FROM:

TO:

- SUBJECT:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klamath Field Office
1312 Fairlane Road
Yreka, CA 96097
Tel. 916/842-5763
March 14, 1989
‘Ron Iverson

Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

-Next Task Force meeting

We have reserved meeting space in Yreka for a Task Force meeting from 1 p.m.
to 4 p.m. on Monday, March 20, and from 8 a.m. to noon on 'Tuesday, March 21.
This schedule is intended to allow people to travel on Monday morning. The
meeting will be held at Denny's Restaurant, 100 N. Main Street.

Attached please find several items for your consideration at the upcoming Task
Force meeting:

o

Draft minutes of the meeting of 9-10 February 1989. Each motion
passed, assignment made, or other decision point is followed with a
line of asterisks. -

An agenda for the 20-21 March meeting

A letter from Trinity County concerning marketing of Trinity water,
for which Task Force endorsement is.requested. as discussed at the
last Task Force meeting

A copy of the revised work statement for a Pine Creek management plan,
submitted by the Hoopa Tribe. I have reviewed this proposal and have
no reason to dispute the cost estimates shown. At the same time, our
Klamath Field Office budget remains insufficient to fund all the work
approved by the Task Force for Fiscal Year 1989 funding.

Updated membership lists for the Task Force and Klamath Fiéhery
Managemet Council ' ' '

Attachments (5)

dc Grover
KFTF technical work group



DRAFT

KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE
PROCEEDINGS OF A MEETING HELD 9-10 FEBRUARY 1989

IN EUREKA. CALIFORNIA

Chairman Wally Steucke convened the meeting at 1:20 p.m. on February 9, with a
quorum present (see roster, Attachment 1). Wally introduced new member Leaf
Hillman, representing the Karuk Tribe, and acting member Sue Masten,
representing the Yurok Tribe. Wally announced his imminent retirement from

Federal service and said that Bill Shake, chief of fisheries for Region 1 of
the Fish and Wildlife Service, has been recommended as Wally's replacement on

the Task Force. Approval by the Secretary of the Interior may take some time.

Approval of minutes and agenda (Attachment 2) Minutes of the last meeting were
approved without change.

Jim Smith. representing Trinity County, advised the Task Force that the County
may request support from the Task Force in opposing the proposal of the Bureau
of Reclamation to market more Trinity River water in the Central Valley. The
County finds that the Bureau may plan to sell considerable additional Trinity
water as part of the water marketing proposal that is now the subject of a
draft environmental impact statement. The chair agreed to make the County's

resolution available to the Task Force, and to solicit a vote by telephone.
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The chairman added a discussion of Task Force membership to the agenda. Given
Phil Schafer's recent appointment as judge, Wally will inquire whether Phil
will continue to participate in the Task Force, and will solicit a replacement

if need be.
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Report on legislation Bruce Taylor said funding for the Klamath Restoration
Program is in the President's budget for FY1990. Trinity funding requested in
1990 is $12.2 million. Steucke said the Fish and Wildlife Service has assigned
an employee to work on Russian River fishery planning, in preparation for an
‘expected authorizing act.

Definition of acceptable non-Federal contributions to the Klamath Restoration
Program Regarding the proposal by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife that
Federal Klamath Restoration Program funds be expended for chinook salmon
studies in the Rogue River with matching funds provided by Oregon, Steucke
reported the opinion of the Interior Department Regional Solicitor that such
expenditures can be made only if the information to be gathered is clearly
- needed to restore anadromous fish stocks of the Klamath Basin. Similarly,
harvest management studies and monitoring requested by the Klamath Fishery
Management Council may not be funded unless they can be clearly related to
restoration efforts in the river. The Solicitor found that, generally,
Restoration Program investments must take place in the Conservatlon Area - the
anadromous fish habitats of the Klamath River basin.

Discussion followed as to whether the Task Force members agree that the
language of the Klamath Act is so limiting. The "CH2M-Hill Report"”, identified



by the Act as a guideline for the Restoration Program, specifically calls for
developing better information to manage ocean harvests. It was agreed the
chairman will request a more specific opinion from the Solicitor as to whether
Klamath Restoration Program funds can be spent to get data for management of

Klamath fish stocks in the ocean harvest.
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Report on implementation of work plan for current fiscal vyear

Ron Iverson described status of the Federally-funded part of the Restoratlon
Program work plan for Fiscal Year 1989. Mel Odemar provided an update on CDFG
projects. Comments included: ' : -

o The education project should be bid competitively, rather than awarded

through a cooperative agreement to a local education agency.
*i******************************************#*********************************

o Steucke will examine the $80,000, retained by Fish and W11d11fe

Service as overhead, for possible reduction.
****************************************************#****t********************

o The $25,000 retained by the Service as rebayment for funds advanced'tc'

the Restoration Program in FY1988 will be restored to the Restoration Program.
***************************************************************#**************

