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Comments on Volume [ of the Ecosvstem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP)

The Department of Fish and Game (Departiment) has completed its review of
Volume I of the ERPP. In general we found this volume to be comprehensive and well
done. The selection of categories for the ecosystem elements as well as the elements
themselves should provide CALFED with the broad suite of elements that if restored,
should ensure restoration of the estuary. One of the biggest benefits of the good work
vou and vour staff and consultants have done is the clear disclosure of the visions for
the various ecosystem elements. This will facilitate the dialog that must take place
among all agencies and stakeholders to ensure we all share a common understanding
and acceptance of where implementation of the ERPP is expected to take us.

The Department refrained from including comments that were primarily editorial.
Tnstead we focused on corrections and clarifications that we believe are needed to ensure the
accuracy of the ERPP and emphasized the most important issues related to developing the
ERPP. Most of our comuments are in the form of specific comments. Thev are noted below by
page and paragraph. We have also included several general comments that apply more broadly
to this volume.

General Comunents

The Geographic Scope description is too imprecise. [t needs to carefully describe the
problem area. the primary solution area, and secondary solution area to establish a basis for
the differen: scope for cach of the three areas within the pion. Turther. the difierences in
scope need to be presented. As just one of many possible examples ¢f the signiricance of this,
the plan proposes no seasonal wetland develepment in the watershed upstream from the Delta.
Clearly an ecosystem restoration phn for the soluticn arez would need o inciude such habitat.
The difiersnces in scope i the wiigival descriy tion of yeographas scope are ‘he‘ justifization for
the plap as it sionds aned e presers Ceographic Scope saetion does not make the cass.

Many of the visiens are very general and it e be ditficult to detine success. Others
are faldy specific e.g. caliing for rercoratian of 19€0s population 'eveis. The introduction o
the ERPP meyv need to be incre explicii in reungnizing this and 2xplaining how indicators could
te used o adec st Bus spparent dilzmme.
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Many of the “Integration” and "Linkages™ sections seem to just list evervthing remotely
related, are repetitive. and seem to present no new information. The Integration section on

pages 103-104, however, is an example of one which is well done. These sections should be
critically reviewed for all habirats.

Volume [ uses terms describing ecosystem management which are inconsistent with some
of the accepted terminology used in the field. Some of the terms lack clarity. It is important
that the ERPP be both understandable to the general public vet remain solidly grounded in the
ecological principles that are fundamental to the ERPP and its successtul implementation. The
Scientific Review Panel convening in October should be able to provide CALFED useful
guidance in this regard.

The ERPP needs to contain concise language and scientifically accepted terminology.
Doing so will help CALFED justify its conclusions or interpretations, and conversely, assist a
reviewer's ability to verifyv information. conclusions. or interpretations. The language in the
ERPP must ensure that it is clear to the reader that this volume and the ERPP in total will be
part of a programmatic Environmental [mpact Report

The use of “Species Groups” should be accompanied with the criteria used to form the
group. Reasons why some species are grouped and not others should te included. Second,
there are not “groups” for all taxonomic groups the phrase could be applied to.

W believe that this volume could be improved and the overall ERPP clarified by more
carefully describing some ot the ecosystem elements. For example, it could be confusing to
some readers when they see temperature listed as a process. The ERPP could explain that
temperature is a result of processes such as climatic processes and flow. We understand that
CALFED staff began to lump some important factors into fewer categories o streamiine the
ERPP. we agree that is probably needed. nevertheless. the ERPP could be improved by
expiicitly stating irs simplifying approach.

Consideration should be given o how the erm: “Stressor” is used. The term tncludes
phenomena that are ecological stresses and phenomena that are ecological impacts. These
phencmena are siznificantly different and need 1o he defined and addre»sed as such. In this
volume "Nawrai and “Urnaural evenis™ are addressed by the term “seressor”. Aguin. these
aee significantly ditferent processes and land management conirol/options in dealing with rhem
are verv different. There dre wmany erus and purases currentlv defined and used by the
selentiiic flelds or enviroamental sciene and ecoiogy that are included in the term “stressors”
such as limiting resource. w.imaie 3ad proxiiate facrors, and range cf <olerance. The ERPD
should clarity hat tiess terme are addressed with the term “Stressor”

(/x
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The ERPP has a vision for the ecological process. “Natural Sediment Flow™. One might
conclude that because the 2oal addresses “natural” sediment tlow. that “unnatural” sediment
flow is also a process and that it can be segregated out from natural sediment tlow. is not
beneficial to the ecology of the Delta-Bay region. and that the ERPP will address unnatural
sediment tlow under the ERPP's Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors Section.
However, the ERPP does not identifv or Jdiscuss “unnatural” sediment tlow. This volume
should either address the ditferences between nawral and unnatural sediment flow or discuss
this process simply as sediment tlow.

The “Upper Watershed Processes: Fire and Erosion™ vision appears to underestimate the
scope and magnitude of management efforts needed to consider upper watershed ecoiogical
processes, and mischaracterizes each of the ecological processes.

The vision tor wildfire needs to ensure that it is consistent with the best fire ecology
knowledge currently available. Wildland fire is essential to the ecology of most ecosystems in
California. Most, if not all, ecologists involved with fire ecology in the State believe more
acreage needs to burn, not less. The proper frequency of fire in the State is a very complicated
topic. Each plant community has its own ecological rate-of-return for fire. Deforestation has
never been identified as major threat due to wildland tires. Consider deleting reference to it.
The ERPP needs to be more explicit that, considering the enormous effort that is already
focused on wildfire in California, CALFED needs to 1) determine its appropriate role, if any,
in research and management of wildiand fire processes and issues, and 2) integrate its efforts
with the groups that focus on wildland tire: the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
(CDF), the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the
Bureau of Land Management (BL.M), National Parks Service (NPS), and regional Resource
Conservation Districts (RCD).

CALFED should consider including a phrase or sentence similar to the following:

The vision for the upper veatershed s to rexiors ecologically appropriate wildland jire.
1o do s, ERPP will cooperare with land marnagers and land management agencies
invoived in and responsible for manzgement of wildfire and conservation of land and
wiidlife.

CALFED should also be more expiicit about whai it can de to actually address erosion.
Crosion @ a complicated, inevizable process. In fact, for some processes, such the racruitment
of new delta islands. upstreain erosion is 2osentia!, Considering the enormous effort that is
alreads focused on ercsion i Californin, CALTED needs w0 1 determine its appropriate role.

i any. in research and manavement of crosion procasses and issues. and 2) integrae its efforrs
with tue grouns ot foeus on wildiend five: the COF, the Division of Mines and Geology of
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the Department of Conservation. the USFS. the BLM. the Natural Resources Conservation
Service, the NPS. and regional RCDs.

The ERPP uses the terms "Excess rimber harvest and grazing”. Detining “excess” can
be quite problematic and very controversial. Consider deleting the term “excess” and as an
alternate include a phrase similar to the following:

Timber harvest and grazing contribute to erosion which eventuallv affects the Bay-Delta
ecosystem. The vision is to identify I ) harvest and grazing practices that may be
contributing to excessive erosion, 2) regions where those practices are occurring, 3)
alternarive land pracrices thar reduce the level of erosion.

Rationale should be provided that the effects of these two land uses are more substantial
than other stressors to justify these two being specifically mentioned. Also, since these are not
Ecological Processes, consider not including them in this vision summary but as a stressor.

There is no specific consideration of related terrestrial habitats. The ecology and the
various ecological processes fundamental to the ecolcgical health of the Delta and Bay are
integrated. Thus, the ERPP must address the health of related terrestrial ecosystems to ensure
the best ecological health of the transition and aquatic ecosystems. Within the primary focus
area, the various riparian plant communities need to be addressed. OQutside the primary area,
the brush, wooded, and forest systems need to be addressed.

In Volume I, what are addressed as “habitats” are not merely habitat. Addressing them
as habitat rather than ecosvstems infers that their primary role/concern to the ERPP is as
habitat (place) and not ecosystem (interaction). The emphasis should be on the relationships of
processes, physical areas, and individual organisms and populations of species. CALFED
should either solelv employ the concept of biotic community or supplement its use with plant
and animal communities

CALFED should consider removing "Disturbance” us a stressor category and develop, at
4 minimum, the following stresser categories: Boating and Other Recreational Activities:
HJuman-related Teraporary Hatiat Disturbance. Tunver Practices. Grazing Practices,
Agriculmurai Tractices, Hurman-related Degraclaton of Habitat: Human-relaied Less of Tabtiat.

The concents and terms opplied to plants versus animals and terrestrial versus aqnauc
organems arc dl.:. imilar. For example thr‘; use of the te-ms invasive versus non-native: 1oe
tern Tnon-nagve” is vsed for '~.\-'4ld1i"e and 6ot fur Qn’-»-'“r:ebraies, fishes or planis.

Censideration sheuld be given to cecide whether “invasive”, “non-native” or both are geing
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be used and then use ihe terms consistently across phylogenetic and ecosystem boundaries, to
provide a comprehensive list of those taxa that are considered non-native and invasive for each
ecosystem, provide some analysis and discussion for how ERPP plans to deal with each non-
native and invasive taxon.

Specific Comments

Pages 3 and 4; Phasing: The ERPP states that the initial emphasis will be on recovering endangered
species and that once that is accomplished the restoration efforts can expand to the “broader
issue of restoring ecological health”. This choice of words, we believe, may unnecessarily
confuse readers and mislead them into believing the ERPP is a species only driven program..
We strongly recommend that it be modified to state that restoring ecological health is the
underlying strategy and that restoring processes and habitat are the first priority. If it goes on
to state that those processes and habitats will be restored first that benefit listed species that
could be acceptable.

Page §: The vision for Bay-Delta Aquatic Foodweb focuses extensively on water diversions. Clearly
toxics may play a signiticant role and should receive more discussion.

Page §: The title for Upper Watershed Processes implies a much narrower vision than the one
described. This mayv need clarification.

Page 10: The vision for Chinook salmon is too limited since it ignores role of hatchery fish. We
suggest adding something along the lines of the following:

Natural production should be complemented with hatchery production designed to compensate
for unrestorable habitat losses and managed in a manuer compatible with natural production.
The issue carries over into the Chinook section starting on page 141. (The section on Artificial
Prepagation in the Stressors section now treats the topic well)

Page 10: Delta Smelt: Restoration of processes should be added to the Vision Summary.

Page 10: Splittail: We are unaware that this is a candidate under CESA. Corrections shuild be nade
here and in other locations such as on pages 135 and 137.

Page 12: Suisun Song Sparrow: Thais species is not listed.

Pages 12 and 13: The wildlile visions cal' for a long list of listed species and some groups, but omit
others we and others probably want recognized; capiors is an example. There should be some

H—002114

H-002114



Mr. Dick Daniel
September 19, 1997
Page Six

thought given to better describing how the species and groups were selected and how they can
“represent” those other species. :

Page 14; Contaminants: Consider an overall vision to prevent concentrations of toxic substances
which limit beneficial uses of the water. It may be more measurable than “free of high
concantration”.

Page 14: Fish and Wildlife Harvest: This vision should also include a more general discussion of
harvest and should not be limited to discussion of a few species.

Page 15: There appears to be no stressor for water storage. The vision for dams, reservoirs, weirs,
other human-made structures should cover water storage, and the ERPP should make it clear
that it addresses this aspect of water management.

Page 1C et seq.: The implementation objectives tend to be restatements of visions and unquantified.
We really need to assess whether we need both visions and implementation objectives. The
ERPP should strive to contain measurable objectives.

ge 17: Bay Delta Hydraulics: This vision does not include the reference to 1960s flows described in
the vision. There may be more inconsistencies of this type. Generallv. commitments should
become more not less specitic as one moves from visions to targets.

Page 20: Table + needs a dot in zore 2 for Bay-Delta Hydraulics.

Page 26: Based on discussions on pages 30 and 31 Zones 1, 2. and 12 should be checked for sediment
supply.

Page 22; fifth paragraph, left columa: This definition confounds what Delta outflow is with how it is
measured. Delia outtiow is siraply the net flow at Chipps [siand. Conceptually, it is estimated
as the sum of Delta intlow and precipitation in the Delta miinus water use in the Delta and
experts trom the Delta, rather than as described in the draft.

Page 27-43: The sections on Natural Sediment Supply, Steeam Meander Conditions and Natural Flood
plains describe interrelated processes fairly well and generally create 2 vision of major rhanges
in rflood manaczment. Yer they don't seem ¢ descrine specificaily what will be dene o

demenstrate the feasibility of the plau. Hence one is left wondering whether the implied major
changes in floo¢ manageme 1t are 2asible and impicinentable.

Page 30; Orst paragranti, right column: The text may need clarification so the reader can understand
the statement here thae fows of 3-10 days simulsiing 2 5 to 10 year frequency of unimpaiced
flow are needed 10 mchitize channel bed., kank. and bar sedimeats aond how it compares with the
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statement on page 38 that peak flows every 1.3 t0 2 vears are the “dominant discharges" that
define the distribution of sediment, bar. and bed materials.

Page 33: A brief discussion of the need to remove or manage “hard points” such as fixed diversions
should be added in this section.

Page 39: The list of items under "Floodplains reduce flood stages by:” needs o be restructured to
avoid confusing the reader since the list includes things unrelated to reducing flood stage.

Page 42; last paragraph, right column: We are not aware of plans to restore floodplains on Sherman
[sland. Current land elevations may be better suited to restoration to tidal action.

Page 44; third paragraph, left column: The 70 to 80 degree statement is misleading since stress for
salmon can begin at 38 and reach significant levels at 63.

Page 44; second paragraph, right column: Reference should also be made to daily fluctuations in
water temperatures as well.

ge 47; last paragraph, right column: Maintenance of temperatures for rearing needs to be
referenced here as well.

Page 49; last paragraph. left column: We recommend using 38 to 60 degrees for salmon in the spring
as a targat. :

Page 50: last paragraph, right column: Reterence to fall-run should be made also.

Page 51:first paragraph. right column: In the last sentence. “ebb tides™ must be replaced by “net tlow”
to be correct.

Page 32; Yision: Ve recoramend that the vision be cxpanded (0 restere wvondiilons in the spring (April
and Mav) to ticse that occurred in the mid-1930s.

-

Page 33; first paragraph: We do not agree with the swtement that | vdraulic conditions in April and
fav are healithe, The last two sentences »f thus paragrapn shovld be Jeized as writen,

Tage 58: The visicn for the foodweh is well dene. Tt could be irnproved bv recognizing the uncertunty -
creatzd by tacent species iniroductions.

