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u,S. Fish and Wildlille Jerviee review of the Draft Alternmatives dated March
14, 1996 and the Alternative Appendix dated March 21, 1996,

. (‘ dﬁ,:‘i‘té:,‘, \\&
. AL I ANV
Erosystem Restoration Goals., Heooesystem restoration sghould be an Independent thgg£¥/$@
goal of the Calfed Bay Delta Program and implementation should not be LT et 4@*@
degendent upon implementation of other goals of the program. The goal of ail 4 Qifgﬁ
habitat restoxation sheuld be to achleve a net gain in L[ish and wildlife GYK (i
resourcas over time, not just to slow the decline of species or stabllize Vﬁ%brﬁﬁﬁﬁb
existing population levels. Ths Calfad Bay Dalta Program prefarred/select > ¢ ; 61‘5)
i 4p%1_vﬁé,,
o &

slternative should rveflest this goal. 4
S o . i e S
Delta Accord. Provided full implementation of the WQCP, the Delta Accord 1ﬂ3 ST
rasulted In long-term Blolougluval Opinlums for delta smelt end winter run uS"N @}\ %}
chinook salmon and increased pulse flows in addition to the San Joaguin River @L' T AA&L
which alse help non-listed San Joaquin salmon. The interim 3-vear 553 ér .
implementation of the Accerd by the CVE/SUWP is assumed to resullb in 80% of the' 540r§

beneficial actions needed to fully implement the Accord. The State Board's LA
process of allocating responsibility For implementation to the CVF/SWP would ¢o ;wﬁhwp{
5}& allow Full implementation of the Accord. The basic assumptions for all Galfed;m&$€& B
\,U’(\ L alternatives should he that sach alternative lmproves upon ths conditions WV RN
M AD these Biclogical Opinions helped creats. In addition, the actions should &
0~ dmprove upon, or at a minimum mept, the recommendationg contained in the ay

Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan, Delia Native Fishes Recovery Flan, and the
Salt Maysh, Harvest Mouse, and Califvrnia Clapper Rail Rscovery Plan,

The soon~to-be-finalized Delra Native Fishes Recovery Flan setz forth

W
w (}c\"(‘\.g beneficial actions that, if implementsd, would result im the recovery of

e 6pﬁ* listed and unlisted fish speecies. Additionally, this Recovery Plan sets forth

BREELIIE eriteria that measure the efficacy of beneficial actions in Ilmproving Delta
\)é,ﬁﬁ Uﬁv conditions for fish that may lead to delisting of delta smelt. . éokuﬁh
‘E& M‘Vﬁ“ Modificavions 7o tha Water Qualliy Countyoul Plao (WQUP) should not be a purpese A,\Cﬂg's W
XOEQ 0 of the Calfed Bay Delts Process. While we realize that, following the Yy ]
. Q@‘ Ny onalyeis of zoms alternatives, mc\-sg?i#ir.‘sisiﬂn to the (WOHCF)Y could hea m
\ &&‘éﬁ recommended, such recommended modifications only should oceur following m{% A‘
06@93 analygésé_Modifigitiggglto‘thi gcgugd would requivre reinitiaticn of &5}§§¥
d consultation on the Biclogical Opinious. : 5
. : "
/" The pacageaplis coacerning take limits should be eliminsred. Take limics aa {/\Mw

not designed to avoid jeopardy.

Unproven Technology. We are concarned that these alternatives contain several
assunptions and elaim potential benefits that are experimental. The

technology and stated environmental benefits have not heen proven. These
include the follewing: . '

a, Real Time Monitoring. Real-time monitoring is experimental and
cannot be relied upon to maks instantaneous operational changes, Better data
would be needed Lhan currently is being collected, To implement a program to 6(;’

obtain the data would likely be cost prohibitive. Severaly depressed Y
populations resulr 1in very low numbers of individuals, larveae, vr eggs in the o O 0{
systam, Finding these in & reasunable sampling program may or may nol occur. U* dg@