) The contract for long~range planning will involve technical review of
prdspective contractors by a four-person review team, including Bingham and

Wilkinson representing the Task Force.
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o) California Department of Fish and Game will try again to write a work
statement for construction and maintenance of 1rr1gat10n d1vers1on screens, to

be Federally-funded in FY1989.
******************************************************************************

6 The Hoopa Tribe has revised their work statement for Pine Creek

- watershed -planning, increasing cost from $20,000 to $31,000. Klamath Field

Office will make a recommendation to the Task Force as to whether the increase
should be budgeted in FY1989, and will provide copies of the revised work

- statement to the Task Force.
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o A'question was raised as to whether funds from the Klamath and the
Trinity Restoration Programs are being utilized in a joint manner when
appropriate.

Review of Task Force mission and goals Mel Odemar asked that goal #2,

concerning artificial propagation, be amended to read..."and fishery needs
consistent with the natural production capacity of the basin"...After
discussion, the chair agreed to send the goal back to the McInn1s subcommlttee

for reworking.
****************************************************************************

Report of the budget sub-committee on a work plan for FY1990 Ronnie Pierce

distributed and discussed the report of the budget subcommittee (Attachment



3), displaying perceived problems with the budgeting/planning process for
FY1989 and a proposed schedule of actions for developing a work plan and
budget for FY1990.

Recommendations contained in the report were accepted by consensus vote of the
Task Force, with proviso that the milestone dates are subject to change,
mostly because of unknowns in the State project review process. Comments on
the report included: :

o A Task Force meeting should be scheduled in late March for review of
the programmatic budget developed by the technical work group, and again in

early July for review of proposals.
****t**************************t**********t*****************tt************#*

0 CDFG review of projects.submitted for State fﬁnding in Klamath'Basin
will be fully integrated with the Task Force process...there will be one

review process, not two as in 1989.
******************************************************************t*********

o . Task Force will be provided with summaries of proposals...with

complete proposal documents on file in Klamath Field Office.
****************************************************************************

o Nat Bingham will be responsible for announcing the State/Federal
process for accepting fishery restoration proposals at the Salmon and

Steelhead Restoration Conference to be held in Arcata February 25-26. .
****************************************************************************

o Task Force members are to identify technical work group
representatives by next week...get names to Ron Iverson. Reps need not be
bioclogists.
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o Regarding prospects for State funding in FY1989-90, Mel Odemar said
that about $300,000 of Proposition 19 projects are approved for funding after
July ‘1, 1989. Mr. Bontadelli has indicated prospects for fundlng are good for
next State fiscal year.

o] Steucke will meet with CDFG Director Bontadelli to insure that USFWS
and CDFG marry their procedures for funding FY1990 work in Klamath Basin.

‘Wally will inform the Task Force of the outcome of this meeting.
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o Responding to a question on whether sole-source contracts could be
awarded to non-profit entities, Wally said he would write to the Director,

USFWS, requesting a waiver of sole-source constraints for Klamath funds.
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New Business

Mike Stempel summarized status of the Trinity Restoration Program. Principal
elements include: Grass Valley Dam, habitat typing, rehab projects in the
mainstem Trinity, habitat enhancement, hatchery modernization, interim
artificial propagation projects, watershed stabilization in the South Fork



Comments'on the Trinity program included:

0 ' Klamath program can benefit from the planning procedure developed for
instream rehab work on Trinity...detailed planning is needed. because of the
short period of time when instream work is possible. Inriver projects have to
be planned by about February to insure completion by September. ' '

Soclioeconomic considerations in harvest allocation and fishery restoration
Phil Meyer argued that information should be obtained on socioeconomic effects
of various options for harvest allocation and restoration investments...
because questions will be asked by Congress, the State Assembly, and others
who make tradeoff decisions between fish and competing values. The long-range
plan for the Klamath Restoration Program would be an appropriate place for
this analysis. : :

Comments included:’

o If we display economic values for fishery benefits, these could be a
target for attack.

o] Unfortunate that resource agencies.put so little effort into
~developing defendable economic values, when competitors are so much more
sophisticated in this area.