Page 09 et secr.: The secrions on wetand habitats precent a piecemeal description of components with
muca repetition. An 2cocvsem plan descripdon wartants an integrated presendation which
creafes a vision the public can undersiand and aspire to. Major revisions ars needed. What

H—002116
H-002116



Mr. Dick Daniel
September 19, 1997
Page Eight

seems to be advocated is substantial restorarion of wetlands between setback levees and existing
channels and on whole tracts of land, with the wetlands being a mosaic of marsh vegetation,
sloughs and open water. [t is not clear what integration is envisioned of herbaceous and woody
plants. Saline and freshwater wetlands are presented as two distinct types, but what is clearly
needed is a continuum from one to the other. If the technical staff considers it essential to
describe all of the components of wetlands, such as “tidal aperesnial aquatic habitat”, that
should be done as elements under an overall heading of wetlands.

Page 70; Fresh Emergent Wetland: Restoration needs to be added to the Implementation Objective.

Page 74: [t isn't clear why targets for non-tidal perennial and seasonal are under development for the
East San Joaquin Zone. Consider deleting references that targets will be prepared for that zone
for those two habitat types. To be consistent with top of page 111 targets are developed for the
Yolo Basin Zone.

Page 75; Tidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat: This section should be modified to clear up potential
confusion about this habitat type and tidal emergent wetland both fresh and saline.

ge 75; first paragraph, left cclumn: We recommend that the ERPP compare its terminology such as
tidal perennial aqguatic habitat to that used for the Ecosystem Goals process. Doing so should
help clarify the definition of this habitat type.

Second paragraph, teft columan: The statement that tidal perennial aquatic habitat supports 100 listed
plant and animal species is potentially misleading. The section of the ERPP needs to focus on
listed species in this estuary. [f it does, we are unaware of documentation that there are 100
listed species influenced by this habitat type.

Third paragraph, left Column: We believe that the habitat referred to as tidal perennial aquatic habitat
in the LRFP did not exnerience a decline of 87,300 acres as queted in this paragraph. The
habitat classifications affected should be clarifi=d. [t is cur understanding that most of ihe
habitar iost since 1900 was tidal emergent wetland.

Page 82: As we understand it dredging decreases water velecities rather than increase them. This
“houta be corrested.
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Page §3: The basis for a total of 190 miles of additional sloughs should be better presented. That
makes sense only if it is presented as a component of emergent wetland restoration. [n addition,

the vision needs to clarify that it is talking about sloughs much smaller than what we presently
call sloughs.

Page 83: Reference to purchasing sloughs from willing sellers should be clarified since it is likely thev
are state owned lands now.

Page 86: The first complete sentence on this page is unclear and it should be claritied.

Page 85-87: The vision talks about sediment deposition, but actions only reduce erosion. Consideration
should be given to expanding this discussion and including a broader suite of actions.

Page 88: The first sentence under Resource Description talks about saline marshes extending into the

Western Delta. Given the reclamation of Suisun Marsh for farming, that is probably incorrect
by a good many miles.

Third paragraph, right column: This paragraph contains substantial misinformation about historical
salinity patterns prior to water development. In dry vears the patiern described was likely the
case. However. in most vears flows kept the Deita and Suisun Marsh sufficiently fresh well into
the summer that agricultural crops in the Marsh were successtully grown. Water development
has instead increased salinity in the Marsh. Furthermore, the area capable of supporting
brackish marsh has not declined and the area capable of supporting fresh emergent wetlands has
not increased. The Suisun Marsh facilities help preserve the Marsh as a brackish water marsh
to offset the adverse impacts associated with reduced Delta ouitlow caused by upstream water
development. This section goes on to exaggerate the degree of salinity intrusion prior to
Shasta. It became a brief occurrence during droughts in this century. Is that a phenomenon
related to upstream diversions? Did it occur prior to irrigated agriculture? It probably caused
significant shorc term effects which were never described by scientists. Hence we rzally do not
xnow the consequences.

Finally that paragraph ends with a mischaracterization of the water control svstem in Suisun
Marsh. T..e controis are needed 0 kesp the Marsh from hecering 100 saline.

Page 88: First paragraph, left coivmun: This should be clarified so it inchues this habitat in the Suisun
Marsh and Suisun Bayv, as we'l as the units 1n the north Bay.

Page ¢0: The potental wadeoff of diniinishing seusonal wetlands by convering them o tidal wetlands
ne~ds to be ad 'ress2d in this vigien,
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Page 91: second bullet: The concept of managing exports to ensure sufficient Delta outflow also needs
to be inciuded here.

Page 92: Resource description, second paragraph: To make the statement accurate “tidal” should be deleted.
Tidal wetlands did not occur upstream of the Delta.

Page 93; third paragraph. sentence 1: High tidal velocities are not responsible for erosion. It is the non-tidal
velocities that cause erosion. The channels have essentially been shaped over long pericds of time by
tidal velocities, and are in a dynamic equilibrium.

Page 94; last paragraph: This section should describe where has “loss of tidal flow” has reduced the extent of
freshwater emergent wetland.

Page 94; fourth bullet: The reference to the Suisun Marsh Plan of Protection should be deleted since it is not
related to preserving the Marsh as a {resh emergent wetland.

Page 98: The implementation objective tor seasonal wetlands focuses on restoration. It is our understanding
that essentially all of the historical wetland in the Delta was permanently flooded tidal wetland. Hence
the proposed seasonal wetland is not really restoration. but reflects a goal of creating seasonal wetlands
where restoration of tidal wetlands is not teasible in the short run because of subsidence. The seasonal
wetlands section needs to be rewised to reflect this concept, and be justified accordingly. While such
wetlands have substantial environinental values, we are frankly skeptical that the magnitudes proposed
can be justified without relving on their dual value of reversing subsidence. Hence, that aspect needs to
be recognized in the ERPP and cross referenced to the levee comamon program.

Page 99: The third action re-connecting streams to their flood plains would seem to be an action pertinent to
emergent tidal wetlands- not seasonal wetlands. This should be claritied.

Page 99: In the discussion of actions regarding seasonal wetlands no meniion is made of agriculmure.
Since most of the existing scasonel werland is tn agriculture and most of the potential for future
increases in seasual wetlands on agricultural lands we believe this vision should be more
explicit about its linkage to agriculture.

Page 140: The tas. paragraph in the .utrodu"‘{ion savs this habimat is goed for “residerd Delta native tish
species”. NO mention is ruade. however, of irtroduced resident & Jl" ¢. Obviously, that is done
because varitus interests want to feature native fishes, out it creates » mis'eading impression.
0 actualicv, the fisnes which wii bemzz:t the saost from this ype of Fabditet incluce introduced
memuers oF the sunfish iy and probebly elier inrreducad sp2cies, and the new habitat will

be gominated by introduced species just as presern. hapiwat is. That needs to be recognized. (A
simiiar problem exists for some of the other tebitat types.)
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Page 101; second paragraph: Frianc is the only CVP project responsible for drying up the San
Joaquin River.

Page 104: The target should be quantifiable for all areas, not just for the upper Sacramento.

Page 108: Considering the limited scope of this habitat, it should be easy to present a quantified target
pertaining to all parts of the habitat. Consideration should be given to doing so.

0

Page 110; second paragraph, left column: This paragraph should be redratted to eliminate the

confusion associated with discussing vernal pools extensively in a section dedicated to perennial

grassland. We recommend simply describing how adjacent grasslands are important to the
maintenance of vernal pools and that restoring and maintaining large areas of perennial
grasslands in association with vernal pools is critical. This same relationship should be

described in the section dealing with vernal pools in the seasonal wetland discussion on page
96.

Page 110 et seq.: This section starts out like it is going to take on the world and then focuses on a
reasonable effort of including grassland restoration as a component of wetland and riparian
habitat restoration. The Introduction and Resource Description sections should be revised to
start with the proper scope for this program.

Page 111; first paragraph, leit columu: Reference to the Yolo Basin Unit needs to be made here in
order to be consistent with referencing the Jepson Prairie Preserve.

Page 113; paragraph 2 under Resource Description: This section starts by saying that “Agricultural
land can be defined as wetiands™. This seems unnecessarily threatening and
misleading. We recommend alternative wording such as: ~Agricultural lands being managed
for certain crops and following certain agricultural practices create wetland-like benefits for
certain wildlife”

Page 113: The last histed benetit seems to be sted too subtlely. We recommend: “create an
opportunity for cash income rrom hunting and increase esthetic values, both of which may
increa.e property values”.

Page 118: We are concerued that inciusion of Sacramento perch in the resident [ish objective may
make the objective unaitainable. Sacramento perch probably can not comnete with introduced
membe:s of the same fam'lv, and thus are not likely to be restorable.

Page 118 California should be acded to Clapper Rail.

ge 119: Reference (o the Swisun Song Sparrcw being listed should be deleted.
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Page 121: The spring-run should be listed as a State candidate for listing.

Page 122: The marine fishes section needs to recognize their recreational and commercial fishing
values.

Page 128: The last action on this page nceds to include adults.
Page 129: The fourth action on this page is a restatement ot the last action on the previous page.

Page 131; last paragraph, right column: The listing of stocking of juvenile striped bass as a
contributing factor to declining longfin smelt populations after 1985 is misleading since even
with stocking, striped bass numbers were significantly lower than times when large numbers of
striped bass co-existed with higher populations of longfin smelt.

Page 134: The actions for longfin are stated quite differently from the sarne actions for other species
such as delta smelt. [n this case consistency is important to avoid implications of subtle
differences. For instance one of the actions here, i.e. the relocation of diversions is applicable
for many species and should be included for many species e.g. delta smelt, splittail, chinook
salmon etc. The action concerning striped bass stocking may not be valid. Two considerations
are how few smelt bass ate even when both were much more abundaat and the relatively few
bass being stocked.

Page 138: The resource section needs to put white and green sturgeon in perspective. Throughout
recorded history, white sturgeon have dominated populaticns in this system and other large
river svstems. Green sturgeon have been a small fraction of the population in the Bay-Delta but
dominate in smaller svstems such as the Eel River. This does not affect actions under this
program, but-the reader needs to understand this aspect of the resource.

Page 140: The target of reducing the perceptage lost of sturgeon to water diversiens to that of the
1060s shouid be a targe: for all the odher fish species selected in the ERFP. As an alternative.
this general target could be listed in the stressors section ¢n page 228 in the Vision for ‘Water
Diversicns. -

Page I.4): Tie last three targews listed for sturgeon appear to veaily be actions. Suitatle medificarions
sexnt o be 1 order.

Foge 140 “Who advecates a sturgeon hatchery and waat is the justificazion?
Page 1-i1: The scurce of the figure on this paze should be disclosed. Duaring cur involvement in the

sipject wuen material was being Jeveloped for the water rights hearing 10 yeurs ago, many
thouzit then that th2 propostion of the catch contrionted by hetchery fish was rauch larger than
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the proportion of the escapement indicated here. This may need some clacification. Further.
the proportion of hatchery rish varies wmong tributaries.

Page 141, first paragraph: Chinook do not alwavs grow to adulthood before returning to tresh water.

Page 141, second paragraph: The "key” to improving chinook salmon populations nezds to reterence
the SWP and CVP diversions in the Delta. Thev are among the most important factors
(stressors) to improve. Patterns need to include timing, magnitude and duration. This
paragraph should focus on component watershed differences first before making broad
statements in Volume I that are contradicted or glossed over in Volumes I and L.

Page 141, third paragraph: The tools necessary to “restore” these habitats must take site-specitic
' realities into consideration. The "one size fits all cure” won't work and the visions should
retlect reality.

Page 142, 3rd paragraph: Chinook stocks in the San Joaquin basins have been “consistently high”
less than 50 percent of the period trom 1970 to 1994, Mills and Fisher (1994) may not fairly
Jescribe the situation throughout the Central Valley tor this time period.

. age 142, Climatic events paragraph: El Nino events provide positive benefits in inland watershed
with flow deficits (e.g. 1982-83: in the San Joaquin basin - sce escapements in 1985 and 1986).

Page 143: The last sentence in the next to last paragraph on this page needs to be clarified.

Page 143, 2nd paragraph: "Rebuilding” will require understanding site-specific limiting factors and
utilization of all appropriate tools.

Page 143, eighth paragraph: Inland recreational fisheries tor chinook have not existed for some time.
hence thev have not heen the cause of chincok declines south of Stockton.

Page 143, last paragraph: The ERPP should incluGe exampies of more site-specific watershed
treatments in its concept »f “ecological processes selected for restoration include those that
create and maintain eritical babitat 2lements.” In sume werersheds. restoring a small tracticn of
habitst elements may not result in 2tfectire restoration of argst species - hence further ESA
actons mav be necessa . We are vary concerned azout this possibiiity in the San jeaguin
Basin.

Yage 144, Svd parograph: Actions underway in the Ceniral Vallsy are designed to elininate. manage,
Or miitzate siressors aud rmprove ecologicy! nrocesses (bath biclegicar and physical) and
habitats,
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Page 144, Integration With Other Restoration Programs, third bullet: sheuld include reference to
California Department of Fish and Game, 1990. "Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead
Restoration and Enhancement Plan”, 115 p. Reynolds et. Al. (1993) has a much narrower
scope and focuses only on a subset of actions defined in the 1990 publication.

Page 145, Linkage With Other Ecosystem Elements, ninth bullet under **Stressors that adversely
affect chinook salmon or its habitats include: Artificial propagation. On page 142, paragraph
3, the text indicates that “Some populations remain healthy. especially those supplemented with
hatchery production” vet the *Linkage” section defines all artificial propagation programs as
stressors. The text should be modified to state that in some places and under certain operation
strategies artificial propagation is not a stressor?

Page 145. Implementation Objective Targets and Programmatic Actions, 2nd paragraph: Cohort
replacement rates exceeding 10 are not uncommon during chinook salmon recovery periods in
the San Joaquin basin. These are notably associated with wet-year runoff patterns. The
“vision” suggests a significant level of ecosystem restoration, yet the implementation target of
only > 1.0 cohort replacement leaves little room for optimism for the San Joaquin basin.
Under this objective, a cohort replacement rate of 1.0001 is better than one - and hence
CALFED could meet its objective. However, that does not even approach the goals and
objectives in the three major programs (see “Integration” section). All tive bullets in this
section infer that the treatments:(implementation actions) would be applied to each tributary
watershed in “blanket” fashion. Each watershed is unique and should be treated as such in
selection of actions.

Page 146, References: Add CDFG. 1990. Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead Restoration and
Enhancement Plan. 115 p.

Page 154: The Department is cited as the source of the hypothesis that striped bass migrating to other
svstems may be partially resnonsible for the decline. The Department's position 1s that this is
not likely w be a significant facior,

Page 136: None of the actions described for striped bass do anything to unprove diversion/ fow
coaditiuns in the summer ar.t fall even though that is described as a proolem earlier in the
section. Tne LZRPP should address this peed.