When individuale ars found, several heurs or days msy lapsa hefore
identification is complete. The existing real time monmitoring program has ¢
been valuable te provide additional dats Luv weke changes in existing

operations for fucture yesars. Bensfits do not appear %o out waipgh the costs

and expansion is questlionable. However, this is still under evaluation. With
apy monltoring proegram,  the results need to be evaluated and recommendatisns
incorporated Into the operation of water projects. '
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U.8, Fiah and Wildlifs Service raviéw of the Draft Altermatives dared March

14, 1996 and the Alternative Appendix dated Mareh 21, 1998, X

e
b. Restoration of Shallow Water Habitat te Increase Flsh Populations. @* kﬂoié%‘
Habitat restoration would be beneficial fox terrestrial species, Howaver, ijﬁs L
flows and habilat are both needed for aquatic species and should not be i @i.'lﬂﬁ\
separated when considering components, While we support the coneept of GXVM G%C
constiuctivi ul shallow water habitat, increased shallow water habitat is nuﬂ?j;:“ o

a substituze for flews. Physical habitats should also include transpert flows>” A0 .
to mowe larvas and provide %ahavioral cues for fres-swimming juvenile fish o e
‘move to suitable rearing habitats or te the ocean with apptropriate timing of {'dﬁﬁglxwfhr
these flows. Transport flows, as well as imcreased habitats, will be naeded WU g

to off-set. increasad water supply. The wvalue of shallow water habliacs uuuldJo yjﬁ" (P’L
be significantly diminished if facllltles and operations compromise bEnefits.‘éaaﬁ )

either quantification mer qualification of the bencfits to restoration of | iﬁgyﬂb
shallow-water habitat, including enhanced abundance and distribution of fish,

s ecurrently feasible. Therefore, a phased approach to resteration should be

one to allow monitoring for fish Yenefits., Additionally, the engineering

Oﬁr 6\;‘DI spects of shallow-warer hshltat rastoration are in an experlmentsl stage and M v
@ gﬁ~ AA onltering may result in improved engineering designs that can be applied o ’“Ph
P 0:@#& lataer phazes of cestoration, ' Aﬁﬁﬂ

.N§ﬂﬂ§;¢ﬁ: Y0 Increasing habitat ma¥ or may not result in increased fish production. If 9
1 K &U#ij constructing new shallow water habitats increases produstion, the inereascs

&ﬁﬂdw oF L0 may not be suffiecient to allow for incressed awperts. Increasing exports
Y f% ‘ﬁﬂp kyﬂﬁuuld teduce or eliminste the benefits of increased habitat,

: - ‘ ; - chf
4ﬂ€iﬂ»§ ,rép additionally improved habitats should improve and bs over and above the 6

ar
<oy "

existing environmental baselime, not just meet the standards. In the Delta
Accord, X2 was a compremise which needs an improved standard in dry years to

y 4 improve the ecosystem. DRenefits are greatly overstated in alternstives with
gJ; this componant, The hydraulie viabllity of some alternativa is questionable,
héb FPranks Tract iz an example of en Lsland with braached levese in which

aceretion has not occourred to any sipnificant extent over several years.
Siltation rates should he datermined and an evaluation made to determine if
enpugh zccretion occuks to develop shallow water habitats., PilolL programs are
needed to see how suggested components will work.

e. Baryriers, A No-Barrier Alternative should be evaluated. Placement
of barzriers within the South Delta for the Temporary Barrisr Program has
changed flows through the Central Delta which likely resulted in elevated take olC .

of fish at the pumps, Barrisrs should be evaluated, not assumed to be (
implemented, Acoustic barriers are experimental and hgve not boem proven. 0ﬂl
For those alternatives which inelude barriers, reductions in exports in Aot

conjunction with barriers should be evaluated, Likewise, alternatives with
barrier components should be evaluated with export reductions as well as
inereased flows and the two compared. Ratrriers may nat be nceded with all
~alternativas.

d.  Fisheries Management. We do not believe that marking all hatchery
salmon is mecessary, unless one is targeting a selected fishery. It may also 7.
have an adverse sffect on wild fish., The sesuwpption for offeetivencscs on wild g
fish should be stated. The kind of figshery management that would ba
Tmplemented a5 & result of information obtained should be speeified.