Report on Bogus Creek egg-taking Qrograﬁ Mel.Odemar'provided background on
this program, including: '

o ‘Purpose: To provide fisheries iﬁ foothill Sierra reservoirs

0 Formerly-used out-of-state egg sources have-picked up diseases...Iron
Gate is relatively disease-free, so Iron Gate and Bogus Creek have become egg
sources, since both have large numbers of excess adult chinook

o] 1988 objective was a take of 400,000 chinook éggs. to be taken from
adipose-clipped adults...31 adults from Bogus rack, 100+ from Iron Gate.

o Concern has been expressed that some eggs may be coming from Shasta
stock. In fact, none of the adults spawned had been marked at Shasta rack.
Apparently there is little straying from Shasta to Iron Gate/Bogus.

o Regarding the option of using these eggs in a hatchbox program in
Shasta Basin, CDFG decided against this because water is lacking to rear the
fish, and because the State‘s stock transfer policy would be violated.

o Long-term plan for egg source for the reservoir program is to take
‘eggs in reservoir tributaries where salmon will spawn.

o] Comments: (Bingham): Concerned that (1) the Task Force was not
consulted on this action, and (2) harvests are being constrained to provide
more escapement, yet eggs from Klamath chinook are being exported from the
Basin...in small numbers, but a precedent is set, and (3) eggs may be needed
for bioenhancement projects within Klamath Basin




0 (Steucke): Regarding Nat's question on role of the Task Force in such

actions, .let's ponder this and discuss again at our next meeting.
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o Regarding the bioenhancement issue raised by Nat, Mel suggested the
Salmon Stamp program may wish to invest in determining areas where
bioenhancement is feasible...and Jim Smith suggested the Task Force write a
policy on the role of bioenhancement in the Restoration Program.

Public _comment

Tom Stokely, Trinity County: County believes the Bureau of Reclamation plans
to sell over 120,000 acre-feet additional Trinity water...and drop flows to

pre-Andrus levels. Trinity_supervisors will write to the Bureau on this and
they would like Task Force endorsement of their letter .

Phil Meyer: Most water contracts to date have been for firm water. Now, the
Bureau proposes to market all water, using probability curves to estimate
deliveries in dry years. Their EIS lacks ana1y51s of 1mpacts of water
marketing on fishery user groups.

Mike Parton, Karuk Tribe: Klamath Act calls for rehab work to employ
unemployed persons dependent on Klamath fish resources...we don't see where
this has been done. (Steucke): Waiving of sole-source requirements may allow
us to recruit people in the groups in question.

Discussion of next meeting It was agreed the Task Force will meet March 20 in
Yreka...Klamath Field Office to arrange a meeting place. The Task Force will
meet again July 7 and 8, in Requa. Sue Masten will arrange a trip on the
Klamath River.

Wally expressed his continuing interest in activities of the Task Force...and
the meeting was adjourned.



ATTACHMENT 1

KLAMTH FISHERIES TASK FORCE

Attendance Roster, February 9 and 10, 1989 meeting.

Task Force Members

Nat Bingham
Don DeVol

Leaf Hillman
Susan Masten
Howard Myrick
Mel Odemar
Mike Orcutt
Ronnie Pierce -
Bob Rice

Wally Steucke
Keith Wilkinson

California Commercial salmon fishing industry
Del Norte County

Karuk Tribe

Yurok Tribe -

Trinity County

CDFG

Hoopa Tribe

Humboldt County

Department of Agriculture
Department of Interior

Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

Not in attendance: E.C. Fullerton (National Marine Fisheries Service), Phil
Schafer (In-River sport fishing community) and George Thaqkeray (Siskiyou

County) -

'Others Attending

Al Foss

Danny Hagans
Tom Stokely
Stu Ogburn
Mike Parton
Walter Lara
Rich Haberman



ATTACHMENT 2

KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCLE . '
MEETING AGEXDA -

February 9. 1989

1:00 P.M. Call to order. correction and approval of minutes and agonda

1:15 Report on legislation (Tavlor)

1:45 Report on definition of acceptable State contributions to the
Restoration Program (Steucke)

2:30 Break

2:45 Report on implementation of work plan for current fiscal vear

| (Iverson and Odemar)
4:30 Other old business.

5:60 Adjourn

February 10._ 1989

8:00 A.M. Report of the budget committee on a work plan for next {iscol
D vear (Pierce)

9:30 Break

9:45 Report on next year's work pian (cbntinund)

10:30 Socioeconomic considerations in harvest allocation (Phil Mever)
11:00 Report on Bogus Creek egg—takiﬁg program (Odemar)
11:158 Other new business
11:45 Pubiic comment

12:13 Discussion of next meeting

i 12:30 Adjourn




ATTACHMENT 3

February 9, 1989

TO: Members, Klamath River Basin_Fisheries Task Force
FROM: Ronnie M. Pierce, subcommittee chair
SUBJECT: Budget process subcommittee report

The appointed subcommittee; to develop procedures for_this year's budget
process, met on January 18, 1989 at the USFWS office in Arcata. Committee
members present were: Mitch Farro (acting for member Nat Bingham), Ron

Iverson, Mel Odemar, and Ronnie M. Pierce.

Also participating, as staff of the California Department of Fish and Game

were: Phillip Baker, Tim Curtis, Jack Hanson, and Paul Hubbell.'

Initial discussion identified the major problems with last year{s process

as being:

The process was too reactive, being driven by proposals
received rather than by the needs of the system.

