiou of this issue prior to the release of the
draft environmental documents. Workshops to address this issue are schedubd for the near
future. If there is consensusamong the biologists and other-technical staff that X2 serves a
broader purpose than anti-entrainment of fish, the CALFED agencies may set aside this outflow
relaxation alternative,
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Page 77, Opera~g Criteri~ t~p p~agraph: I b~!bv~ ~h~t ~d~g res~s in~cst~d som~
reverse flow conditions rem~ned even under ~e more prot~five E-I ra~os. This should be ’
pres~nt~ ~ ths discussbn of th~ "more protectiv~ E-I ratios".

Page 82, Operating Criteria~ sensitivity analysis: See comments above for page 74.

Page 88, Fish Protectiola and Flow Control Barriers, 2nd sentence: Suggest this sentence be
modified as foH0ws: "Whether these baxriers will prove necessary depends onhow much an_~d
whe____~n export pumping is continued in the south Delta".

Page 88, Operating Criteria, las$ bullet: The IDT initially proposed a minimum flow
requirement for the Sacramento River at Rio Vis~ for additional months inthe year, but this
criteria was not modeled. It should be noted in this report that the IDT belbved a minimum flow
requirement for Rio Vista is likely to be necessary, but additional information and modeling
analysis ar~ needed to set an appropriate value.

Page 89, Operating Criteria, sensitivity analysis: See comments above for page 74.

Page 101, Diversion Effects on Fisheries~ Alternative 2: A disadvantage of Alten~ative 2 is
reduced flows in the lower Sacramento River below the point of diversion.

Page 101, Diversion Effects on Fbherbs, Alternative 3, 1st sentence: The new fish screens
at Hood _will not affect the numbers of fish moved into the Central Delta under Alternative 3
unless the Delta Cross channel gates are re-operated.

Page 101, Diversion Effects o~ Fisheries, Alternative 3: A disadvantage of Alternative 3 is
reduced flows in the lower Sacramento River b~Iow the point of diversbn.

Page 162, D~version Effects on F~shedes, 2rid paragraph: I believe there am morn thin
~im~ d~ercnces between the3 C~D ~tematives for Sacramento Rivc~ s~on. Under
c~mnt reverse.flow con~fions, s~mon smolts diveged into ~s Centr~ Delta survive at arate
o~y 1/3 m Y~ of ~ose remaining in the Saer~enm ~ver. However, under ~temafive 3 net
downstre~ flow patterns will be restored t~ou~out most of the Delta ~d s~iv~ rates for
s~on in the Delta ~e ~ely to ~prove, S~ Yoaquin salmon smolts. ~xe l~ely to benefit
si~emfly ~om the restoration of net downs~e~ flows in ~tema~ve 3.

Page 102, Diversion Effects on Fisheries, 3rd paragraph: As stated earlier in this section, the
fisheries diversion benefks of Alternative 2 would b~ offset by the. risk imposed on upstream fish
passage at the Hood fish screen.

Page 104, Delta Flow C~rcula~3on~ Alternative 2: Won’t exports from the south Delta cause
some reverse flows to continue under Aitem, ative 27

G--00661 8
(3-006618



FEB ~5 ’~8 i~:3?P MMFS SWR MORTH
¯ =~ ~    " ¯ P. 5/5

Page 118, Diversion Effects on Fisheries, mid page-2nd bulle~: For Alternative 2, fish using
the Delta as a spawning and nursery area will not be exposed to the Hood diversion, but wil! be
exposed to the south Delta diversion.

Page 118, Diversion Effects on Fisheries; last full paragraph: The new risk for Sacramento
I~dver salmon at the Hood fish screens is minin~aI, because current state-of-the-art positive barrier
fish screens are very effective and survivvt typically approaches 100 percent.

Pages 118 and 119, Figures: The figures ~re too small to read.

Page 121, top paragraph, 2rid sentence: See comments for page 102, Diversion Effect~ on
Fisheries, 2nd paragraph.

Page 121, top parae~aph~ last sentence: I strongly disagree with this statement. State-of-the-art
fish screens function very effectiveJy for juvenile salmonids and flows in the Sacramento River
below Hood can be addressed through Rio Vista minimura flow requh’ements. These
disadvantages in Alternatives 2 and 3 are mia~or when corapared with the problems (conflicts)
that would be expired ~n Alternative 1 However, Alternative 2 does have .the additional ’
disadvantage associated with upstream fish passage at the fish screen facility at Hood.

Page 122, top paragraph, 1st ser~tence: Indicates finv~. PEIR~IS to be issued in November
1998,9 (see comments for pages 116 and 125)

Page 122, 1st bullet under remaining issues: Salmon smoks may ~]so need a flow requiren~ent
below Hood.

Page 125, 4th paragraph: Indicates the final PEIPJEIS ~o be issued at the end of 19987 (see
comments for pages 116 and 122)
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