Currently marking massive numbers of fish is experimental with mixed results.
Avtomated machines for marking large fish are being evaluated but not for the
size fish being conzidered foxr the Calfed Bay Deltz Program. We ara unaware
of anyone working on 2 methodolegy to mark massive numbers of fish. Marking
all hatchery steelhead and frastionsl marking of hstehery Chineok would
provide meaningful information however,
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17.8. Fial and Wildlife‘ Servicea rex;iiaw of the Draft Alternatives dated March
14, 1994 and the Alternative Appendix dated March 21, 1996,

Net pen rearving striped bass, which somstimes prey on endarigered specieg ¥ .
appears to be a sonfiict. Management of styiped bass nzeds to be closely 4 Nz
coprdinated with the Gonsexvation Plan currently under development by GRIG, wF 1
NMFS, and the Service, ‘ . Cudtm‘j ¢wk*

. . ‘ . V2 Y
All diversions should be screensd, Fish screen types, assumptions of ﬁdSﬂﬁiL&iff fep
effectiveness and targsat species uneed to ha idantigied. In geperal, tha M7 4 Sagy’
farther north that a giversion is located, the less likely delta smelt are to P ﬁﬁhd;
be diverted. However, because high numbers of adult delta smelt are in the - 47¢S

vieinity, Hood is not a geood location fox a diversilon, Howeves, vllieX speciesqpC- .
of fish are of concern and the diversion would need toc be evaluated for ite ﬂ}”ﬁo
affect on all species of £ish, net just Delta smelt. Although mawy divarsions

can be effectively screened for salmon, large facilities would vequire _
improvement to gereening technology. The volume of water diverted, the effect

on water temperatures, and the effect on flow patterns and out flows are of

major concern and should be evaluatad. -

~ IE a diversion from Italian Slough would reduce predation and entrainment the
. reasening shouwld be elearly stated. The timing of redueced flows and amount of g
i reduction ¢f exports would be needed to evaluate this component. B ﬂhﬁwﬂ,

. , ¢ L g
Ecosystem recovery should include restoration of the San Joaquin River as par:,wZ?JEUMWJ
of fighery management. Construction of hatcheries, although fish would be ' L
produced in them, cwuld be contrary to the Anadromous Fiszh Rectoxation Plan ¢V SW‘
which proposes restoring naturally sustaining populations of fish. Natural F&é?ﬂ ,.ﬁj
production needs tn he expanded by improving ecosystem habitatg., Any new jé&yﬁ
batchery proposed would need te ba evaluated relative to its impact on maturalhe &&éﬁ,

opulations. Untill restoration/enhancement of natural habitats has been fully , ga-“
implemented and given a chance to succeed, any declslon to proceed with Ayt

additional hatehery production would be premature =L best and may even hamper
efforts to increase natural production.,

Phased Implementation. I[nitially, those actionms which ean be taken to (66‘3(}\
5i%nificantly improve delta figsh and wildlife and water supply-reliabilié;l ‘ {k
before constructing stxuctural fixes should be identified and implemented, 6ﬂm
Additionally, any proposed structural water lacilicles vy components should be Qﬁ
implemented Iin phasas with monitoring te determine effectivensss. Asx W 4
provicusly mentioned, phasing should alsoc be deme with restoration of shallow St ;ﬂ s
water habitats with Prospect Island used asg a preliminary test of filsh and s
habitat preoduction, We still de not have sufficient memitoring information toaé?%‘ s
derermine the effectivensss of the Delta Accord, Testing with pilot programs , 3L
should be considered for components with unproven henmefits bafore large scale
implementation. However, several of the structural components sre legge and
cannot be phased. In addition, many of these large structural components are
totally dependent upon ather atructural comporments. Because of incomplete
information, evaluating and implementing these components even with proven
technology may not provide adequate protection for fish and wildlife.
Alternatives that have adverse impacts should be aveided. In the event rhat

significant adverse effscts to fish and wildlife cannot be avoided by a Wkt N
proposed alternative, wonitoring plana which include contimgency plans to b @)S*
hwﬁf’ correct problems identified during monitering should be developed. B AV R
ff -~| Alternatives fo expand pumping ability should not negate restoration benefitsO&gﬂ
%gglﬁgﬁ implemented as part of the program. How they would be phased, when would '
alk p{ﬁﬁﬁg additional water would be taken, and the amount of watery that would be taken
{ B - should be clearly identified. Variances from existing conditions should be
Lot Ry explained. Linkagee betwsen interdependent and intexrelated features shauld
‘infﬁf" be made abundantly clear.’
(s > dﬁLJL .
. :
PP