* There was no precontract concensus between the Task Force
and State Divisions or Departments, resulting in a confusion
of priorities.

There was not enough participation by knowledgeable civil-
service staff or private sector contractors.

The unexpected shortfall in State matching fundS left an

inordinately high percentage of funds expended being put

towards necessary studies, leaving little for actual on

the ground restoration projects.
With those identified problems in mind the subcommittee developed the
following schedule and process for consideration by the Task force:
FEBRUARY 6 (approximate)
Regularly scheduled CDFG notices will be mailed out to potential contractors
requesting project proposals. THIS YEAR the notices will include language
specifying the goals of the Klamath restoration plan for those who will be
submitting proposals for the Klamath.
FEBRUARY 9-10
The Task Force meets. They will be requested to:

1. Appoint or deliniate a technical work group to develop this

years budget guidelines (see below, March, week one)

2. Appoint a subcommittee to develop an information statement

and/or presentation to present to restoration groups or



FEBRUARY 9-10 continued

2. Appoint a subcommittee to develop an informational statement

and/or presentation to deliver to restoration groups, i.e.
the annual Restoration Conference, or any other groups upon
request. Information to include: goals, deadlines, process

etc.

FEBRUARY 26-27
Restoration Conference presentation.

MARCH, WEEK ONE (two days, to be scheduled)
Technical work group meets to develop programatic budget to include:

1. Definition and quantification of those federal funds
which must be considered to be committed to multiyear

studies.

2. Schedule remaining federal funds into broad restoration
catagories as previously defined by the task force, i.e.
instream habitat, sediment control, artificial propagation,

etc. This budget will not cite specific'proposals.

3. Define, if any, special areas of concern which could be

contracted by private restoration groups.

4, If possible, or necessary, develop a backup budget for federal
funds (reprioritize catagories) should State funding not be

available in FY 1990.

MARCH 13
USFWS Yreka Office will mail the recommendations of the technical work
group to Task Force members for review.

MARCH 20 (approx). Programatic budget submitted to Washington D.C.

MARCH 20 (approx) _ _
USFWS Yreka 0ffice will send special notice to Agencies and private _
sector RFPs for areas of special concern as defined by the Technical team.

MAY 1

PROPOSALS DUE. Those submitted to the USFWS will be sent to the State for
their information. And, those submitted to the State which are pertinent
to the Klamath Basin will be sent to USFWS and if logistically possible

copies will be sent to Task Force Members




MAY 1-30

This is the regularly scheduled period for State project review. THIS YEAR

the State Region one biologists will be requested to schedule review of
those project proposals which are in the Klamath Basin at the beginning of

the process.

JUNE WEEK ONE (two days) .
The technical work group, in conjunction with State biologists will review

all Klamath Basin proposals and set priorities.

JUNE WEEK FOUR _
Those projects prioritized for State funding will be submitted, along with

proposals from other areas of the State, to the Director for review.
The Director will specify levels of funding available.

JULY 5-7 _ :

The Task Force will meet, review and approve priority list and budget.

AUGUST
Contracts will be let on State and Federal projects.



KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE

AGENDA

FOR A MEETING TO BE HELD IN YREKA., CALIFORNIA

20 March 1989

20-21 MARCH 1989

1:00 p.m. Call to order, correction and approval of minutes and

agenda
1:15
1:45
2:00
2:45

3:00

Eleption of chairperson

Task Force action on éine Creek proposal of Hoopa Tribe
Task Force consideration of Trinity County letter.
Bfeak

Report of the technical work group on a proposed

programmatic budget for Federal Fiscal Year 1990 and State Fiscal
Year 1989-90 (work group spokesperson to be designated)

4:00

21 March 1989

'8:00

9:30

9:45

Adjourn

Task Force consideration of work'grdup report
Break

Report on status of State process for soliciting

proposals (Odemar)

10:00

10:30
{Bingham)

11:00
11:;5
11:30
12:00

12:30

Other old business

Report on 1989 management of Klamath chinook harvest

Briefing on field trip to Big Springs (Bingham)
Other new business | |
Public comment

Discussion of next meeting

Adjourn

Note: a field trip is scheduled Tuesday afternoon to the Big
Springs area, to view sites for chinook propagation proposed by
the Salmon Stamp Committee-




TRINYTY COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
P.O. Box 936
Weaverville, CA 96083
(916) 623-1351

February 17, 1339

on Iverson
S. Fisp and Wildlife Zurvice
storation Field Oifice

"Flamath

RE: Letter frowm Trinity County sBvard of Supervisors Lo
River Fisheries Management Council and Klamabth River
Flshevies Rzestoraticn Task Force

the Trinity County

cucliosed 1s a lether fron v Beard of Supervizors

‘ to the akove vraferenczd Council and Task Forcs regarding ishe
impacts of the Zuvszau of 2y Tl : LG
Frogram Draft EIS's on ¢ i 5 r Rest t &3
we  discussed at the last ageting of the RRIRTr, 1t would ©be
greatly appreciated 1f you would forward this correspondsance O
the Council and Task Force members and place the ita:n the next
agenda for both meetings. '

contact. e

Mmoo T, .-y
linang yod

3
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TREMIEY COUMNTY

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
P.O. Drawer 1258  (916) 623-1217
! : : WEAVERVILLE, CALIFORNIA 96093

