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_lnt~..o.ducti~D

The need for more stream ~low tn ~the San Joaquin R~v~.r syste~ is ~ matter
o~ substantial concern. ~ere is no perfect solution for providl.ng needed ftow
the main-stem of ~hls w~er-short river, but the~e ~re several available,
approaches. ~

a]    The San Joaquin River Agtee~ent and the CVP~A propose to increase river
fi~w ~or fish primarily by paying irrigation distric~ on the t~ibutat}~s to ~’e~ease
water fo~ fish flow instead of for other p~,trposes,

b) Purchase of water to which CVP or SWP contractors sou~h of the Delta ate
entitled could be released from the Del~a M.endota Canal (D=~C) to ~he river via the
Newman or other waste.way south of the ~erced R~ver either directly or by try.cling
deliveries.

c) DMC water can be reteased ~o the river ~nd ~en replaced by capturing and
reexpor~ing an eq~ivalen~ anmunt of ~elta wa~e.r (recircu~.a~ion)=

Each method has advantages an~ ~mpacts. CALFED sh~ut~ ~ets~mine which
approach, or combi.r~a~ion of approaches is best ove.r~tL The altema~ves should be
a~a~:~ed an~ con!pa.red ~n :r~ga.~d to (1) the a.ss~ra~e th~ each a~srnative would
provide VAMP ~lows or Control Plal} ~ows at Vern~iis in all years, ~) the
ef river water quality from ~he Merced down to ~he Stanis!~us fo~ smoit and fry
survival and for ~ive.rters, ~3) the pr~visio~ of year-around c~mplian~e with the
Vem~tis salinity s~andard~.(~.) the prote~on of s~oits and ’~ry ~hroughout the e~ti~e
migratien period and not just during the 3! day pulsed fio~/, ~5) the ~hil~ty
convert quickly to protectio~ of delta smelt whe~ ~h~t nee~ wet’rides
protection of satmo~, (6) the effect o~ ~e method, i~ anv~ o~ s~h~ of adult
salmon m~grants~ (7) the efficiency in use of water, (8) ~he cost of implementation,

wa~er users in both ~aliW ~nd quantity.

G--007004
G-007004



0ct-11-98 19:51 P.03

Conce~tua| .diff__e~.qP_g

!. The San Joaquin River Agreeme~t

This alternative wou~d n~t meet the Cont~ot Ptan’s 31 day pu~se ftow at
Vernalis. but would provide ~he ~esired VAMP ~tows in ~os~ ~ears. ~ is probably
the best f~r imwinting the stool,s that m~grate dusting ~h~ p~e for later return.
H~wever, a Merced salmon n~:us~ st~l~ distinguish i~@rln~ ~rom the Stanis~aus, the
Tuolumne, and drainage ~rolt~ the CVP service area. l~t permits any ~esi~ed ~atio of
Vernatis flow to export rate excep~ as limited by ~vai~ab.le fl:ow ~r~d miniature
export rates.

I~ prov~es ~he pulse ft~w ~arg~IV at the expen~ of available water for
and qua~lty at other times o.f the yea~. Fish ~.nd Game, EPA, and Fish and Wildlife
biologists recently testified to ~he SWRC:B. ~ha~ 35% o~ the smolt migration is
before m~d after the pulse. The SJ~ does r~ot pr~te~t, and may. in, pact,

that would ~iola~e the Vernalis satin~y standard both f~aquen~ly ~nd s~bsmntially.
There has been no analysis of the possible ef{~ct oft Merced smolts a~d fw due to
seten.~um and salinity con~ntrations downstream of the M.~rced River. The p~n
pays no ~entlon to the .need to mah~’~ain sumpter f~ows required to protec~ o~er
speci~es and South Delta riparian rights.

il, CVPIA Purchases per USBR’s PEtS

Purchases propos~: "~om the tr~butarle~ unde~ th~ CVPIA involv~ in even
greater degree art the s~me benefits and probt~ms as. the SJRA. Furthermore, it
very improbab=e tha~ purchases of the magnitude proposed can be attained,
par~cularly i~ the years of greatest need.

Purchases frem CVP a~d SWP Conwactors S~th o~ the Delta

These purchases for ~ug.~entatlon o~ pulse flows wou~d not deplete San
Joaquin water supply availabt;~ty at other ~imes of ~he year. They would not
exa.ce.rbate and could atteviate viotati~ons ~ the Ve~naii:s salinity standard. They
w~utd improve flow and quality in the San Joaqui;n main stem d~wnstrea~ of the
~erc=ed. They would not ~mpa~t water supplies ~r pa~e.s o~her tha~ ~he
They wouid not be a~ good .as th~ SJRA in respect to ~mp~i~ing the s~olt:s that
migta~ durit~g the pu~se ~or tHbuIary re~r~. They woul~ ~ei~er heip no~ reduce
protecti~ of the stool,s that migrate before and after ~he 31 day pu~se flow.

IV. Recir.cu~ation and ~rle~ Operation per SDWA~s Proposal (Phase ~IA and
o~er SWRCB testimony)
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This proposaJ is the least, expensive and th~ most efficient in the use of
water= |t wolJld not invo|ve violations of the Verna|is sa.iinity standard. I~ would

p~tection fo~ the smohs t~at m~.g~a~e before and a~ter t~e pu=sed flow. tt would
substantially improve wa~e:r quality in the main stem of the Hve~ for early
I~ would substan~attV {mp~ove flow a~d s~mewhat improve q~afity during the
p~sed flow below the n~outh of the Merced. It w~id i~prove smott imprinting
before the pulsed f~w 5~it would n.~ be as good ~s the SJRA during the pulse.

This ~proposa! req~res that the exp~rt pu~pir=g rate during the pulse be
increased by up to about 30% of 1he Ve~fis ftow to recapture an amount of
wa~er e.qua! to what ~s released from the DMC to the rive~. However, o~ly one

evid~nce that sm.o~t survival was ~elated to expor~ ~ates at least when 1he "fish"
barrier is in place. Four of the five did allege that s~oi:t survival was related to
downstream river ?low to Sto~ktoo. The be:trier program which is included in
SDWA’s propos~=~ wou~i~ maintain that d~w~stream flow for ~!! smelts and not
for smelts ti~at migrate during the pulsed flow,

wholly, accompZish~d withi~n ~he cu;rrs~ bioiogiGal opinion for deka
Whe~ever delta smelt are de~termi~ed t~ be ~1 risk the e~p~r~ rates would be
reduced and ~here can be a co~curre~t cessat{on or reduction in ~recycling and
barrier opera,on, The increased export rates, in any event, will~ot i~c~eass ~he
expo~ o~ Sacramento water.

This is the or~-y aldernative that can ,achieve "no =1eI loss" for all water u.~ers.

The SJRA DEIS doe~s not adeq:ua~ely ana.lyze and co~mpare these alternatives.
There may ba other as.pecks t~ be analy~d in ad.d~d~o~ to ~hose ! have ~ited., ~t
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