H—000011
H-000011



3

. 07/09/96  15:19  ZP9169792770 FISH & WILDLIFE : Hdoos

- [

U.8. Fish and Wildllfe Service review of the Draft Alternatives dated March éf‘ﬂ"’
14, 1996 and the Alternmative Appendix dated March 21, 1996, ;JVQL %}sz
‘ .gﬁtﬂ ﬁm@L

Level of Deteil. The level of detail of this iteration of sltarnatives does :
not provide encough information for meaningful analvsis and comment,  All U)q%ag-' &
alternativas nesd to be fully Identified and operational assumptions Clearl{j*’ be

stated. No alternative should imclude the potential for additions which wi apfﬂl S
not be evaluated in the impast apalysls. In additlon, cthie draft BIS/EAR PLE
should identify a preferred altermative. E.Gﬂ’ +JHL&
Poxr cxample: Some alternatives mention a temperary mew divexslon, Is it QWW/’—GV _

5& really temporary? Where would the divarsion be located? What is ths E& ;g&P*

T%&ﬁﬁidyu temporary diversion? Where is critical habitat in relatien to the locatien o
. /j¥ ﬁgif the diversion? What would be the dispozition of the femporary facility whan
: &, it is no lengar needed? What s rhe source of suppléementel watsr in the San
Ugﬂ*p ¥ Jeaquin? Would existing facilitvies remain? How would all components

Aﬁ~ interrslate? If exiseting facilities are no leonger neaded, what will he their

I3 Eﬁf disposition?  What is the source of water (100 TAF or 1500 cfs/month)? Where
bi w@ﬁ“ is 1t? I= this amount above the 800 TAF? If sbove the 800 TAF, this
, .Q R alternative should ¢learly idemtity how the 100 TAF relates vo other water

v gources. How does it function? How will the gystem and its components be
o vperated? What is the source of the 1 MAF of upstiream storspe? What the
A fageility size or yield which will produce this 1 MAF of storsga? What is the

demand? Ts this existing or future? What are the changes in use of water in
the system, These changes should be identified and tha effects evaluated.
What are the goals to be achieved? hat is meant by "sustain"? What is meant
by "restore“v what is comsidered shallow water habliuat? Ave transport Llows
that move fish to suitable rearing habital a component of thiz habitat? Is
construstion similar to that on Staten Icland being copsidevad? What is the
50 miles of habitat restoration? Whexe would this he? UWhy 50 miles? Will
this ha conversion of one aquatic hahitat for znother? Terms zuch as
"*downstream of the Delta" need to be defined? Is off stream sterage south of
the Delta or in proximity to Suisun/Sen Pablo/San Francisco Bay? “Upstresm
storage” also neads to be defined. Huw werse numbers derived? When numbers
sxe used, the ralional used to davelop them oz the source from which they were
obtainsd should be identified. Tha draft ET8/FAR should provida sufficient
information to answar these questioms.