Barbara M. Rhodes, Clerk
David J. Andres, Administrative Officer

R e

Trinity River Task Force TCC
Klamath River Fishery Restoration Task Force
Klamath River Fisheries Management Council

RE: Bureau of Reclamation Proposed Water Contracting Program-
Impacts to Trinity River Fisheries Restoration

Trinity County has performed a preliminary review of the Central
Valley Project (CVP) Water Contracting Draft EIS's and . technical
appendices. Based on our initial review, it appears that the
proposed water contracting program will have permanent adverse
impacts on Trinity River instream flows, including both water
quality and quantity. The proposed action, if implemented, will
negate many positive efforts of the Trinity River restoration
program.

We request that this issue be placed on the agenda for the next
_ meeting to make a recommendation to the Bureau of Reclamation
‘ prior to the April 3, 1989 deadline for comments on the DEIS's.

Some key issues to be considered by participating agencies include
the following:

WATER QUANTITY IMPACTS

The DEIS's do not specifically identify the amounts of
"uncommitted water" from the Trinity, Sacramento and American
River systems. A modeling error of over 300,000 af does not
increase confidence in the assumption that there is uncommitted
water available for additional long term water contracting.

Even though the EIS's and appendices claim that the 1981 Andrus
Decision will be honored, there is no technical support data to
"show that Trinity River flows of 340,000 af will be maintained.
To the contrary, the EIS/EIR. for the Coordinated Operating
Agreement does provide a detailed analysis of uncommitted water
available. Appendix "G" of that document (Exhibit "A",
attached), shows that Trinity River instream flows were calculated
at 120,500 af in the year 2020. Despite comments by Trinity
County and others that this calculation would impact fisheries in
the Trinity River, the Final EIR/EIS for the COA did not
recalculate these numbers.

This fact was also reflected in David Houston's statements at the
September 19, 1988 Trinity River Task Force meeting in Weaverville

' (Exhibit "B") and the attached letter from Don Maughan, Chairman
of the SWRCB (Exhibit "E"). They indicated that Trinity River

' instream flows designated under the 1981 Secretarial Decision
(219,500 af) were included in the uncommitted pool of water. It
appears to be a contradiction declaring water committed for

instream flows as uncommltted
STAN PLOWMAN A. DEE POTTER RNOLD WHITRIDGE HOWARD G. MYRICK PATRICIA S. GARRETT
Distria 1 District 2 Distria 3 Distria 4 . Dismc 5



, .Despite Houston's «c¢laims that Trinity River instream flows will.
‘not be sold, the DEIS does not show the Trinity River as a
recipient of a portion of the uncommitted water in the proposed
action. Therefore, once implemented, the water contracting =
program Wwill reduce Trinity River instream flows to 120,500 af per
year.

This plan to sell Trinity River instream flows goes even farther.
Assuming that Trinity River instream flows are to be met according
to the Andrus Decision, the Water Contracting Program will sell
any additional uncommitted water from the Trinity River (if it
exists). For instance, in' the event the 12 year flow study
determines that flows 1in excess of 340,000 af are required to
restore Trinity River fisheries, any additional water supplies
will already be under contract. Based on past BOR actions, there
is no reason to believe that BOR will be inclined or able to
revert water back to Trinity River fisheries once 1long term
contracts are signed.

Long term contracting of "uncommitted" Trinity River flows will
preclude release of additional water from Lewiston Dam to provide
for economic development of the Hoopa Valley and Humboldt and
Trinity Counties per federal legislation and California Water
Permits. That requirement states as follows:

Lewiston Reservoirs into the Trinipy River so that not less
than an annual quantity of 50,000 acre—-feet will be availabl
for the beneficial use of Humboldt County and other downstream
users."” .

"Permittee shall release sufficient water from Trinity and/er ‘
e

By 1locking up Trinity River water under 1long term contracts

outside of the Trinity River Basin, future water development
projects along the Trinity River will be made at the expense of

instream flows for fish. For instance, when downstream users are

diverting the full 50,000 af, there will actually be only 290,000

af for fisheries, even though 340,000 af is released at Trinity-
Dam. Again, it is not likely that new long-term contracts will be

voided to provide County of Origin water rights. Shasta County,

which 1is expected to experience rapid growth in the near future,

will be in a similar situation with Sacramento River water.