Page 162: The SWRCS3 Bav-Dalta plan is cited in the linkages section. This is appeopriate and it
shouid be cited for quite a few other fish species to avold ag inconsistency.

Page 165: The first full paragraph in the second column does not define the <ifiorances between algas
and phytopianicon accurzes . 1leerncd thal phytopiankion are algae fouting in the water.
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Page 172: It would be helptul to say something specific about their occurrence in the Delta and Suisun

Bav- t.e. the Problem Area.

Page 198; second paragraph, left column: Reference to the Suisun song sparrow as listed should be

deleted.

Pages 220 and 221: The implementation objective for dams of.*increasing the connection” of habitat

above and below the dam should be clarified.

Page 222: The discussion for water diversions needs to recognize that fish other than salmon are
similarly affected.

Page 224: Targets of dredging and sediment disposal need to be set for Zone 2 as well. Targets for
gravel mining need to be set for Zone 13 as well.

Page 225, Introduction, third paragraph: Factors should include tish species and life stage
periodicity.

ge 223, Stressor Description, first paragraph: The relative impacts of diversions may vary by water- year
type and month of the year.
Page 226; second sentence: To-sav that the CVP/SWP diversions are not screened because thev have
louvers is misleading. Louvers have always been considered as a tvpe of screen.

Page 226; second paragraph, last sentence: It is misleading to say “few entrained fish survive". Survival has
only been rneasured for striped bass. and under many conditions approximately 80% of the small bass
passing through the plant survive.

Page 226: Add a paragraph for the San Joaquin basin. Over 300 diversions exist in the east side tributaries and
main San Joaquin River north of Hills Ferrv Read (mouth of the Merced River).

Page 227; first full paragraph: Age and increased exports are not responsiole for Tracy “exceeding original
design specifications”. [t was designed to meet the present export capacity. but it has always had
velocities during low tides which substantially diminish salvage ¢tficiercies.

Page 217, The sentence split between first und secuud columns: Rastoring fidal aciion will not chm"l te
adverse eftacts of divarsions.

Page

227, Vision: Add a paragraph acknowledzing existing reguladion egaruuo screens axd the ratter
obvicus ek of tunding and staffing 1o maintain and inspect ingtailed equipment over time to ensurs the
berciit if & rather large investmant cont.nues over time. Rco‘&cerver: Co3ls Must be amxc‘puted
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~ Page 227, Integration VWith Other Restoration Programs: [ don't believe the CVPIA Anadromous Fish
Screening Program can afford to screen “most. if not all™ diversions. nor do they intend to do so
without cost share. This may need to be clarified.

Page 228:Last two items in column 1: These two items should be replaced with recommendations submitted by
CALFED's Fish Screen Committee that fish screens at these intakes should be replaced with state-of-
the-art screens.

Page 231: The targets for dams should include reoperation to provide better conditions for fish downstream of
dams.

Page 237; first sentence: Restoration of subsided areas does not “require” fill. That is only one option.

Page 252; the last paragraph in the first colwnn is misleading: While it is presumably true that native species
have the best chance of competing successfully in an unmodified environment, that is not an assurance
that some introduced species would not out-compete them in an unmodified environment.

(The Sacramento perch and introduced members of the family are probably an excellent
example.) Regardless of that, however, the ERPP will not come close enough to restoring
“natural conditions” to have much effect on the relative competitive abilities of native and
introduced species. For example, many species were successfully introduced before 1900, and
the ERPP will fall far short of restoring anv major aspect of the ecosystem to conditions which
existed before 1900,

Page 232; Vision first paragraph: Ballast dumiping is regulated primarily by federal law.

Page 233: The proposed actions are nothing more than the status quo. The ERPP should we advocate
stronger control of bailast water, or at least stronger control if evaluations of present regulations
do not demorstrate that chev are peeventing ballast water exchdanges.

Page 276: first paragrash: Selenium i3 not a heavy mesal.
Page 277; Last word in first column: There is ne antecedent for “these” sc it is imipossible ro
undarstand what is being propose

Page 21 Introduoctizas Add seaence w last paragraph indicating the signifinant ditierence betweer
the magniude of hatchery production in the Sacramento basin compared o the San Joaquin
besin Also. a disilnction should be rade between b program objectives at Merced and
Mokelumne Piver haicharies - Morced bring more o a supplemertation approach using naturd!

-~ 1.
RIEOIT N
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Page 291; Stressor Description: Here again it is appropriate to recognize that not all hatcheries are the
same and hence they do not all pose the same types and degree of risk suggested in the text.

Page 292 and 293: A more clear distinction between the magnitude and focus of hatchery production
south of Stockton must be made to avoid misleading the reader. Due to the boom or bust habitat
conditions atforded in the San Joaquin, the populations cycle dramatically making it extremely
hard to sustain a healthy population and sustain harvest opportunity associated therewith. The
tabular summary of “Average Annual Production” for the period 1970 to 1993 overestimates
the average production at Merced River Hatchery. The period 1970 to 1996 should be utilized
to include the devastating effect of the recent 1987 1o 1992 drought.

Pwe 293, Vision: The first paragraph assumes that the level of reliance on “artificially produced” fish
is equivalent and high throughout the Central Valley watersheds. This is erroneous. [s also
assumes that “extensive restoration activities, presumably excluding additional hatchery
production in all tributary basins, will be required to shift the balance back to naturally -
produced tish populations.” This appears to be an unqualified and perhaps unattainable vision -
with necessary restraint on careful use of hatchery programs. There is also an inherent
assumption that the other “restoration” tools will be effective in restoring biological function

through restoration of physical function. The basis for this assumption is not stated and should
be.

Page 293, Vision, second paragraph: We believe that a more “robust” vision with respect to artificial
propagation, harvest, chinook salmon and steelhead is to more caretully tailor the vision to each
tributary or component of the watershed (based on the individual realities) instead of adopting a

“one size fits all” vision which can be quite unrealistic and unnecessarily confining in terms of
restoration tools and effectiveness.

Page 293, Integration With Other Pestoration Programs: [t appears the "vision™ statement
unnecessarily confines the use of arrificial produciion in a “blanket™ nature, inconsistent with
the implementation of the Salmon, Steslhzad Trout and Anadremweus Fisheries | rocrram Act ot
1983 \see ~Central Vailey Salmen and Steethesd Restoration and Enhancement Plan”, 1990.
CDFEG).
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This concludes our comments. Thank you for allowing us to review and comment on
Volume I. We look forward to reviewing the other two volumes. Again, we commend vou and
your staff on the fine job you have done in completing this dratt. We hope our comments prove
useful in improving it further. Please contact me or Mr. Frank Wernette at CALNET 8423-7800
if you have any questions about our input or would like assistance in making the needed
modifications.

Al i
H. K Chadwick
CALFED/DFG Liaison

. HKC978.wpd:fwice

cc: Regional Managers: 1, 2, 3 4
Division Chiefs: BDD, ESD, IFD, MRD, NHD, WMD, WMP
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State of California

Memorandum
Vir. Dick Daniel October 9. 1997

. Assistant Director for Habitat Restoration Date
CALFED Bay-Delta Program

From : Department of Fish and Game

Subject: Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP), Volume II: Ecological Zone Visions

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the subject document and
offers the rollowing comments to assist you in completing the ERPP. Our comments take the
form of both general comments that apply to broad portions of this volume as well as specific
comments that are annotated by page and paragraph. Overall you and your staff should be
commended for the work you have done to bring Volume II to this stage of development. We
believe that while significant work remains to complete this volume the progress you have
made has provided a solid foundation and assisted us in {ocusing our comments on those areas
that would. in our view, enhance the quality of the ERPP and improve the likelihocd for
successtul implementation.

We generally refrained from including editorial comments. The one generic editorial
cormnent we do wish to make involves the repetitive nature of much of the zone visions. We
understand the need for some repetition since not every reader will read the ectire volume and
instead will likely focus on their primary area of interest. Nevertheless, within ¢ach zone
vision there is a high level of redundancy that can be zliminated without detracting from the
quality of the vision.

Geperal Comments

The DFEG is concerned ahout ine target classificacion schem= used i this wolume. We
understand that there is a signtiicant beuctit to using a rating process which discloses any
scientific uncertainty. The arget classitication scheme, however, currently in Volume II
which uses one, two, or thres diamonrds mav need to be adjusced n order t¢ make it a usetul
tool, The tnireductory paragiap b states that tue ratings are given tased on the target’s
reliability in coutributing o widument of the boplemewniation object. Ip this context, a target
that says iucrease tidal emergent wetland by 1,000 acres will, without question. coniribuie (o
an unplamentation objective of increasing that habitac. Yer munv one or two diamend ratings
are 27ven Qor these tpes of targers when o three diamoend rating would be more apprepriaie.
If the ruting i given based or the scigntfic certainty thal the wreet, when attuin2d. will

cortriou.e eirounvel o ceiroission of he estucry then it should o2 desceribed 2nd used in that
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manner. Editorial work is needed to clarify its purpose. We have additional comments on the
rating svstem in our specific comments,

Some discussion of intermittent tributaries and their use as chinook salmon rearing
areas per studies conducted by Paul Mauslin would be a usetul addition and would be
consistent with the ecosystem approach being used in the ERPP.

The ERPP should include reterences to acquiring existing high-quality habitats as part
of the restoration plan. Protection of existing high-quality habitats can be an important
companion strategy to creating new habitats. Created and restored habitats cannot always
guarantee success; existing high-quality habitats already provide necessary ecosystem
functions. Creation and restoration may be more suitable for severely degraded habitats.

Many statements are made regarding improvements in ecosystem processes that are
made without source references. This makes it difficult to know which statements are
supported by scientific investigations, which are based on experience, judgement, or scientific
inference, and which are suppositions. Where possible, the ERPP should indicate sources of
knowledge or bases of supposition.

Overall, one can conclude that much of what is proposed is an irnprovement over
existing conditions, although the specifics of what we can expect in terms of population
increases are not quantitatively presented in most cases. Perhaps this is because for sore
species the known quantitative data is based on delta outflow and this document makes no
quantitative assessment of how ruch flow is going to be provided for environmental
restoration. [f this is the case, it needs to be stated as such. If there are other reasons they
need to be incorporated in this document as well.

Many of the actions, if carried out, will not oniy result in a more productive and
neulthier ecosysient but atso a much more esthetic eavirenniznit than what we currently have.
Consider inciuding a statement on the improved esthetics of habitat restoration.

In reviewing ihe decuinent, the section for the Muisun/North Bay was fuund o be
coniusing since many of the references are objeciives for the ela which do not seem to relate
ro the focus of the chapter. The sense is that these sections weare naraphrased or lifted from
otiier rections and applied to the Suisun/Nertn Bay section bt are not applicabdle o the North
Bav wetlands and tidal rearsh systems. This zon2's vision ould be carefully redrafted.

Ve hiave o numoer of comments on diese portions of thie ERPP that address the food
web. The focus o our comments 15 on the need tor the ERPP o fully disclose areas of
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scientitic debate and uncertainty with respect to the food web. The statements in this
document regarding the tood web could be improved significantly by referring to the literature
on the estuary. The list of references. for instance. does not include any papers written on
planktonic invertebrates. We recommend that the author of this document refer to (1)
Kimmerer and Orsi. 1996. Changes in the zooplankton of the San Francisco Buy estuary
since the introduction of the clam Poramocorbula amurensis. Pp. 403-424 in San Francisco
Bay: the ecosystem. J.T. Hollibaugh. ed. AAAS, Pacific Division. San Francisco,
California; and (2) Orsi und Mecum. 1996, Food limitation as the probable cause of a long-
term decline in the abundance of Neomysis mercedis the opossum shrimp in the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Estuary. Pp. 375-402 above. The most serious shortcoming ot not recognizing
the findings in these papers is that assertions in the ERPP that improving flows and reducing
exports will increase secondary production may not fully account for the influence of other
factors in the level of secondary production. Analyses done by Kimmerer suggest that losses
to export pumping are too small to have an impact on Neomysis and Eurytemora. These
organisms may be affected more by the Asion clam than by freshwater tlow. The statement at
the bottom of page 83, lett column, that proposed improvements in spring flows, channel
hydraulics, wetland habitats, and floodplain inundation should lead to a healthier and more
productive aquatic food web may be true for the Delta but not tor Suisun Bay where the Asian
clam may have the largest influence over phytoplankton. The statement on page 85 that
follows the above savs that “Improved water quality and sediment retention ... will also
increase food web productivity.” However, “unproved water quality ™ is not defined and it is
not at all clear how sediment retention can increase food web productivity. Improving water
quality can actually reduce productivity as happened in the Stockton area of the San Joaquin
River after tertiary waste treatment began. Both phvtoplankton and zooplankton
concentrations there declined sharply and have remained low ever since.

The ERPP should disclose that one of the most important factors affecting mysid
sirtmup and zooplankten is now the Asian clam, which prevs on the young of some copepods
and consames the phytoplankton tood of mysids, copepods, and rotifers. Another important
fact is chat 2lthough many native species of zooplaskton have declined they have been replacec
oy introduced species that are as abundant as the natives once were., In other words, the loss
n secondary prndwrion has be=u confined to roufers and mysids and fo 2 {2sser extent.
Clac'oce: Copspods 2¢ 1 group have besn unatfectad secnuse of the abundance of
anrod Mc{ copencds, muved totdl copepod atundsnce has increased compaced to the early
19705, Copepods are moe imoriant to larval and smail fish thoa the cther zooplankrton
groups. This may be wiy wve haven't linkad changes in n:.\h abupdancs to zocuiankion
abunsance, Increasing odtftows i dry and eritical vears oy result in higher chyroplankton
concerirations but the ¢oncentcations piav pot be as as they were in rtw r::triy 1970s and
MEy D0t he accomp:u:;':d L:'. high mooplankron abundonce due o the Asian clam,
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The ERPP should disclose that there are areas of potential disagreement among
scientists with regards to how effective restoring tidal emergent wetland and shatlow water
habitat will be in restoring the estuary's aquatic ecosvstem. One issue relates to the
justification for the acreuge targets linked to habitat levels in the early 1900s when some
believe the estuary was relatively healthy as late as the 1930s well after most wetland habitat
losses had occurred. Another issue relates to how drastically the species composition has
changed since the late 1800s and how the current species composition may result in
improvements for introduced resident fish and an ncrease in the predation on splittail and
juvenile chinook salmon. [n essence, historically blackfish, native suckers, Sacramento perch,
and thicktail chubs may not have represenied the same level of predatory tlreat.

Regarding steelhead, this document is a vast improvement over all other Central Valley
anadromous salmonid restoration plans that have been developed over the past 20 years which
have largely ignored naturaily-spawning steelhead. It is believed that this has been a
contributing factor in their decline and the resultant proposal to list them as endangered under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The document needs to state that Central Valley
steethead are officially a Proposed Endangered Species under the ESA. Except for those
comments noted as follows, this document adequately addresses the fact that restoration of

steelhead populations will require measures that are different from those to restore chinook
salmon.