U}/Qﬁwgf Gutflow/X2. Degradation to the ecosystem may occur while meecing the existing
O O standaxds because of the way the standards are written. The basic assumptions
R Lop mansagensnt of X2 should be stated. The Calfed Bay Delta Program nesds to

VARV Vqrimprove upon the Delta Accord and WQCP. Kon-Jeopardy and recovery are not the

o Y agggma. fme of the goals of the Calfed Bay Balta Program should he te strive
9ﬂwﬂﬁ3. gu; Tor recevery. '
740 AU@*‘ Diversion of lOU% ot Vernalis flows, is a major comcern. In the Delia Acvewrd, '7
o the Service assumed April/May Pulse Flow would be used for outflow not j
O increased export. The ebility to manage Vernalle ie in guestion because af '
availability of water. The biological effeets of acquired f£lows varsus export
reduction nead to he clearly identified and analyzed individually as well ag Géﬁ
cumulatively. : o L
: . g
The 100 TAF of lncreased water in ihe San Jvayuiu (le, an increase of . ,Qﬂﬂb (“hﬁ’{
approximately 1700 cfs for 1 month) will not have the substantial benefits, o {%" R
i suggested., Earlier anklysesz have estimated trhat 300 TAF would be neceded. be ',.,[wz
bﬂﬁb ' some alternatives rely entirely om the San Joaguin to meet X2, The source é% @ﬁﬁfﬁﬁéﬁﬁ;
Mww*” 6-8 MAF of stoxrage, the effect on outflow, X2, the state water quality control - sw@&
sl 4o . { plan, ete. need to be stated. Sseramente River flaws drive X2. If \? o@#ﬁwr
’0‘_(;»"?;“ sé.gnl,fluam_ amounts of Jacramento Rivesr water were exported, the San Joadquin M g .
UWQ River could not supply sufficient water to maintain X2. Sacramento side g

transport flows snd arhar functions of the ecosystem would be lost with this ‘Wﬁﬁ

&
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V.8, Fish a-nd Wildlife Serview vaview of the Draft Alternatives dated March
14, 1996 and the Alvernative Appendix dated Mareh 21, 1996.

- alternative.

apture of Flood Flows. The concept of “ereaming the flovd flows" needs to bo
clearly defined and explained. Spring is a densitive time for agualic

‘&3(}' resouices. Capturing of winter flood flows may take water which s needed for
Qopgdt outflow. Flows should be defined for a variety of conditiong, Care must be
|exexreirad when conside¥ing flood storage and export of flood flows. - Perlods

20 PV A0 sdentified as "safe" need to be specified, A need exists te maximize o

W Qﬁk oqg‘conditions for all species and all habitat if one is to improve the delta &Wﬁﬁv
¢ |ecosystem. With thiz in mind, identifly the Lest way to bake flood flowe, the @4 1L

quantity that could be taken, the time of year for diversion, By-passes used 4ﬁap~9

for [lood storage and water supply, with controlled releases for envirommental do '44(%

it

urposes later in the yearx, should he evaluated for their effects. :

B
watq) & . i . i L
, -| Impact Analysis. The impact analysis of alternatives should conslder muluLpleﬁMgﬁ ‘ Q
‘N}D M gpeeies for both terrestrial and aguatic species, and life stages of each, |
H ‘ 0&“3 within specifilc geopraphle avees, as well as aleng their mipgratory routes.

othere at differemt locstions. Additionally, impact analysis should start
with tha hasaline established by the Bay-Delia Accord, the delta smelt and.
rinter-run biological opinions apd the State Roard’s WQGP. ‘

Adverse effscis should not be rransferred for one speciss or life stage to ;&«h&((pﬁlﬁ,

Ground Water Regulation. 3Surface warer and ground water are interrslated and
2 sliould both be evaluated. The propesed alternatives appear to look at surface
water without repard to ground water effects gnd regulation. OCround water
ragglatimn should alse he included vhen considering measures to off-get
roblenms.

A Reference Quantitied Numbersz. Rafarences should Lbe glven for all quantified
pid | numbers used, such as acres of land to be retired, acres of shallow water

2 habitet, ave. If thesea nuubers have been devaloped for the Calfed Kay Deltza
(ot da | Program, the rationale for selection should be explained,

o . Dilution of Follution. Dilution of peollution in moest altermatives 1is
questionasble and should not be considered a reasonable use of watar, The
: 5\, quancity of pollution that can be diluted with 30 TAF of water should be
’ specified. This component will need much more detail and evaluation. Our
LW*A Contaminant Divizion sheuld he involved with all propozals of this nature.