WATER QUALITY

Based on comments regarding the COA from the Department of Fish
and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Exhibits "C" and
"D"), it 1is apparent that Trinity Dam has the same temperature
design flaws as Shasta Dam. High storage levels in Trinity Lake
the past few years has not made this fact evident. However, if
additional <CVP water 1is contracted, we can eXpect temperature
problems in the wupper Trinity River that would contribute
significantly to mortality of salmon. This will not only impact
Trinity River spawners, but also Trinity Hatchery and salmon in

the Sacramento River, which depend on cold Trinity River flows in.

late summer and fall.

The DEIS's fail to 1identify mitigation measures that will
adequately address temperature problems in the Trinity River. 1If
it is the Bureau's intent that the Preferred Alternative will take
care of these problems, then specific mitigation measures and an
implementation schedule need to be clearly identified. However,
our preliminary review of these documents has not found an intent
to resolve these problems.

CONCLUSION

Trinity River water should not be included in the CVP water
contracting program until completion of the Trinity River Flow
Evaluation Study, and permanent instream flows for the Trinity
River are allocated based on the results of the Flow Evaluation
Study. ’ :

Sincerely,

/7

.V. Plowman, CHAIRMAN
Trlnlty County
Board of Supervisors
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EXNIBIT “"A"“

TECHNICAL REPORT |

ON

DETERMINATION OF ANNUAL WATER SUPPLIES
| . FOR

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT

AND

STATE WATER PROJECT
MARCH 13884

PREPARED BY U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AND
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
70 SUPPORT THE DRAFT COORDINATED

 OPERATION AGREEMENT OF DECEMBER 1882,
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EXHIBIT "A"

Ope*ation - 2020 Level
e . N DX

The 2020 COA studies.‘with less flexibility in the CVP, were run \‘th minimum

fish releases below system reservoirs controlling.%%zé:9£~:ng\::me. Flows 1in
the Trinity River bfif:_ESEiﬁﬁgn_!h.e meintained at 120 TAF/yr - :
—_— :

- The operation of Folsom was guided by the same factors as in the 1980 level

study, but with flows below H Street on the American River maintained acco'ding
to D-893 minipum fish flows of 210 TAF/yr with alloweble deficiencies in -
critical years... : h

. R WP -V G - - '
e [ .‘ .._‘n..\‘,. . ._'o_.. - PSR

The operation of Shasta was integrated with the Trinity system to meet minimum
flow requirements below Keswick. The minimum fish relesse below Keswick was

maintained at:

" Period o : S Flow
' (c<s)
~March through August ' 2,300 h
- September through October . | - o 3,900

‘November through February @B -~ '~ '7-" - 2,925

.Reouired Del=xe Ou flow

Minimum required Delta outflow necessary to satisfy the water quality

objectives set forth in D-1485 were calculated using the method contained in
February 1981 report entitled "Delta Weter Use and Outflow Estimate". - The:
requirements are part of the in-basin use and must be satisfied from '

uncontrolled flows and storage releases if necessary.

Qutflow requirements vary depending upen the nmonth and yeer type. Furthermore,
if there has been a surplus Delta outflow in the preceding month an adjustment
can be made whi¢h reduces the current month's requirement. his adjustment was
referred to as a "remping saving". In Years that the projects imposed a
deficiency on deliveries of contract water the water quality objectives were
also reduced and en appropriate adjustment was cade in the outflow

calculation. R '

Carriage Water

" When export rates from the southern Delta are incressed beycnd a-certain point,
relative to inflow %o the southern Delt2, more water is drewn from the westem
Delta. To maintain suiteble water quality at the expor:t pumps, the saline
water being drawn in must be repelled by increasing Delta outflow, The
additional releases are called "carriege water" and are calulated as an’

addioional adgustment to required Delta outflow,

The method for calculating carriage water 1s contained in the November 19, 15381
SWRCB Ordex WRB1-15 (also known as SWRC3 Perzit Term o1).

-13-
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.~ By erm..'mu -
2 - ‘nnltx Rlv:r !i:b md thelr water
i 'nerds v3 watlsr coniracts the Buresu of
! Reclamation hes In-the Central Valley
‘P oject (CYP) occupled some of the .

" time of the Trialty River Tasx Forcs.:
v L‘onday wh:n me:::bc'z held a semi-!"
:_.n.::‘ meeting |z Weavesvile, chaired

. _by David Housizn, mpc::.l Directer o!
 the Bereauin Sacrarmeqla.” - 1
ecanse Trinity Coualy $upervlsc.—:
¢ challenged new waler marketing
ns be.ng gocsidered by the Burpsu of .