The single-most timiting factor for steelthead populations in the Central Valley is lack
of access to0 an estimated 95 % of the historical spawning and rearing habitat (Reynolds et al.
1993; Yoshiyama et al. 1996) because of dams. Consequently, steelhead are relegated to
spawning in low elevation reaches that were historically only used as migration corridors. We
are pleased to see that lack of access is addressed in specific Ecological Zones and Units. The
document, however, should acknowledge that this is the greatest stressor for steelhead on a
svstem-wide baC" We are alsn pleased to see that high water temiperatures are identifiad as a
major tmiting faccor for aoruratly spawning stew,head ponulations that o«ist in wilwater
reaches below the l [ge [eservoirs. :

In the [mplementation Ob‘ es, Targets, and Programmatic Actions section of
sopropriate Ecological Zeees, nits, studies siiould be proposed o examins the geneiic
composition of wild resident rainbew trout populations that are isolated from the ccean by
Jams (e.g. Middle Fork ~merican River, Middle Fork Stoney Creek, Putah Creek), seme of
Wwhic 1a;p4rc1c1\' stili exiubit ruigratory behaviors, If comparison wih other known rainhow
trout genotrpes indicates that these popuiat'ons are derived from native Central Valley
stecliicad porulations ot were olated when the dams were closed, this would be the most
appz'("priatc source from which o reestblisf narive stesthicad [ opulations to streams where
ey fave becorne extipated. Genctic stud'es have demonstrated that this phenomenon or
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“forced” residualization of steelhead populations by dam construction has occurred among
southern California steelhead populations (Nielsen 1994 Nielsen et al. in press)

There needs to be some acknowledgment of the fact that severe tragmentation of
naturally spawning steethead populations has probably contributed to the overall decline.
Central Valley steelhead populations are so disjunct that lack of dispersal from the historicaily
more robust populations to smaller populations inhabiting relatively unimpacted stream
systems (such as Mill and Deer creeks) may help to explain why-these populations are not
recovering. Recovery of steelhead populations in the larger tributaries (e.g. American,
Feather, Stanislaus rivers) could help to reestablish other populations.

The ERPP should include a discussion regarding its contribution to the durability and
resiliency of the estuary once its ecological health is restored. For instance, a discussion
should be added which addresses future population growth and future increases in demand for
water. Ecosystem restoration and maintenance requires assured amounts of water for the
environment which will not be reduced for the ratchetin effect of population driven demand for
other uses.

. Specific Conments

Page 2, Table 1: The east and west San Joaquin ecological units should have the word Basin added to
their name. The table should be consistent with Figure 19 which shows two Ecological Units:
the upper and lower West San Joaquin Basins.

Page 3, Paragraph 3, Left column, Last sentence: Replace “re-engineered water diversions”™ with
alternative wording relating to changes in water management or facility re-operation. With the
excoption of screens and attempts to impiove fish hauling at collection facilities, little has been
doune up unul aow to re-engineer water diversions to assist in restoring tish and wildlife
resources of the Bay-Delta.

Page 4, Paragraph 2, Right column, Senteince 1: This sentence states that each of the 14 zones i3
characterized by a predominant phyvsicul inabitat tvpe or species asscmbleyz. This statemens
could be misieadivg since some zores w2 represented by a large assorimaiat of habitat types
and species asserdlages. Consider a raore complete discussion of the rationaie for the zon:.
boundarivs and how the 14 zones vore ultimately selected.

Page 5, Column 1, Paragraph 2: There is somis concern about labeling ths concentration of toxic
substances in fish riesue as an “indicotor of ecusystem bealth.” Tissue countaraination often has
&

a biological thisshoid level, where oelow this concentration. there s no individual or
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population erfect. Occasionally. known contaminant levels in tish mayv approach possible
biological effect levels (e.g. selenium in sturgeon) in some local fish species.

Page 5, Phasing: We recommend modifying the phasing discussion. As worded, it states that the
restoration strategy will focus on endangered species first and then efforts will expand and
focus on the broader issue of restoring ecological health. DFG believes that this statement
conflicts with much of what is said in the Introduction and with the basic principle that
restoring ecological health is fundamental to restoring listed as well as non-listed species.

Page 6, Third Bullet: DFG is concerned about the implications of the last bullet under number 4. It
could be interpreted as overemphasizing economic. considerations. We recommend reworking
as follows: “... ERPP implementation, including adjustments to ecosystem targets, funding

priorities, and restoration techniques to attain ecosystem objectives expeditiously, thus
ensuring that ...".

Page 6, Terms Used in the ERP?: On page 3 the term solution alternative is used. Some readers of
the ERPP may not be familiar with this term. Consider adding a definition for it.

Phasing: The issue of how long it will take to complete the actions should be integrated into
the phasing discussion. For instance, it makes sense to start early on difficult, slow acting
measures that can be implemented more quickly.

Page 6, Ecological ’rocess: Ecological process is used apparently only for abiotic processes. The
ERPP should explain where ecosystem functions that are biotic to fit into this list. For
examaple, it should describe where the fixation of carbon and the input of carbon (i.e. primary
production) fit in. Shouldn’t this be considered to be an ecological process, trophic process,
and a food web process? Additionally, there is no mention of food web at this point in the
document but it is referred to later throushout,

Page 6, Stressor: In the definition of stressor the word adversely is used. This 18 an emotionally
charged word; consider changing the word to dramatically, a more reutral adjective. Narural
stressors such as a 100-vear flood may not always be ecologically detrimental to the
ecosysternt. Some comrmunities or populations reguire pegiccie “raserting” evems © naintaip
diversity o population vigor.

Pages 7 and §, Classification of Tacgets: Clarificieicn of this rating process would help avoid
confusior regarding how the poocess will inter face with Phasing described onpage 5. The
wnplication s that actions that fall under a targer rated “with oae diorrond would not ge forward
antil the additicual research, demensaacion, and evaluation are complered. A similer tevel of
confusion r2y73 with @cgats rated with two dimmends. The ERPP stould 2xpiain that targets
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will be aggressively pursued even though they may receive a lower rating. The DFG is
concerned that if the ratings are taken literally. that very few targets will be pursued until atter
extensive research or small scale pilot projects are completed and detailed monitoring proves
the target’s actions effective. [f that occurs for instance in the Delta Ecological Zone, only
about ten percent of the nearly 70 targets would be pursued in the near term (1-10 vears).

Only targets related to areas such as tish screens, ballast water regulation, dredging guidelines,
and increased law enforcement would be pursued. All are curiously related to stressors and
not the highest priority. restoring ecological processes. We, therefore, recommend that the
ERPP explicitly recognize that the level of “reliability” can vary among the programmatic
actions as well.

Page 9, Paragraph 1, Senteuce 3: Tule Marsh is a very generic description of the vast habitats
found within the Bay-Delta Estuarv. According to the San Francisco Esruary Project’s “Status
and Trends Report on Aquatic Resources in the San Francisco Estuary,” the historic Delta
supported extensive wetlands including ponds. sloughs, marshes. and a riparian strip along the
rivers that was as much as 40 miles wide. An accurate portrayal of the historic Delta should
be included to help important determine baseline conditions for restoration.

.age 9, Columa 2, Paragraph 1: One key assumption of adaptive ranagement is that we may
discover the cause of an envicoumental problem if we examine the response to a type of
treatment.  Unfortunately, restoration actions or projects are not “reproductbie” experiments.
Often the observed results are the results of complex set of vartables and conditicns that
occurred during the study period or before this period. This condition may be unique and the
key controlling factors may not be the ones studied. Therctore, there is a high risk that
managers may misinterpret the results of the “treatment™ uniess duplicate field trials are
conducted.

Page 9, Right Column, Second Parageaph, sentence 1t The use of the termy wazerfow in a
pareathesis after nycrauiics nrb,r(*cs a .ncomplet: pictire of what hydraulics addresses. WWe

o

recomumeid referring the revder 10 Volume T for a definition ot expecting the reader 10 100K t0
Volume [ tor clarification o 'dm terri used. The word wateriow should be deieted here.
Page 10, Column L, Last Paragrapls The ERPP ot Giat activw ey also ;w-;'w:zr to be ingffecive

at atest scaie, but be erccrve on a broader ¢ il of impleineacaiion, The LRPP snouid

explain how managers would determine that this etfect hud cocurred. Adaptive munagement

would requirs that a proposed rupicmeatation action would be :'-3~:;or:51derv~;-u or ewneraaed 1n
importance if the pilot test “fated.”

Page 14, Right Usinmn, Pavagranis b Grongh 40 Flow indormation o e Dl or':.’msmg.
e oby eyt R LT R B " [N b ens A (¢
Thees par: gr"‘;‘f}b should o reicomnatred toaake clenr whe doie ave being doserited for
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inilow or outflow. For instance, the first sentence of paragrapn 2 belongs in the first
pariagraph since we believe it is a continuation of a description of spring {lows through the
Delta (presumably inflow). Another way to assist in claritving these data is to use bar graphs
which depict historical versus unimpaired tor both intlow and outtlow.

Page 12, Right column, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2: The sentence should read November through
) =
March. Significant changes were observed in April and May in the 19¢s.

This sentence and
paragraph should be modified accordingly

Page 12, Paragraph 3: Delete this paragraph and add: *...provided by output from a particle

transport model (DeltaMOVE)™ at the end of the second sentence in the second paragraph.

Page 13, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1: Clarifv spawned population that this statement is referring to.

Page 13, Species - Habitat Association Table: Add word “tidal” before emergent wetland for the
black rail.

wge 15, Paragraph 2, Last Sentence: List the fish species that depend upon Shaded Riverine
Habitar.

Page 16, Column {: Consider including agricultural practices as a stressor. Agricultural reclamation
activities have eliminated most of the original emergent marsh in the Delta, and unfavorable
agricultural practices such as pesticide spraying, clean farming, and crop changes negatively
eftect wildlife in the Delta. In the agricultural settings there may be virtually no insects
present resulting in the bottom end of the terrestrial food web being greatly reduced or absent.

Page 16, Paragraph 3: The roxins have been demonstrated only in bioassayv.

Page 16, Paragraph 4: The mmplication that the population of 2reen sturgeon (s siable mayv not he an
accurate assessment of rms species condition; the viston in Volume [ suggests that there is 2
aeed to improve coaditions for stirg

el

M
eon. Furthermors. this section does not adequatsly set the
stage for the vision presen

led on page 3.

rage 17, r.eit Columin, Paragravh 3: The statemernt thar the

American shad population is stable and
healthy is not accurate. The vision for Armwercican shad in Veiume 1 suggests a need to increasc
populations.

Page 17, Righr Columa, Paragruphe: 2 throngh 4 [rmay not be aporocnae to include sections on
marine tishes for this L,coh:;f:m:r:a. Zone, Consider dute L.:g it here and puning it in the Suisun
Bav and novth San Fronciseo Bav zone.

cond sentenie ui notagroph 2. delete
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. other sh and watertowl. .. ” and nsert “wildlire,”

Page 19; Right Column, Last paragraph: Since only the gates ure in this unit. moediry this sentence
to read: *...Delta Cross Caannel (DCC) gates which, when open. allow Sacramento River
Water to flow into the OCC 1o the forks of ...."

Page 22: Left Column, Paragrapgh 2. Sentence 3: The water vear classitication should be included.
We believe it is intended to be drier water vears.

Page 23: The land use intormation for the Central and West Delta Ecological Unit is missing and
should be included.

Page 23, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1: Consider specifying the electric generaring stations referred to.

Page 24, Paragraph 2: [nclude terrestrial food web productivity. Increased terrestrial food web
productivity will naturally come trom restoration of riparian, seasonal wetland, and emergent
marsh comrunities, [ncreased terrestrial community health is a necessary component to Delta
ecosystem restoration and may be more heavily impacted than the aquatic component.

Page 26, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1@ Caretully evaluate improvements o existing shallow-water
habitat. Fill placed over an existing productive shaliow-werer nabitat may not function as
well the existing habitat did.

Page 26, Paragraph 7, Sentence 7@ Wacer hvacinth control should be described so that impacts can
be properly evaluated.

Page 27, Lelt Column, Paragraph One: Add the word ~gates” afier DCC inthe first line,

Page 27, South Deltz Ecalogical i nit: This section shoula einphusize the potentiat for farge scale
restoration of b;d temergznt wetland and udal perenniad aguaiic nct bliat considering the currant
and elevations. Because land subsidence has been less dramatic, restoration can proceed ou a
quch faster track then in e Contral and Wese Delia Feclogical Unit

toge 28, mighs Joluom, { Parggrepn, Last Seatonce: T e porantiel acrions deseribed of foreing
tidal lows throwgh utht channels 15 contrary o the overall arproach of the _;ii’P ot restoring

< l’
processes. We reconunznd deleting reference o alienag ficel fowvs in thaneeis with bigh

! . ' o " S . I3 -
Juatiiy, mid-cnenel ishands, shocefine marshes, riparian o sliaihory warer,
D, Tin T l [ERRT LS TSI (TN L PR TG ':r\r‘f R R T R A e L s T Sl et :wp
c"’b Leascoond Lar 344 “‘,\,I., FLCUT CLOITRG, LEIEY SRNTeNCOT DS SCAThL GQonOTinen il feannve
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vatue of restored habitar if Alternative 3 is seiecied. A simular sentence should be added to the
section on the South Dela Ecological Unit,

Page 29, Central Valley Stream Temperature: Add reference to Deltu channels being used as
rearing areas for salmon as well.

Page 30, Seasonal Wetland Habitat, Last Sentence: Add rerrestrial wo aquatic food web of the
Delta and Bay. '

Page 31, Predation and Competition: Excluding fish such as salmon and delta smelt from areas that
harbor concentrations of predators (such as Clifton Court Forebay) should in the vision.

Page 32, Chinook salmon: Saying that salmon populations will remain stable implies that actions
taken will have no benefticial etfect. We do not agree and believe “remain stable or” should
be deleted.

Page 32, Paragraph 6. Sentence 1: Benerits associated with late-winter and spring tlows are subject
to operations and diversions. Currently, the preferred alternative for the Interim South Delta
Project (ISDP) calls for an increase in diversions during fall and winter months to make up for
reduced diversions in the Spring. CALFED needs to provide assurance that these tlows will
remain in the systein for tisheries benefis.

Page 33, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4: Identify what the large invertebrates are.

Page 23, Paragraph 3, Sentence 2 & -4 Has it been demonsteated that zooplankton are entrained to
the extent of reducing the populations significantly? This is not the case based en Wim
Kimmerer’s analyses of zooplankton entrainment.

Page 33, Integration with orher Resteration Progress: Sections on page 90 and 91 of this ~wolume
velong here as well.