\ ,
W “:hyﬁ\ , | Water Banking. The drought water bank could affect endangered speciss. Care
™ oﬁw ghould be taken In framing parameters for implementation such that endangerwd
Vore . I species would not be adversely affected species, " :

ot v

Conversion of Habitat. The acceptability of conversion of one habitat to
anothar will depend upon the resources of each. Conversing 1,000 acres of
leveed land may advevsely affect threatened and endangered species in Suisun

&k Magsh. Arsas of concern should be idemtified Erior to identifying sreas for

“9}‘ ok habitat conversion. Measures To assure that thls cau be inplemented and
é;ﬁ? i’ targets reached should he included. Countingency plsns, in the event of
: M feiluvce, sheuld be identifisd. : ‘

- T’§ome of the wetland restoration componants of alternatives (ie. conversion of
Lo mana%ed wetlands to tidal wetlands) shows that thers may be a net loss of
1, 68 . 4,000 acres of wetland. The location of this wetland restoratiom has a high
N % poTtentlsl {:m_:' atfacting sensitive specliss, IF adverse impacts carmet be
‘1 \ ajé‘wgvoldeﬂ, mitigation should be included.
ok '

L
Vﬁk - More detail is needed concerning restoration on the sast side of the Delta to
answer the following gquestions., Was the restoration proposed on the east side

5
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11.8. Fisch and Wildlife Service review of the Draft Alternmatives dated March
_ 14, 1996 and the Altermative Appendix dated March 21, 1956, .

Atk
of the Delta or on $taten Island? If wetlands are to be created on the
Mokolumne River, they should be constructed on the east side of the delta.

a/.
\b TT, Would meander helis ba constructed Lo pauvide spawning habitat? Where would
L ~Q the habitat be located? How would flows bes provided that would move mewly
v - spawnad fish to suitable rearing hahitat? . A
yé Some alternatives appear Lo sacrifice Sacramento and Feather River rescurces

to benefit the San Joagquin River regources, All in-stream conjunctive uses
would be lost as well as riverine ecosystems. Outflows would be minimal.

Types of prublems currently being ¢xaperisnced in the San Jeaguin Valley would -
be ereated in the Sacramento River valley. Habitat conversions may violate
objeetivas of the Calfed Bay Delta Program by transferring impacts from
location to another, ‘

s & |
é&{gﬁg%‘ Land Retirememt. ‘Lhe 300 thousand acyres of valley-wida land reuvliemenl appsar
~ |extremely overly optimistic when 75 thousand acres were identifled in the San
dv Joaquin Valley Diainage Profram Plan, Thie alternative relieg heavily on
‘. willing sallers, Water rights and contracts may mot be transferred, resulting
gt in litfle water available for environmental uses. Land retirement should be
QOﬁA ian integral patt and consistent with the San Joaquin Recovery FPlam.
{ Endanger=d species needs should be considered. Lands to be retired should
7p " lInclude thosa which would provide wildllfe corriders, Measures to assure
kﬁip jenvironmental benéfits need to be ineludad. Management of these lands needs
be identified,

pULaﬂﬂﬁyuﬂj In the Delta, land retiremenl is a good idea for fish but may affect wildlife
] which wtilize agricultural lamds,
“;p !, N \}

Water Translers, Water transfers may be more beneficiel rthan ground vater
recharge. DBoth ghould be evaluated. ' In addition, ground water recharge
ghonld he comziderad in conjunction with land retirement. . -

o C In-Delta Storage. Details of in-delta storage operation need to be provided.
éh&(’ In-Delta storage may not work for ¢xports and this should be svaluated. The
“bl (ﬂtﬁaﬁ 400 TAF of water from in-Delta storags may tnot benefit Fish through transport

{wﬂgf flews and behavisral sues that indicste downstresm direcction to suitables

& ) ‘&my$#L reaving habitat, degending on where the Fish arc located and the timing of
how ch. diversion ta the islands and releases. Additlonally, releaszes from the

0 § islands would not contain all of the bensfirs gained through nat Delta cutflow

v Lo and placement of X2, When X? was set at Roe znd Chipps Island and at
W w&' Collinsville in the aAccord, the blological benefiis Lhal are derived from in-
oV m&” basin flowe and from positioning at these thiee locations wera considered.
gaf‘ . Mesting X2 in yaars when fish axe upstream of the islands throngh releases
\ Jp uﬁﬁb from the islapds will not provide thase same benefits. Cregs-delta flows
bbméro*k would be adverse to gpawning and ocut-migrstion. .