d:::’.a:ed # dry year for water celessed;
JRfq'the “Trinity, but waler c:::-'—ac" in
2 CV? baye not been cut back, ede of
“'° mere Uvely ¢ dhc-..f:lcr.: a the-Tasks
"or;- :neet!ng was on [ls hc'y {low
“z=leasestgthe Trinity River, -0 .
-1 Houston told the Task Ferce [l u
;c2rpes down t having to choose between
uvtd‘..ng “enough. water {or {lshery
"-.._s or h:lL‘.!Lng water cantracts, "‘c
Sureau will'zhert the wa:.e. c::n::ac'
".7 zyerof fek, flgh 7t _'

‘Re,x‘dlng flows: Izto Ihe - a.rinl ¥

yer; Hovslexideclered, ';‘:.z e-ls'ng
Tove aloct to'try 18 everni the 12-vear
'--:q" ﬂnw "Ldy“‘ D"‘C ‘d ky fo‘“_e.‘
Secretaty §¢Intarjer Cecllldndrusia.
\E21 ®hick ordered 340,000 scre fegg
..l..i:nmn -{laws: be allocated o, the?,
7RIy Rives during that’time for the
Ldy ¢z22pt In-dry or. c:".ti ally” d.r-v
vcz.1 whea.lower Qowz sre xx.":;.—:..cc
TSe ;udy {5 being dene by the UJ S Flah

iz :d WilAle Service to elermine L‘ze ’

2w1 hesded to sustain the salmen and
,z‘,huf' {lehery to the nunbery In the
Sver prior to whea the Trinity River,
>rofect, naely Trinlty azd Lewiston

"’,ez.xrr't.!on 2nd becatse 1588 hus been :

’ dum wcrnbu‘.lz.uurlmdmwc
T - built” abou; &5 percent of the Trinfty :

- Riyerflows.ghove Lewlston were
i dverted 19 Lhe Central Valley and fish:
' returng ‘declined by a3 much as 9q
" percent In the Trinity River, "2 7 ' 7

S “When that sityation wes {inally noua:d
:.nd then acknowledged by the Secretary |

'-.C‘ I::n’ o .87 ‘d CD-! ress 'h- l-<--1 \ .

Aiver “....b and Y-;Udl.!c hr‘anag:...c-:.
Ptogram was’ obligating* same.
$60 mxl]!on be xpent to rcstore the
-{itheries and wildlife over g'ten year .
:period’ and the flow -tudy was also
prdered. “The Task Force was preated 14 -
sdvise the Secratery of Intesier and Is:
'cs::‘pcxd of Reglonal and Slate heeds gl *
yerious {edecal agencies, state agencies”
and loczl representatives, lnclud!ng
'_-'l".'.m:y County and the Hoopa Tribe, -

Ab Mond-ly: meeting the proble=y ofl

K d:v year allocation this year, 1582, oo ths

§ Trinity Rlvcr, but a ‘normal water

" marketing yesr for farmers ceatraciin

U for CVP waler was brought up by 'I“':n..y
* Supeyviesry Howard Myrick and Amold ¢

- vW‘ximdge They wondered wty the -
2llocsticn Into the Trinity Plver was cut, -

; put waler centraces were nof ol Sack. -

} V.UIa Februzry we knew we had enouzl ",

7] a"" ‘g9 full marketing” ‘-o"-'on
s 3aldadding that this detsarmiinatien 3
';r:.:.&: gach Pehoeary and If the Byrsaw
¢ 13 able W-age Mwe can rake full wates
¥ n::.:z::‘.ns a; that time, we'll g9 ahead,
w butl L. " cen't. make f.:he'y
requlr-'*e':ta, ye'll xhor‘ thc aigo
- contracieng -
" . Houston :::L;L:wd howeve' L“.s the”
decizion thet determines a dry of
critleally dry year for the flows {nto the
Trinity River is based oa the inflow s
Shasta Dam, whick is dete ._..ncd c.u:h

W Ol MHeTenst horting theiT

_,————-- . -

year. by the Dcpar.:nenz ol Water
Z‘Lso&.r:s (DWR). -
= Ed Solbas,. P'ojec! Mxmger for the
Trhﬂty F.,ver Fleld OZfice and a Bureau
+¢ngineer, prplained to the Jowrnal this
e wcek t.“.zt releases frem Trinlly Dem
“are based each Vear oo the projected
v Inflewi Shacty Dzx and thet eay
L Frplecied [nflew 0 Shasiz thal la lesx
hamfour-milllon acre feet is not z -

na—:mlyu.lnt..:'r-.nlty,!thzc:-y'- .

eer, * YN
{However, bothHoumn a.nd Solboa told

k3 the Task Forcs Lhat eves though the 1587

“ projectica was 3.9 milllen acre [est inlo
Shasts, which means It would be a éry

*-yesy allocadon Lata the Tricity Rlver,
~the Burssy t:z.uwd 1887 es a nor=zel year
“for the “Trinity becarse the Techalcal
~ Coordinsting Cax:.:rur..ee that advises
.the Bureay 2nd the Task Fores urged 2
. nermal year:alloc=tion becatse of blg
selman runs.the ‘year before. The big

“rans left many sall paturally spewmed
L‘.:.H in the riverfand & release of 400,000
- steeihead was planned ‘as well 3o Ln..—ge—

+ gllocatloas of water wese needcd ta

protect the fich, :

AL They 2lag esid that al":a ’: ‘Sd! was
determined to be 2 dry yeer b¢c-31.:,e 134
eyes s=aller Inflow projesicd Into
,Sha=ia’ (his year, the Surzay.-allocated

k3 40,000 mort acye [eet this year for the

’. f‘.:.‘*.:ry than the dry yu. a.Locx“c-n of -
33 000 acse feel .