=i,

Page 35. Right Colnru, Paragrapis 1 and 20 7These paragrapbs aopear out of place and perhans are
better suited 1o discusions on Phasing and Lupisicentaton speciic o this zone. .\ serarate

Page 35, Right Celumn, Paragraph One: Dizzussions siould include retorense to nawy sceeens at
any wolaed facilities that may be selected as the poterred TAHALEFED Alternanve.

~y L =y Y

age 36, Centyal Viaoiey Hablros Foumt Yeotuwre: This naragraph needs (¢ be restructured so it
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captures information contaiied on "dgc ~M) of this volume and more completely describes the
Ripariun Hubitat Joint Verture und 5B-34 programs.

Page 37: A general rationale section should be provided here for processes fike it has been tor
habitats.

Page 37, Target 2: [t would be helptul to clarify what percentage of these "San Joaquin River”
spring inflows are expecied 10 b met by the east side tributaries to the Delta and San Joagquin
River. Some of this explanation could be included in the rationale starting on pagz 38. Thc
linkage with Target 3 would also help especially for dry vears when Sacramento infiow is
targeted at a minimal rate of 13,000 cf3 for the entire month of May.

Page 39, Paragrapn 3: White and green sturgeon have finished spawning in most years by May.
May tlows, however, are likely important for moving sturgeon as well as striped bass to the
pursery areas downstream to the Delta where the nursery conditions are likely better for
survival than they are upstream.

age 40, Central Valley Siream Temperature: The temperature targets are generally insufficient to
ensure restoration of chinook salmon. Targets should instead descrice keeping water
temperature below 60° in the soring, since at 65°, significant temperature related mortality 1s
occurring. Also, mean datly water temperature 1s not an adeaquate way of measuring
temperature effects on sabmon. Teroperatures should be measured as a not te exceed daily
maximun.

Page -0, Delta Chaunel dlvdraulics: The one diamond rating for Target L s inappropriate. A three
diamond rating should be given. We recognize that Targets 1 and 2 were developed in a
mannet that would not predetermine the seiection of a Preferred Alternative tor CALFED.
However, becawre of thot soree programmatic acons would beconrz uanecessary and other

nesy actions included it some varialion of Alternat

At minimum, the ratonade section suewd 2piwcily recogmze s, I,anzuaoe like the [ast
sentence in the rationale for the Aguatic Food Web on page 42 should be added here as well.

M B P S g [ SR LS o RS IETIEN i P ey
MRS ORI ;Y.T'.ln‘ of tiryed 1 chowad stmply o2 TRLustao o sore Laiarsl farernal Belta v
fows,™ Tae presentins SUIZLON 1S Lites: zrd,’ CORSLIaInIng Ak i o really aecessary

asowd nresslecting a couvovances altornasive.

onamic condivions in dhe rivers anda sleughs of
12 0 TOT Ui FRSIOTALON OF AUALic T2s e,
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Page 41. Rationale: Add striped hass to deltu smelt as a species to be transported as iarvae.

rg

age 41, Paragraph 11, Sentence 1: Helping o restore... The need is to restore hvdraulic
conditions to their natural state.

Currently, there are four phvsical barriers in the South Delta, all of which become permanent
with the ISDP. [SDP is part of many CALFED alternatives. Clarify how this project’s
preferred alternative (Four permanent parriers, a new intake in Clifton Court Forebay,
increased diversions, increased pumping, and dredging) will be consistent with the CALFED
alternatives.

Page .12, Last Paragraph, Sentence 1: Regarding the discussion on restoring the interface, etc.
clarify what level restoration etrforts will attempt to achieve. For example. is the plan to
restore to 1906 conditions?

1ge 42, Bay-Delta Aquatic Food Web: Target 1 should be rated with three diamonds.

Page 43, Paragraph 1, Sentence 3: Consider stating, ... damage the ecosystem...” Ecological
health is not well defined and not the test choice for this statenent.

Page 43, Tidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat, Rationale: This section should also explain that this

habitat will be restored as a mosaic with restoration of tidal emergent wetland and delta
sloughs.

Page 45, Delta Sloughs, Rationale: This section should also explain that this haoitat will be restorsd
as a mosaic with tidal perennial aquatic habitat and tidal emergent wetland.

age 46, Programmatic Action 120 A tootndte shouid be added to clarify whemer the are:
as part of this action is included in or additive to the target for midchannel islands.

Page A4, ght Colunin, Ratlonsdes The sooond paragraph stmud be deleted siiee it ¢28078 10 non
tidul emergent wetlana, It ke p toneeds 1o be wodified o 2xpiain oo in some arces pon-tidal

(94 L] 893

smergent wetiuind mav be an intermediaie step to assist in sudbsidence control or istamd

~

GCCreticn nrioy {o restoring udm aciiun.

Pege 47, Lefi Cotimn, Rutionale: The fast seinence should be modifiwed since 1o Specific acreage

rczess Bore presented for any unit, We recommend thar the rationale rencenize the

subsaantisl pre-1900 tosses in bz Souin Delia Unit and that a siguilizan: avewnt of tdal
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emergent wetland (up to 23 %5 would he restored depending on the water convevance
alternative selected.

Page +47. Programmatic Action 1£: A footnote should be added that in the long-term up to 75
percent ot this acreage may ve restored to tidal actions when appropriate land elevations are
achieved through island accretion. These restored acreage totals would ultimartely be additive
to the tidal emergent wetland targets. Upon restoring tidal action, targets for the Central and
West Delta Ecologieal Unit would be subsequently adjusted to avoid the need to restore

additional non-tidal emergent wetland above upproximately 2,500 acres

Page 48: The phrase, “...develop u cooperative program to...” should be added to programmatic
actions 2A and 3A.

Page 48, Rationale: The discussion of a land-water interface needs to be clarified since the rationale
primarily addresses areas subject to tidal action.

Page 49, Lelt Column, Rationale: The last sentence should be modified so that it doesn’t state that,
"most of the seasonal wetlands™ should be subject to periodic flooding. Instead it should state
that “significant areas of restored seasonal wetlands.”

'age 49, Riparian and Riveriue . \qufmc Habitat: The specitications describing the targeted widths
of the riparian corridor apply to other targets in the Delta not just L aad 2. The ERPP should
use $0% over 75 feet wide and 20¢% over 300 feet wide for the remaining targets.

Page 50, Rationale, Last sentence: The plant species listed are not found in this plant community.
They skiould be deleted or an explanation given for how riparian woodland restoration will
herefit these plants.

Cage F1: Perepnind Grassiand Programmatic Action 1€ This siould s 1.0C9 10 2.€00 acres and
A new dction, 11, should be udded for tac Central aad West Dem Ec ogical Unirof 1000 «
2.000 acres.

Page J3 Water Dimensions: 2rogcenanadty Scton 18 siouid e cowernsl o ;-':‘-lnw wr relocaring
; ' < e B itn ey g TRR RN B T T T P SR R ey Yiorlt Sdi
e fmiaaes ot ree Souwn Delta pumning plants, SC-.v,u.lng ihose new hreakss, and including fish
bypassey as needed.
Ts . kP, . ; [P SNy b
Fage 53, Levevs, Bridgos, and Bank r‘ atectinn: Tne avgsts desctibed <hould inciude 2 teotecte

S[(i[‘.".g that the _».,(‘.ulf.'u. Jed ol
Riverine Aouatts Hasions,

y those descrived for hxr"‘ San and
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Page 33, Rationale: Chadwick and Von Geldern's paper is cited here vet it has more (o do with
exotic introductions. There is no 1990 paper bv DFG cited in the reterences and Exhibit #2 to
the 1992 Stte Water Resources Control Board hearing on the Delta should be cited since there
was information thereirn regarding the diversion etfects on striped hass in the Delta. Also,
Exhibit #4 on white catfish would have some information on diversion etfects

Page 35, Invasive Riparian and Salt Yarsh Plants: How realistic is it to remove 50% of these
plants? List which native riparian vegetation species have been excluded due to non-native
plants. Is there any evidence that non—native plants have adversely affected ecosystem
processes and functions? That which is currently riparian habitat in the Delta is largely the
product of human constructs. Due to this, what is the context of “native” when the riparian
morphometry and habitat are so altered from the natural state? Additionally, stands of

eucalyptus trees are used by heron and egrets for rookeries and bamboo provides habitat for
resident fishes.

Page 56 Predation and Competitions: A rating of one diamond for the target of reducing predation
losses in Clifton Court Forebay is too low. [t should be rated three diamonds. The target
lacks quantification of the reduction being sought. We recommend that the target specify 75 to
90 percent. We also recommend an additional target and actions that address reducing in-
channel predation around numan structures.

Page 36, Right Column, Rotionule: The last sentence does not adequately characterize how some
water convevance alternatives could eliminate the need to pursue actions related to predation
control in Clifton Court Forebav. Additional language should be added.

Page 58, Delta Smelt: Add “state” after “is” in the second line.

Page 60, Splittoil: Reference to the splistait as a state candidatz should be Jeleted.

Page 68, Spilttail, Paragraph 30 e resd Jor tlows to carry splittait farvae and juveniles
Jdownstream has vet to be demonstrated os needed or importani.

Page 6, Lefl Cofonm, Rationsier Rostering flood piain processes will iso benefin splitiatl.
Puage 58-62: Targers for aguatic species should we rated with thres dlamends not one or 1v0.

he o T QN I S TRy SN te i enyeen 1 o Pl bapers e iF ! ; -
Gove 63. Colunm 1, Last Pavaroaph: 7 s ungoown if there s a link becveen outfiow and shiner
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Page 04, YWestern Spadefoot and Cafiforaia Tiger Salamander: Add rereanial grassland o the
araet.

Page 63, Red-leeged rrog: The rationale section should include reference o using proper water
management techniques in the canals. side channels, backilow pools. =ud ponds o discourage
establishment of predatory species such as bullfrogs and non-nutive fish,

Page 67, Greater Sandhill Crane, Programinatic Action: Add seasonal weatland to the habitats 0 be
restorad.

Page 71, References: Some references in this vision are not cited in this section previously and
should be.

Page 76, Rignt Columu, Paragraph One: Comments made +n this same section in the Delta Zone
apply here as well.

Page 77, Column 2, Puragraph 2: It is unclear what nontidal-perennial aquatic habitat is and how
some of the attributes assigned to it are achieved. Clarify this type of habitat and its attributes.
The discussion concerning lakes and ponds behind levees on reclaireed islands is inaccurate.
DFG 1s unaware of such features within the North Bay. The discussion indicates that such
features support rare and declining species, some of which sre listed as threatened or
cadongerad by the State or Federal government: tf this is true, these species should be
identificd siace we are unaware of fisted species which would use such nabitats. [t appears
this pocagraph confuses ponds and lakes with seasonal pertods which oceur on these lands and

may be an instance where a habitar fzuture which may be found in the Delta has been assumed

to oceur tn the Suisuy North Bav Zone.

Page 77, Cotaomm 2, Paregranh 40 "Th2 second part of de discussion on tidal ina-stes is confusing.

The dizcussion ks of the vporane habiac antriates ot emerzent inarshes, Tae discussion
stiould identify thie type of emergens marsit. this s, it is assumed gp wan videl emergent,
but it s unclear. There wiso needs ¢ be 2 discussion Hf the primary wetland - pickleweed

MArsiies,

s oie ey R
s i N
-

"k U S L P Pl s N T2 e vusene

fage 7 Colan O, 0 EEOSLIVES SRS FURLONE g A {aph, »\l(-" A TOANAI TR DACS L il TASSES SUhke oal
wetlands. :lzc Jiscusson indmaes that such wedands wers an abuadans feature in the
Stisun ')x fotay Zone pricr W r-‘:i'm‘;uilov Sm.cc s v historicn. vy was predon ‘.nat‘ v

LY URGIQUT RTS8

necirars earind oher han l:.C"“}_', ribtary stesams ¢

de 1 i ol R R UG S - PRI
e L H"E urinnds, The Slsoussica 0N 0 Detrer d2ins simiens whish would
R T royt } Qe ot v Nang aw S 3¢ Lo A¥s IR LTSN
TV ST IO el 0 0 NaDE Bay. Sl SGaa. dands ¢ the
Ui Nord oy Zone are o arally caner ar feraotangs which sewscnaily
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pond water. These wetlands, while providing nabutat tor watertowl, shorebirds, and other
wildlite species, would not he considered tish habitats hecause of their inaccessibility and
scasonal characteristics.

Page 78, Colurun 2. Paragraph 3: Levee construction is identitied as resulting in rhe loss o
riparian, wetland, and shallow sater habitat in the North Bay. This is a contusing statement
which seems more appropriate in a discussion of the Delta. In the SuisurvNorth Bay Zone
tevee construction has resulted n a reduction in tidal marsh and shallow-water nabitats and
expansion ot managed and seasonal wetlands in the ceclaimed area. Riparian nabitats in this
cone are tound along the tributary streums at the upper reaches of the tides. Riparian nabitat is
not generally found in areas subject to reclamation by levee construction due to high salinity.

Page 78, Column 2, Paragraph <: Dredging and disposal of dredged material has led to the loss and
degradation of aquatic habitats and vegerated berm islands. This again seems to be a
discussion more associated with the Delta. Dredging in the zone huas resuited in direct ioss of
tidal wetlands, mudtlats, and sloughs and the filling of seasonal wetlands behind dikes. [t is

unknown what is meant by berm islands since these do not appear to be a habitat teature of the
zone.

Page 79, Colarun 1, Paragraph 50 Delta smeit are listed by both the stawe und federal governments
as threatened.

Page 81, Left Column, Paragraph 5: The Suisun song sparrow is found only in the Suisun Bav.
This subspecies does not occur in the North Bav., The North Bay is populated by the San
Pablo song sparrow, a separate subspecies which is a species of special concera

Page 81, Right Column, Paragraph {: The name of the bridge in the fourth line should e provided.