The potential for degradation of water quality associated with peat soils and
agileuliural uwe ul the land are of concern.  Entrainment of f£ish in
diverslons is alse a concern. Potential hydraulic benefits may not outweigh
potantial sdverse impacts on water quality. ’

North and South of Delta Storage. Upstream and dewnstream storage COMpONENTs
of alternatives must consider and evaluate the effects within the receiving
areas as well as the Delta. All south of dolte storage may Mave some
endangered speécies issues and require consultation under ESA. Los Banos
Grandes has zignificant endangered species issuss. South of Delta
alternatives [irst should evaluate the need for additional faeilities with
Dominigoni and Kern Watcr Bank proposed for comstructien, Expansion of

f
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11.8. Pigh and Wildlife Service review of the Draft Alternatives dated March
14, 1996 and the Alternative Appendix dated March 21, 1996,

existing storage facilities will need to consider tarrestrial effects as well'
as delta aquatic effects. Operation of storage facilities should considet
minimizing turbidity and slevated water temperatures during dewn strezam
releasas, particulatrly in the Sacramento River. -

Duel Comntveyance. - Benefits from this Dusl Conveyance, considerad by many to be
Gi, maximum £lexibility, ate entiraly related to the integration of new facilities
" and the existing facilities. lssues ineclude viwing, water avallability,
volume, etc. .

Isolated Facilicies. An isclated facility may have henefits and/or adverse
effecrs. Tn general, the farther upstream from the Delta that an intske is
. placed the less likely it is to diveft delta smelt., However, delta smelt are
@j@ﬂ, not the only concern and the effects on all resident and svadromous specles
must be evaluated and adverse effents avoided vr winimized to the extont
possible.  An lsolatad facilily say eliminate some ol the timing problems
.‘éﬁggl associated with deltas emelt and exports from the Dalta. Although scresns can
& . » be constructed to prevent salmon from entrainment, the size of Lhe inrtake
Gpg' facility may determine whether it can be effectively screensd for salmon.
PW TJ Large facilities would require improvements to screening technolegy. Non.
w  structural components should be exhsusted hefore any struetural fix is

Vi
Pﬁéﬁk} undervaken, Assurances tuw limif the amount of wated to b2 sxported will be

needed. The size of the facility, how it would be operated, how storege would
be yelated, and wherher, when operatipnal, it would meet existing dalts
standaxds without further degrading the base conditions are all issues which
need to be considered and evaluated.

the Head ol 0ld River Barrier, predaetien sontrel, and the Delta Croes Canal
may tiot be neesded snd should be evaluated. The source of waker for f£ish and
maintenance of water quality in the delta should be identified.

<§0§ﬂ§\ Sacramento River flows drive positioning of X2, If significant smounts of
el

6%§;iﬁi: If this alternative were -implsmented, traditional management mechanisms like

Sacramento Kivey walter were exported, the San Juayulyn River could not supply
sufficient water to maintsim X2 in areas suitable for maintaining abundance
and distribution of Delta fish. '

, Assurances. The Service 1s not phileosephically against dramatic changes to the
@ﬁb present system.  The praesent system has led to the decline of Delta fish and
other aguatic resources and needs to be fixed or replaced. However, for all
_@lternatives, assurances uesd To be developed that guarsntecs snvirenmental
wa V$@*J \benefits. Environmental needs must be met before meeting increased demand for
0 _|Methar water supply purpeses. Assuraneas need to be developed that Delra
&15 standards cam be met without eroding base conditions that the Service
(o a0 evaluated for the March 6, 1995 delta smelt Biological Opinion. Ome cannot
%p. Nuﬁ assume that meeting the Accord standards results In no degradation of the
eccaystem.
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