Page 31, Right Column., Paragrapit 2. Senteuce 5t This stotenent shouid be checked for accuracy.
as 113 believed thai the gates have the ahility 1o operate from Septemier through Vay.
September operations have occurred in the past and discussicens are underway regarding
tishery mpoets associated with this voeretion <hedule,

dage 87, Descriptions oF Lceolegical Unityr e <i¢<c gl
anproved (o the A?apa River, sonome Creek,
recomnuend (at they Be renTitten as fuliows:

Nana Rivers Feoyoxical Uinin

R

N . Ly .
3 ot )

Following, © o contetting 0o Sat Pulle Bav 7 the [>aru->r:xi=h shoubi road:

- I Y ST IR IS a4 VO T aeriA e Cola e v o Iy Tovm e pien P v am el
The 711«.1,{::' vl dhe seaniern ares iy I_,ru’._x. Gs which was historie Y Ggad mursin, o urfrenuy,
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most of the Bavlands have been reclaimed for salt or agriculwural production. A network of
sloughs fringed by saline emergent marsn is also present. The sloughs have become silted as a
result of lost tidal prism. The Bavlands are surrounded by uplands composed primarily of
grasslands which are rapidly being converted to urban and agricultural (vinevard) uses. [n the
north, natural upper river watcrshed habitats tnclude grasslands. oak savanna, oak woodlands,
mixed conifer. and chaparral. Vinevards are the predominant land use in the upper watershed.
Extensive urban development along the river is associated with the cities of Napa and Vallejo.
Stream and riparian habitats have been reduced by agricultural und urban development md
flood control measures.
(Note: Vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands characteristically found in the upper
watershed have been almost entirely eliminated in the Napa River Ecological Zone. This is

also true for oak savanna. These habitats were on the valley tloor which has been largely
converted to vinevards.)

Sonoma Creek Ecological Unit:

Beginning with the second sentence, we DUOGCS[ the following:

The main habitat tvpes of the southern portion of the unit are the Baylands, composed of tidal
sloughs with narrow fringing marshes, some diked managed wetlands, diked farm lands,
mostly oat and hay. and surrounding uplands characterized by grasslands, vernal pools, and
oak woodlands quickly being converted to vinevards. Tidal marshes and channels are reduced
as u result of reclamation. Seasonal wetlands develop during the rainy season on reclaimed
agricultural lands. Urban development along the upper civer is associated with the city of
Sotioma. Vineyards are the predominant land use in the upper watershed particularly on the
vallev floor. The mounrtains of the watershed are characrerized by oak woodlands, chaparral,
and mixed conifer habitats. -
(Note: As tn the Napa Unit much of the vernal Dool seasonal wertland and oak savanna habitat

found on the vailev tloor and at the foot of the hills has been eluninated as a result of
agciculturas and urban development.

coraluma River Ecolugicat Unig;

Degiuning with the second senience. we “er'f\mme"d the fol’ wing revision:

R3S
<

s ant sloughs, cod diked
seasondl w2nands and ;1&310:‘-(; baviaeis \s!m‘l nave bHeen tock "ft, for agriculture., The diked

e lower pertion of e wigershed B couposed of :';u-

cgrcwtural tands uiterpig !‘_v sond water during the ralny season which arovides habitat for
siworebivas and warerfowt, The sarrounding uoiancs ars un.'('l&:r")if;,:':,(_ bv open yrasslaads a

aek gavannas, Uhis unit conrans the largsst extant of aatural ddal marsh on e west Soast.
Tre uprer waterstad 2 raopdly devewoping with Penaluma. the *1[’:\.\ citv. Agricultural uses
include grasmg, caaar producion. and vineyards. =
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san Pablo Bay

t is questionable whether the salinity is stratified most of the year or not. This might be the
case under high outflow conditions, but is not the condition in dry periods/years. The mixing
zone would be upstream of San Pablo Bay in dry vears. -

Page 82, Vision for the Ecological Zone: Stcelhead were historically present in the Napa River,
Sonoma Creek, and Petaluma River Ecological Units, and are still found in most ot these
streams. Steelhead should be included in the Vision for these ecological units. The major
factor limiting steelhead pepulations in these streams is agricultural development {water
diversion, barriers due to diversion dams, high temperature and other water quality impacts
from run-off).

81

Page 83, Left Columu, Paragrapit 5, Sentence 1: This paragraph should be changed to accurately
retlect the Suisun Ecological Workgroup’s (SEW) purpose. The State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) task to SEW is, in part, to identify specific measures to implement
the Suisun Marsh narrative objective, evaluate the water quality objectives for the Marsh, and
identify and analyze specitic public interest values and water quality needs to preserve and
protect the Suisun Marsh Ecosystem. Currently, SEW is not addressing what types of
wetlands should be restored. CALFED may want to contact a SEW representative and
reassess this paragraph.

Page 83, Leit Column, Last paragraph: Change “North Delta” to ~Yolo Basin.’
Page 83, Right Column, Paragraph One: Change “[EP’s Suisun Ecological Workshop” to “Suisun
Ecological Workgroup”.

Page 83, Suisun Bay and Yarsh Xeological Unit, Sentence 11 Management practices maintain
relatively fresh water in the Marsh for eifective leaching of managed lands. CALFED should
avaluate it a progressively {resher marsh is actually restoring the nistorical brackish nature of
Suisun Marsh. -

Page 34, Nona Wiver Seological Uolt, Existing habitats: The tdal marshes of this area are of
dmited cize and habitat quality due o past reciamation. Remaining tidal inarshes are lirear
with litle channe! development. The targer sloughs hav* sitted up due to g reduced tidal .

peism. This same commeunt applies to the Sonoma and Petaluma valis,

ft is questionable whether it will be possible to create large areas of riparza habital in this
zone, which is a steied zeal. Due to salinites in ridal arex, ripd, ian
DADILLs wre restricted to ributary streams o the bay. Certainly, enbancement of riparian
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habitat along the Napa River and other streams and their tributaries, wvould be highly desirable
for enhancement of hubitat for steelhead. rreshwater shrimp. and neotropical migrants.

Sonoma Creek Ecological Unit: *Leveed, managed marshland...” should be changed to,
“Leveed, historic inarshlands...” Restoration of existing managed marshlands may not be
desirable as these lands support significant numbers of shorebirds and waterfowl. To achieve
this objective, acquisition and restoration of other diked Bavlands may be required.

Page 85, Saline Emergent Wetlands: Add “ridal” to this habitat vision. A o

Page 86, Riparian and Shaded Riverine Aquatic Habitat: This habitat type is found along stream
tributaries to the bays and wetlands in the Suisun/North Bay Zone. This habitat would not be

expected along sloughs, marshes, and bay shorelines in this zone. Such areas would be
characterized by emergent marsh.

Page 86, Paragraph 4, Sentence 1 & 2: This paragraph does not describe a vision for the reducing
the introduction of non-native species. Should the statement “Further changes can be expected
if ballast water releases into the Bay ure not restricted.” be interpreted as CALFED advocates
ballast water release restrictions to reduce the influx of exotic species?
age 88, Suisun Song Sparrow: This subspecies does ot occur in the North Bay. [t weuld be more
appropriate to discuss the San Pablo song sparrow which is the North Bay version of the
Suisun song sparrow.

Page 88, Pacagraph {1, Sentence [: The title mentions Lange’s Metalmark Buterfly, however, the
vision does not.

o
By
3Q

@

39, Left Column, Paragraph L. Sentence 1+ The second line should say. “One of the major
2cosystewn procasses... . Restored Delia chonnel hydraulics and aquatic focdweb proce
are also mujor ecosystem processes that must be restored in order 0 acheve CALFED s
objectives. |
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¢ {nese paragrapts apnear out of place and pe: 'haps are

better suited ro discussions on phasing and implemeniation <reciflc to this zong. A separa
heading may help address this conaern,

L Parngrenph 20 Delote refersnces to e South Dela and Coniva Costa

purapirg pisras. They are not in rhis zone
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Page 39, Integration vwith Other Restoration Programs: This section should include the Vernalis
Adaptive Management Program (VAMP). VAMP’s framework agreement defines flows down
the San Joaquin River and a 12 year monitoring program. CALFED should include this
program in this section. Additionally, this section should also include the San Francisco Bay
Joint Venture, Native fish Recovery Plan, Delta Wildlife Habitat and Protection Plan, and the
Winter-run Recoverv Plan.

Page 90, Delta Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Plan: This section should be moved to
the Delta zone.

Page 93, Natural Floodplain and Flood Processes and Bay-Delta Aquatic Boodweb Targets for
both processes should be given three diamonds instead of one.

Target 1: This target is ambiguous since flood plain is not well defined. Does this apply only
to nontidal lands where streams overtop their banks or does it include tidal situations? If it
deals only with nontidal settings, it may be a realistic objective. [f tidal lands are included,
this objective should be increased substantially. '

. age 93, Tidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat, Programmatic Action 1B: This action calls for the
acquisition and restoration of 1,000 acres of shallow water habitat in the San Pablo Bay
Ecological Unit. [t is not believed possible to achieve this objective in the San Pablo Unit.
This unit is characterized by open bay and intertidal flats. As depicted in Figure 7 and
described in the text, no lands are available to acquire or restore for this purpose.

Development of shallow water habitats in the North Bay will require large-scale tidal
restoration to expand and maintain third through fifth order slough channels. Larger sloughs
provided the shallow water habitat which existed under historic conditions in the North Bay.
Acquiring and restoring diked subsided lands will create shallow water habitats in the short-
term. Sedimentatiorn. will occur over the long rerm and the area will develop inro a saline
emergent marsh. This objective will only be achievable in the Napa River, Sonoma Creek
and Petaluma River units. -

Page 04, Nontidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat: The implementation ovjective indicates this is an
importaut chjective for the Deita. The text should be modified te muke this an objective for
the Suisun/iNoreh Bay if that is the intent.

Targst L. Develop 500 acres of deeper. open water habitat. This target indicares that it would
provide habitat for associate resident fish species. It is unclear to us what resident fish species
would brnefit in the Swisun/North Bay Zone since the species of concern are all assoc fated
with tidal or streawn habiiats n this Zone. -
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Programmatic Actions 1A and 113, call for acquisition and development of such habitat in 100-
and 200-acre partches in the Suisun. Sonoma, and Petaluma units. [t is unclear why such
habitat is not identitied for the Napa unit. In addition, data collected for canvasbacks in the
North Bay by the USGS indicates that such habitat may need to be a minimum of 200 hectares,
approximately 400 acres, to provide a suitable habitat for that species. Such habitat in the
North Bay is provided by the lower Napa River. some salt ponds, and tidal lagoons.

Tidal Sloughs, Implementation Objective: Freshwater should be removed from the first ‘
sentence. Within the Suisun/North Bay Zone tidally influenced emergent wetland, mudflats
are predominately saline or brackish. Additionally, seasonal flood plain in the sense of a
riverine system is not present.

Page 94, Nontidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat: The implementation objective indicates this is an
important objective for the Delta. The text should be modified to make this an objective for
the Suisun/North Bay if that is the intent.

Target 1. Develop 500 acres of deeper, open water habitat. This target indicates that it would
provide habitat for associate resident tish species. [t is unclear to us what resident fish species
would benefit in the Suisun/North Bay Zone since the species of concern are all associated
with tidal or stream habitats in fhis Zone. Additionally, this target should receive three
diamonds.

Programmatic Actions 1A and IB, call for acquisition and development of such habitat in 100-
and 200-acre patches in the Suisun, Sonoma, and Petaluma uaits. [t is unclear why such _
habitat is not identified for the Napa unit. In addition, data collected for canvasbacks in the
North Bay by the USGS indicates that such habitat may need to be a minimum of 200 hectares,
approximately 400 acres. to provide a suitable habitat for that species. Such habitat in the
Morth Bay 13 provided by tne lower Mapa River. some salt ponds, and tidal lagoons.

Tidal Sloughs, Implementation objective: Freshwater should be removed from e first
sentence. Tn the Suisun/North Bay Zoue tidally influenced emergent wetland are primarily
saline or brackish. Seasonal flood plain fn the sense uf a riverine sysiem is not present.

Targat 1 Restore clough habirat for {ish and asscciaced wildlife zpecics. We ¢o not believe
that this can be met in the San Pablo uait given {ts curreat habiiat conmwposition discussed
previously. This unit shouid be delerad from the torget. This obiecive will require sig wficant
tidal ""smration it the identified uaits 1o establisht and mainin the target amounts of the
havitat. This may require a subsantial reduction in dike wetlanas ac’nievs:._ carticularly in
the Suisun unii.

H—002148
H-002148



Mr. Dick Daniel
October 9, 1997
Page Tweaty-two

Page 94, Tidal Slough: Add the following to the rationale: These sloughs can also provide loafing
sites for waterfowl. particularly diving ducks in the North Bay.

Page 95, Paragraph 1. Target 1. Sentence 1: CALFED is going to restore and manage 3,000 acres
of additional seasonal wetlands within Suisun Bay and San Pablo Bay. Some restoration lands
within Suisun Bay should provide fish and wildlife habitat that support non-consumptive uses.

Target 1: Restore slough habitat for fish and associated wildlife species. We do not believe
that this can be met in the San Pablo unit given its current habitat composition discussed
previously. This unit should be deleted from the target. This objective will require significant
tidal restoration in the identified units to establish and maintain the target amounts of the '

habitat. This may require a substantial reduction in diked wetlands to achieve, particularly in
the Suisun unit.

Page 96, Left Column, Programmatic Action Plan 1A: Jepson Prairie is in the Yolo Basin Zone.

Page 97, Perenniai Grasslands, Rationale: The rationale needs to be moditied so it does not leave
the impression that perennial grassiand is escape cover for Suisun song sparrows. -

Page 98, Column 1, Programumatic Action 14: “...consolidate screen or eliminate diversion onto
manage agricultural lands...” There are no known agricultural diversions in either the North
Bay or Suisun Marsh. Agriculture water controls are for draining lands behind the levees.

Page 98, Prograinmatic Action LC: Delete this action since it is not relevant to this zone.

Page 99, Target 2: This target and related actions are not relevant to this implementation objective.
A separate implementation objective related to invasive aquatic organisms needs to be added
back into this zone.

Page 100, Paragraph 2 & 3: Target 1 and Progratmwmatic Action LA seem contradictory at first
glance. Tt might be appropriate to clarify that limited studies have shown tivo year old striped
bass have less of an impact on anadromous and estuarine fish than one vear old striped bass.

Page 104, Steiped Bass: March o May as a period for increase in Delia intiow and outflow has not
been the perind identifizd ov DEG as the pertod of most import for striped bass young
produciion. DTG has idenritied April to July as the most relevant period when spawning and
transport of fish w the nursery areas occurs. However, flows during other periods are also

1%
I

likely to be imporrant. -
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Page 108, California Clapper Rail: The target tor this species should pe changed to focus on
development of adequate habitat for the species and establishment of secure, large populations.
This species requires large, well developed tidal marshes, marshes with a high densitv of tidal
channels, to sustain populations that could achieve the desired objective. Such restoration
should be done adjacent to upland habitats swhere possible. To achieve this objective, the
target acreages of saline emergent wetlands identified for the Petalumna. Sonoma, and Napa
units should be increased. This would also argue for the inclusion of the Marin shoreline
within the Zone as noted previouslv. We anticipate that the San Francisco Bay Area Regional
Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project along with the Tidal Marsh Species Recovery Plan
currently in preparation will provide guidance on measures to achieve the objectives for this
species.

Suisun Song Sparrow

Programmatic Action !A: DFG is concerned how this could feasibly be accomplished without
setting back existing levees. This objective may be better satistied by focusing on restoration
of saline emergent wetlands restoration. More recent population estimates for this species are
available and should be used in the species description. Marshall, J.T. and K.G. Dedrick,
1994. Endemic Song Sparrows and Yellowthroats of San Francisco Bay. Pg. 316-327 in
N.K. Johnson & J. Jehl (Eds.),.A Century of Avifaunal Change in Western North America.
Studies in Avian Biology 5. Research in press by the Point Reyes Bird Observatory. '

Add a target that reads: Restore sufficient tidal emergent wetland to expand the number of
known nesting territories in the Suisun Marsh unic by 200 percent.

Page 109, Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse: Programmatic Action 1A: Reintroduction of the species is
questionahle s'mc most Known suitable habitats in the Zone are occupied. Certainly the target
could not be echizved by the propesed action. It is recommended that the programmatic action
be changed to focus Hn the restoratinn o 1igh zidai rmlrsh ha‘oitais in nroxinmity 1o uplands.

The impiications of restoring 3,000 0 7.0C0 acres of saline emerzent weelands in the Suisun
Marshounit iz a concern s.nee this will reguire dwe conversion of existivy salt marsh bary est

nouse hahitac. . : e
snocebicds cat TWadin

The benefit of emergent wetlands to shorerirds is questionable unless waier mapagement
incides mainy a'n? sheilow. open conditions and altows for a draw down at sporonriate
l

e spring. Seasenai wetlands with appropriete managerent should be
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an objective for this species group. Additionally, enhancement of tidal perenaial aquatic
habitats can be expected to increase the amount of mudflat available tor shorebirds.

Waterfowl

[t should be identified that managed marshes, especially the privately-owned duck clubs,
provide the majority of waterfow!] habitat. Programmatic action should include a recognition
of the privately-owned wetlands and seek to encourage their management to maximize benefit
to waterfow! and other species that utilize these managed wetlands.

Page 116, Coluran 2, Paragraph 4: Increasing flows in early spring also assists in successful
migration of salmon and steelhead juveniles.

Page 117, Column 2, Paragraph 1:
The ACID problem affecting downstream migration of salmon and steelhead has been
remedied. Because the dam is seasonally impairs upstream migration.

. age 116, Paragraph 3: The last sentence refers to California hibiscus. California hibiscus is now Rose
mallow. .

Page 120, Vision for the Ecological Zone: [t would be appropriaie to include a paragraph relative to
sturgeon, such as is included on page 240 for the Feather River. The mairistem Sacramento
River above Verona may be the most important sturgeon spawning and rearing habitat in the
Central Valley, particularly in view of the recent information regarding green sturgeon spawning
in the river above Hamilton City.

Page 139, Paragraph !: The statement is made “On occasion, fish deaths {including salmon) have been
documented in the upper Sacramento River as a result of IMM waste.” Vartous reperts,
including the recent litigation have referenced “fish deaths”. Although J&"‘«ltﬂb may not be
documented, it certainly has been documented that toxicity levels have been exceeded.

Page 141, Rationate: The last two Sentenoos discuss “Augmentation production of fall-run chirook
sawmon’..."daspite its healiy state.” Tt might be apprepriate 1o suggest the need for some level
of focus ed research to evaiuate this. Recent returas to CNEH of fall-run chinook, seem to

indicate that the hatchery is heavily suppotting the emm all-run population particularlv in Batile

,

Crezk, all of which “vere probably from: CNTH. The mate for the rest ofthe Sacramento”

River above RBDD, excluding Battle Creck. was o 40,000 fish, which may also have been

heavity 1mpaca d bv CNFH production. It would ‘{ s be 2 misnomer to suggest a healthy
“natural” fall-run populaiion in the upper Sacramento River withwut some additional evaluations
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Page 146, Rationale: Spring-run chinook salmon are currently classitied as a “Candidate Species™ .
under the Calitornia Endangered Spectes Act.

The statement is made “The status of spring-run chinook salmon in the mainstem Sacramento
River is not known.” There is general beliet based upon ongoing investigations, that spring-run
in the mainstem have been heavily introgressed with fall-run. [t might be more appropriate to
state "“The status of sprinv-mn chinook salmon in the mainstem Sacramento River is uncertain,
however evidence suggests that there may be significant introgression with {all-run chinook
salmon”.

Page 153, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 2: Spring Creek should be called Clear Creek when
referring to the creek below Whiskeytown Dam. ’

Page 153, Column 2, Last Paragraph, Last Sentence: This sentence is not accurate, therefore, it
should be replaced with the following: Over the last five vears gravel operators have halted the
practice of instream mining. During this same period gravels were distributed to the spawning
area from tributary stream sources, stream meander, and artificially introduced gravel
stockpiles. At this time there are two completed gravel injection projects and one in progress.

Page 154, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1: The abundance of fall-run chinook spawners (the
apparent subject of this sentence) in Clear Creek has increased duving the last two years when
the fall tlows have been increased by a factor of three. During this inwerim flow increase, the
spftwnmg population estimates have been between 7,000 and 9,000 representing 5% to 8% of

the upper Sacramento River salmon population.

Page 134, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1: The Departmuent does not manage Clear Creek for
spring-run chinook salmon at this time. All the spring-run habitat is upstream of the
McCormick Seelizer Dam which is a barrier that caused them to be exiirpated from the creek.
Spring-run cannot be reestablished untl it is known that the rewraing aduits will nor be
biocked {rom the cold water habitat above the dam.

Page 133, Colwnn 2, Pavagraph 1, Sentence 1 The description of Coww
representent oy only L'CbCilum‘: e driest years [or RSt ; i
USGS dam surtace wae recor ds show ‘i].‘ mean \uy ow of 23 ¢i, Seplemper ¢
and October ar 131 ¢ LA raaximum Adgust dow of 115 ofs and a minimam of Lofs. AL
more represencative :iesc :‘t on 10 consider is the a'ohowzr:u "Stream flows througy e

summer average 40 cfs and less than | ofs dunag extrene drought vears.

g in Cow Creck. Insteeam gravel mining was eliminated with

" H=—002152
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the passage of the Shasta County gravel mining ordinance. There has not been uny instream
gravel mining operation in Cow Creek for at least 12 vears and possibly longer.

Page 156, Column 1, Last Paragraph, Sentence 1: The judgement regarding the water demands

and streamtlow needs is premature should be removed. Although the runoff in this stream is
small, so too is the surrounding agricultural land as there is little valley land in the watershed.

Page 137, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Last Sentence: The statement that PG&E diverts up to 98% of

the flow is somewhat misleading because the diversions are too small to divert this much
during the wet season and times of higher releases in the 15 mile section. It is suggested that
the following statement be substituted: “PG&E operates a series of small run-of-the-river
hydroelectric diversions that divert up to 98% of the stream’s baseflow and a much smaller
portion of the wet season flow. Under an interim agreement the required minimum fishery

releases to the creek are increased by a factor of 10 at three diversions in a 17 mile section of
the creek system.

Page 157, Column 1, Last Paragraph, Seatence 1: The reservoirs mentioned here should be

Page

described as small reservoirs.

138, Paragraph 6: Winter-run chinook are a federally listed “Endangered Species”, nota  —

“Threatened Species” as stated. -

Page 158, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1: The mentioning of conflict in this sentence leaves

Page 1

Page

open the resolution question making the situation sound negative. [t is recoramended that the
following sentence be substituted: Restoring the remuant populations of naturally spawning
salmon and steelhead located above the fish hatchery barrier dam to a healthy status can be

done in a manner that integrates the beneficial uses of hydropower production and aquaculture
in the watershed.

38, Column 1, Paragraph 4. Iirst Sentence: Anadromous fish have historically traveled
above the hatchery during minor and major storm events each vear which flood out the fish
hatchery barrier dam and when the fish ladder at the barrier dam sas been opened for four o
five mouths during past vears

138, Columu 2, Paragragh 1, E::a.i ence Z; This proiect is peyond funding. The present level
(,t ozonation at Coleman Hachery (10,000 gpmy) is satficient o wterilize ail the water needed
to procduce tae early Jife sicees of saimon and steelhead and one=third of the water necessary to
produce juvenile fish. The envirenmenial documents and preliminary funding accangements
have boen compiered (¢ begin the construction of the remaining two-thicds of the water suppl
needed for juvenile tish produciion.
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Page 158, Colummn 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2: The mention of anadromous fish in this sentence
should be qualified. Historically steelhead, winter-run chinook and spring-run chinook
passage was not restricted in the watershed for purposes of managing disease risk at the
hatchery. The fall-run and late fall-run chinook have been restricted to manage against disease
risk. Therefore the following qualification is recommended, “... those races of salmon thar
represent u sighificant disease risk are restricted through seasonal fish ladder closures...”

Page 158, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Last Sentence: The winter-run chinook artificial nropagation
program at Coleman was stopped and is in the process of being moved to a new facility at the
base of Shasta Dam. This is scheduled to be operational by January 1998.

Page 158, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Sentence 2: Winter-run restoration should simply be the
reestablishment of winter-run chinook salmon which will not require turthier engineering. All -
the actions for spring-run chinook and steelhead will accommodate winter-run chinook.

Page 158, Last Paragraph, Sentence 1: The stream reaches up to Maccumber dam are not reachable
by anadromous fish because of barriers. The anadromous reach in the North Fork Battle
Creek extends up to approximately two miles above the North Fork Battle Feeder Dam. The
following description of spawning area is recommended: The recent (1991) evaluation of
spawning habitat in the portions of Battle Creek watershed accessible to anadromous fish .
above Coleman FHatchery Fish Barrier estimate 166,000 square feet of spawning gravel.
Potentially this much spawning habitat could accommodate 3,500 spawning pairs. .

Page 159, Column 1, First Paragraph, Sentence 1: The stream reaches up to MacCumber dam are
not reachable by anadromous fish because of barriers. Too, this paragraph might be an
appropriate place to mention other ecosystemn beuelits of reestablishing healthy salmon
populations in the watershed. Specifically, there is an active bald cagle nest below the
Coleman Fish Barricr Dam and at MacCumber Lake. It is reasonable to project that the
resstablishment of salmen population in the intervening stream reaches that presently do not
have eagles (e.g. Eagle Canyon) may allow new aesting territories to develep. The
relationship between bald eagles and fishery restoration has been documented in the Pit River
and in the Flathead Systemn in Montana where us the Calkin salmon abundance is allowed to

xpand the range of tue bald eagle has expandad.

1

Page 160, Puragrarh 3: Discussion of

the vision for the Bear Creek Hcological Unit should include the
potentict value for luveniie salmontd “non-m al” rearing. Recent sLuc‘ ' tkrown Chico Staie
Universiiy have doenmentsd seme level of non-natal rearing i Eear Creek.

T e o 020 ivx . AT TV VY R SO PO 5 o
Fage 177, Spring-iun Cluinsok baluion, Ratlonale:

Species” udder CESA.L

Spring-run chiroek ars a California “Candidare
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Page 186, Programmatic Action LA, Rationale: Once again spring-run chinook are a “Candidate
Species” under CESA.

Page 191, Paragraph 5: In the discussion of restoring fall-run chinook to Stony Creek, giant reed
control is mentioned. Tamarix (salt cedar) should also be added to the list.

Page 193, Paragraph 3: Water temperature impacts from the Colusa Basin at Knights Landing are
probably not a significant problem during May and June as stated: In general, rice floodup and
maintenance precludes significant drainwater during this period. There may be significant

thermal impacts during tice field dewatering prior to harvest in late August and September,
however.

Page 209, Paragraph 2: Discussion of Antelope Creek salmon populations (fall and spring-run) seem to
be lacking significant substantiation. It might be appropriate to quahtv the stated numbers as
being open to question.

Page 210, Paragraph 1: The range of Mili Creek spring-run chinook {rom “...a maximum of 3,500 fish
was an estimate based upon the visual observation of 12 carcasses and 330 live salmon. [t might
be valuable in general to preface historical population numbers as estimates.

Page 211, Paragraph 1: [t would be appropriate in this section to acknowledge that the Mill Creek
Conservancy recently completed a Watershed Management Strategy Report. Additionally, the
second sentence could be changed to read :Restoring and maintaining Mill Creek should involve
building upon the recently completed Watershed Management Strategy Report with the potential
ultimate objective a comprehensive watershed management plan”.

, Paragraph 5: Discussion of the potential sustainable populations of salmon and steelhead
in the various tribularies shotild be qualified as estimates based upon estimates of historical
aumbers.

I

Page 215, Paragraph 1: Eliminate the sentence which reads i part *...DFG annual estimates of spring-
run chinook and Pacific Gas and Electric ...”7. The sentence is inaccurate and seems to conuadm
e rest of the paragraph.

_ . Paragraph 3: The stateruent is made that “passage at seven of tlie dams couid be improved
by upgrading ladders”. Currently, three of the seven dams are being removed as part ot the
Westzrn Canal siphon project, and three others (Ducham Mutual, Adams, and Gornll) have
defined projects to build or rebuild ladder.

d fish screens.

L/)

ige 216, Paragraph 2: Discussion of extending State YWateraaster Servics should include discussion
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of an adjudication of water rights in the non-adjudicial reach of Butte Creek below the Western
Canal. State Watermaster Service can only be implemented on an adjudicated stream.

s Paragraph 3: The last sentence discusses ... purchasing existing water rights from willing
sellers”. Twould suggest substituting “acquiring” for “‘purchasing” since several recent water
rights have involved trades instead of outright purchases.

, Paragraph 4: [t is generally believed that gravel recruitment in the upper reaches of Butte
Creek is not affected by existing diversion dams since thev are either scascnal agricultural dams
or relative low head hydropower dams which have not had major impacts on gravel recruitment.

Paragraph 3: Change the first sentence to read “The Butte Creek Watershed Conservancy
is an important...”.

[n the last part of the paragraph referring to timber harvest in the upper watcrshed, the discussion
should be revised to reflect the current situation. [ would suggest rewording as follows:
“Current timber harvest in the upper watershed is generally not a threat to salmon holding and
spawning areas. Maintaining the existing harvest and well-planned road construction will
minimize any future effects.” -

, Paragraph 7: The first sentence which discusses passage at diversion dams should read
*“...including Durham Mutual, Adams, Gorrill, Western Canal, McGowan and McPherrin.”

Eliminate the sentence which reads A more direct route to the Sacramento River further
upstream is needed.” The sentence is misleading as it seems to imply something other than
improving access at the butte Slough Outfall Gates.

2138, sgraph 1: The last sentence discusses a comprehensive watershed management plan.
Recognizing the erforts of the Conservancy and the recently completed Watershed
Management Strategy Report, change the sentence 1o read “This could be accomplished by
bu" lmg upon the recently completed Watershed Maragement Strategy Report developed by

Mill Creek Watershed Conservancy.”

Yare

, faragraph 2 Partof m» vision -;f deer Creek mentions “scrs g divessions’.
Currently all diversions it Dezr Creek ace screened. The fast \e*mnw discussed d.cvcmpmem

/>

¢f o watershied rmanagement and restoration program. & wvould be appropriaie 1o recognize il
existing Deer Croek Conservancy effort w .w,u is developing a Watershed Strategy R«i-"""‘“-

. Paragraph 40 As provioucly stared In general, ¢ /pnhm gous fur sulmon and steal head
siould be clearly Ldemifi.«:u as estitiaies and wot absolutes based upon some quantifiable
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criteria.  The population numbers for Butte Creek are “best estimates”.

Page 222, Target 6: Change the sentence to read “Maintain ¢ minimum year-round tlow of 40 cfs in
Butte Creek in the reach between the Centerville Diversion Dam and the Centerville ’
Powerhouse”. This is a minimum flow for the reach, and one might have concluded that 40
cfs was appropriate for the entire length of Butte Creek, which is not true.

Page 223, Programmatic Action 34, 4A: Both actions discuss “reactivating” sediment transport
processes. [ would suggest eliminating the word “reactivating” and leave “maintaining”

Page 225, Target 3, 4: Targets are identified as “15 miles” along both Butte and Big Chico creeks.
Since there is no basis for the 135 miles”, it would seem appropriate to eliminate that estimate.
In the case of Butte Creek, the need could potentially be far greater than 15 miles, and if stated
as 15 miles, might be interpreted by some as an absolute.

Page 230, Paragraph 2, Rationale: Spring-run chinook are a “Candidate Species” under CESA.

, Paragraph 3, Rationale: Discussion of “Declines in spring-run chinook abundance”

should include specific reference to Delta Diversions. -
Page 232, Paragraph Z: The last part of the paragraph discusses the value of the Sutter Bypass,

particularly to Butte Creek spring- and fall-run. [t would be appropriate to provide some
amplification that in most vears, almost all populations of upper Sacramento River migratory
fish are potentially impacted by the Sutter Bypass. The bypass system (Tisdale, Colusa, and
»oulton) are configured such that at river flows exceeding approximartely 27%.000 cfs, flows
begin to be diverted into the Sutter Bypass. At river flows above approximately 30,000 cfs,
all flows are diverted into the bypass.

. Paragraph 3: discussion of important species should include winter-run and late-fail
run chinook in addition to the mentioned spring- and rall-run. ’

"

Page 734, Paragraph 4. §: Discussion of Feather River Hatchery spring-run chinook should inc Tude
some discussion of the demmonsicated introgressicn of the fall ard spriny mne There is amfﬂc
cvidence of such from the CWT remurns. Randy Bmwn and Sheila Gri'enc, (DWR, -
Eavironmental Services, Sacramenie), in “An Evaluation of the Feather River Hatchery as
Matigation for Construction of the California Siate Water Project’s ‘i;rAVi te Dam”, conciuded
that thete was introgression. Theyv stated “About 20% of the m:* d juvenile chinook saimon
frorr' rcu.“lcc identifiec us soring run when they returred as adults. Simt I rly, about 29% of

C: juveniles from udu'ts identified s fall-run adults returoing 1o FRIZ™. A more recent

analysis s shows that in some vears misidentifications have been 23 high as 74‘%. .
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Page 235, Yuba River Ecological Unit: [t should be acknowledged in this section that the Yuba
River is the only remaining wild steelhead fishery in the Central Valley (that is, it is the only
area that anglers target tor wild steelhead fishing). All other streams that have wild
populations are either so low that they do not support a fishery or they are closed to angling.

Page 235, Paragraph 3: What is reference for the statement that in the Feather River, “Resident
striped bass are found in the river vear round”?

Page 239, Paragraph 6: [t is probably incorrect to state that “Butte Slough, which winds through the
Sutter Bypass between the mouth of Butte Creek at the north end of the Bypass and the Feather
River at the south end”. Currently, Butte Slough is identified as the reach extending from the
Butte Slough Outfall Gates, to the north end of the Sutter Bypass. The reach withing the
Sutter Bypass is generally referred to as the East and West Barrows, or channels, and the
connection with the Sacramento River near Verona, is Sacramento Slough. It might be
appropriate to restate that flows begin to enter the Sutter Bypass when Sacramento river flows
exceed approximately 22,000 cfs, and all tlows go through the Bypass when the Sacramento
River exceeds approximately 30,000 cfs at the Tisdale Weir.

.age 240, Paragraph 1: It might be appropriate to add to the last sentence, which tatks about
stranding in receding flood waters, the following” “and respective overflow weirs (Moulton,
Colusa, and Tisdale) .

Page 253; Dams, Reservoirs, Weirs, and Other Human-made Structures: [t is recommended that
the following be added as a Programumatic Action:

A study should be done to determine the feasibility of removing Englebright Dam to

allow steelhead and salmon to access historical spawning and rearing habitats.

Page 308, Habitat: In order to be consistent with the visions for the Delta and Suisun Marsh,
perennial grassland and vernal pool habitats need to be discussed. Particularly as theyv celate
to expanding the Jepson Prairie Preserve. h

Page 310, Specivs: The delta green ground hectle needs to be discussed in this wision for the same
reasons as discussed above.,

Page 537, Ceatral Valley Stream Temwperatures: 1he concept of managing temperanie along Lhc
mainstetn San Joaguin should rake the fomu of reduced mpos ure Hmcs, and te second in
priority o protecting bota spawning and aursery habiiais in the eastside tributaries. Trying o
manage wibiiary reservolrs (o Meet Wnperarire ohiectives on thc, mainstem should only be
done once nurssry/spawiung hubitas have been opmmzcd. )
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Page 360, San Joaquin River Ecological Zone: Steelheud need to be included in the Vision for the
Ecological Zone and the Species Vision. The lower San Joaquin River is an imporrant
migratory corridor for steelhead populations of the Stanislaus River and possibly other
tributaries (see below).

Page 367, Columin 1, Paragraph 4, Steethead: We do not agree with the statement that, “The
presence of a distinct anadromous run of steelhead on the lower Stanislaus River has not been
confirmed.” The Department has gone on record stating that a self-sustaining steelhead
population is extant in the Stanislaus River (Department of Fish and Game 1997. Letter from
Jacqueline Schafer to Garth Griffen dated 1/6/97 [DFG Comments on the Proposed Rule to list
west coast steelhead under the Endangered Species Act]. DFG 1997). Further, the above
statement is contradicted by the succeeding statements that, “... every year a small number of -
juvenile rainbow trout are caught in rotary screw traps at the mouth of the river. These fish
show signs of smolting and appear to be migrating out of the system.” What further evidence
1s needed that a naturally-spawning steethead population exists other than the presence over
consecutive years of juvenile rainbow trout that have obvious smolt characteristics and are.
actively emigrating? This is a better indicator of a self-sustaining population thaun the presence
of adult spawning steelhead as the adults could be strays or their spawning could be
unsuccesstul.

The statements that, “A small number of steelhead smolts are also caught each year in the
trawl surveys at Mossdale ... it is unknown if they these fish are ...resident rainbow trout or
strays from another basin.” does not make sense. Rainbow trout that exhibit smolt
characteristics and are actively migrating are steelhead and cannot be residents by definition;
and juvenile steelhead do not stray between basins. .
Most of the fish captured at the rotary screw traps did not just show signs of smolting but were
obvious smolts. These traps were operated by personnel from S.P. Cramer and Associates and
they assign a smolt index value from | tw 3 for all salmon and steelhsad caprured with 1 being
an obvious parr and 3 being an obvious smolt. Most of the juvenile steelhead caprured were
assigned a velue of 3. -

Other evidence that a steeihead population 18 extant in the Stanislaus River includes:

. Departinent fishery biologists have documented sucbcssml production
(Juvenile out-migranis; since 1988.

. Aaglers in the Oakdale area report veensional stesthead from two to 10 pounds

=

and qw‘ census infurmarion obtained by the Departmient dociments the carch
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of rainbow trout greater than 20 inches (DFG data). ’ o

. Examination of limited scale samples {rom these larger trout by Department
biologists show an accelerated growth period typical of estuary or ocean
esidence. :
. An illegally harvested 28-inch steelhead was confiscated by Fish and Game

Wardens in 1995. .

The presence of smoiting juveniles and the above statements provide ample evidence that a
self-sustaining steelhead population exists in the Stanislaus River. Further, adequate habitat
conditions, primarily tlows and water temperatures, exist year-round below Goodwin Dam to

support a steethead population, hence the Stanislaus River represents the greatest potential for -

steethead recovery in the San Joaquin River system. Restoration of flows in the Tuolumue
River due to the Settlernent Agreement may also provide adequate flows and temperatures for
steelhead, and restoring steelhead populations to this systern should not be overlooked. In
light of all this, the Vision for the East San Joaquin Basin Ecological Zone needs to be revised
to include recovery and restoration of steelhead populations.

Page-401, Column 2, Paragrapn 2, Senience 6: Seatence five siates that improvements can be
expanded by providing adequate high quality water to seasonal wetlands; sentence six states
that water supplies could be increased by eliminating diversions to wetlands. These sentences
are contradictory. Does changing the last word in sentence six from wetlands to agricultural
fields convey what was meaunt?

Page 402, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Ceniral Valley Streamfiow: Change this sentence to read;

\Where possible, natural streatn flows will be protected, enhanced, and restored 1o support
riparian habitat and important speciss

Page 43, Columa L, Paragraph 3. Sentence 3, Contarivants: Add “and wildlife” afier fish.

Poge 403, Colurun 1, Paragroph 4, ™eotropical Migrant Birds: Replace the sentence with:
Proection, restoration, and enhancement of iarge, contiguous_areas of risaricn and weiland

hapitais that contain a greal diversity in composition, densic:, cnd mak."«u[,- wiil benefir the

recovery of listed neotropical migraiis such os the vellow-billed cuckos as well vy aid in the.

prevention of jutiure listings of addironal birds.

Sy

Fage 05, Column 1, Poragraph 4, Califoreis Red-fegged Frog: Replace the sentence with:

Proecuosn, resto w-z:on cnd enfiancerient of the Zone sireains and associated riparian and
upland haviats will beneft the recovery of the red-legoed frog. Efforis 1o mencge invasive
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species such as the bullfrog will also be carried out, where necessary, to benefit the recovery
as well.

Page 403, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Waterfowl: Replace the sentence with: Protection, restoration,
and enhancement of wetland complexes and beneficial agricultural habirats with adjacent
upland habitats will improve waterfowl use. -

Page 403, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 3: Change it to read: Agricultural management plans
that are more friendly to wildlife should be developed, because studies have shown...extended
periods of time.

Page 403, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4: Change it to read: Such praciices, programs and
efforts can restore large blocks of land for relatively long periods of time while enhancing crop-
production and... -

Page 403, Columu 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 5: Change it to read: Incentives should be developed
to encourage landowners to maintain at least ten percent of their land as fallow or non-
agriculture.

Page 4035, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Programunatic Action 1C: Change it to read: Reduce or
eliminate gravel mining and stream bed altering from active stream channels.

Page 405, Column 2, Pavagraph 7, Sentence 1, Implementation Objective: Replace the word
Delta (in the middle and cnd of the sentence) with West San Joaquin Basin.

Page 405, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Programmatic Action 1A: Change it to read: Manage existing
wetlands so that they maintain 40 percent open water to 60 percent vegetation.

Page 406. Column 1, Yaragraph 3. Iraplementation Objective: Change it to read, The
implementation objective for fresh water emergent wetland habitat is ro_increase its amount by
protecting existing and restoring additional fresh emergent wetlands in the West San Joaquin

Basin to provide high-quality... , - : B

Page +06, Column i, Yavagraph 4, Target 11 Add a number of acres so that readers know what the
etfort is going to be. '

Page 406, Coluran 2, Paragraph 8, Targst 1t Ada a number of acres so that readers kaow what the
erfort is going o be. -
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Page 406, Columu 2, Paragraph 3, Implementation Objective: Replace the word Delta with West
San Joaquin Basin in three places within the sentence.

Page 406, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Target 1: Add a number of acres so that readers know what the
effort is going to be.

Page 406 and 407, Implementation Objective: Change it to read: The implementation objective for
riparian and riverine habitats is to restore riparian scrub, woodland, and forest along largely
nonvegetated, disturbed, or riprapped banks of the tributaries of the San Joaquin River to
create corridors of riparian vegetation to provide shaded riverine aquatic cover and high-
quality habitat for potential recovery of threatened species such as the yellow-billed cuckoo
and other special status plant and animal species as well as other wildlife.

Page 407, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Programmatic Action 1A: Delete the word land after
purchased.

age 407, Coluran {, Paragraph 6, Target 11 Add of native plants after corridors.

Page 40§, Columu 1, Paragraph 1, Sentence 2: Add and all of its tributaries after Bay-Delta at the
end of the sentence.

Page -108, Column 2, Paragraph 2: Add and all of its tributaries after Bay-Delta at the end of the
sentence.

Page 489: There is no References scetion as found in all of the other visiens throughout
Volume [1.

Higure 19: [f the Lower and Upper divisions are not used in the vision for this zone, they should be
deleted from the figure.

This concludes our coruments. Thank you again for allowing us to revisw and
comment on Volume [, Since our review of Velume I, two columents arose that may help in
rearafting that volume os well as improve the clarity of this velume. Those acdiiional

IS
t

comunents are as tollows:
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Based on a review of proposals for Category III funding, there appears to be substantial
- “confusion about the definition of tidal perennial aquatic habitat and tidal saline and
fresh emergent wetlands.

Additional Comments
on Volume

CALFED should provide a clearer definition of these

habitats by defining them and referencing currently accepted classification schemes

such as Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) or Cowardin et. al. (1979). For instance, tidal

saline emergent wetlands are classified as the pickleweed series and tidal fresh
emergent wetlands, in freshwater areas, are classified as bulrush series cattail series,

and bulrush-cattail series by Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) and as estuarine inter-tidal

persistent emergent wetland by Cowardin. Tidal perennial aquatic habitat would be
characterized by the pondweed series in Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) and other
appropriate Cowardia classifications to three meters MHT.

On page 75 of Volume I, statements were made that 87,500 acres of tidal perennial

aquatic habitat were lost. This mischaracterizes the loss of tidal emergent wetland

since the early 1900s described on page 14 of Volume II. This error should be
corrected in the next draft of the ERPP.

This concludes our comments. Thank you again for allowing us to review and
comment on Volume II. Should you or vour staff have any questions about our input or we
cau be of any assistance in making the needed changes to address them please contact Mr.
Frank Werpette at CALNET 8-423-7800. '

Rewiona! Managers: L, 2, 5,

[ivision Chiefs: BDD. ESD
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