" Hotstan indicated L‘:a’ o Bureau ls

1 cc--‘ne" to the flow -tudy. .;cding,

Trindty a &Ny
way, thape or fo—::\ and we wilzol” He |
said, “asan a:zzr_‘:ation the Bureau ls.

s Dol golzg o walk away Lom the Trinity
alier px.""".g 50 z=milllva Ints ruu:r.nz
U Befshery

tesame ae . -

CON'T ON NEXT PACE

.,_1

Says iSh wm

|

zZs
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- “dry years “‘before we: cant

YT
et

Task, Force membes Bill sn.-.nj W

,Asalqtant Regloul Director’,

b Fisheries for the [T, S, Fish and Wlidlte ¥

*thaz Dls agescr.is going 18
“ﬂmxmdymwensh'q

; perrpectives;
="<that's ‘our primary. -roles To’ mm:u;
7-.adequate- flaws’ for. the: good of: ¢ the.:

ﬁsbe.-yll‘ '-‘\ -..-l ‘..

-;-.—44

-I_dcuvcrwwwaw contractors.’. ;i :
*~'* Explaining that this year the Buuu. !

..made major commitments to the-
. {isheries, o Callfornla,. he noted the!

Ao

e T :
.4 Houston wes: uked bv J.:A S,_..!‘...,,'.-
w.uy County!s r:,mcn;anu u_.,_-;e .":

_ TRINITY JOURNAL ' ‘ N
— WE .
. EAVERVILLE, CA SEPTEMEER 22, 1988 ’

— “Houston said the CV'P pm]ec! bas 30 -
: muchstnngenmwsez into critically -
make pull

e

ee ung

———.—..———-—-

‘,E—uh::qu spent Zbgtc;grﬂ‘l}lonﬁ Comnncd kvm?‘ttl '._- LR -', ' .;;We mm people mumde, '
;. fisheries restral wa s we it {or the Tricity River
. §: ta keeplng tempenatures down @“"-‘“-\-' . -";m ‘pat that doesa't mean Kt 1s . . 02 the side of the fsh Lhls year,” be 2 ale.
.'s.ac-ameng River for {ha {lsh, :pcndins\ e to be marketed,” Houston said. Be -+ - .He also noted the Bureau bas talked
ﬁndshon de-mmnitf h:n.tie ‘Shoshone : L, nld Lhe Buresu i3 Jooking' ~at - - 3bout the posslbility- of chmxmg the

X arsh: g m:héts‘;b Delta’and o everything., “but we have not decided . . dndros water year for the Trinity River ..
- lmunuhc"u: ‘:ﬁ'} { awaxnesadve ‘ " anything yet, we 're trying to look at all o  3o.that the actual water supply could be
S ffn the fumur I-. "’r""“.‘li" T the options in ous Enwmnmcnullmmct..': ‘w”d‘““’.“f‘.n"“' No dzc‘.ﬂoahu

\ tadnt.hxtontbe'n".ali “b:: “canl Saue | - - gtatement 0B reopening the water ~ Mmd@ oa that however. .

Y, bes ‘ : mxrkeung 1! s s open Process,’ .‘ o .Be urged toat everycae walt untd] the

2 (lowa. nu.dr by, mq Fish and Wilclife

i Sarvice' s cample at the end of 12 -
{years.and thea m.nh 2 dec.alon oa how
puchnze:hnwdad.’ et

- 'T've not seca cyxdancr yetto su:,gcs. :
lowering or increasing the the flows, aa

Houston said.

T~ % Beinsisted thxt “xlthough people t have «

-1 the ldea the Bureau i3 hell bent to !
1 markel every drop of water, that'd not J

e p W Aeever =t LT

. =22 0 wat.c..: ,srﬂbou!xlltbx..ww.mw:’dukew
ot .;\.-.].. - ek mx.—r.:ttbea.d:‘.!.‘.knxlwz. but we're -

. ---—x:....

ho T lles cd tbe Buresu . ::pot taking waier for the study.away,:
g 'gvi?glsggord‘gﬂm .Comanitiee, L .0 m%g:‘ﬁsyw {fm 1imit to-get ' Let's-see what™ the .ady' Bays,t he-
: Y “mwmvh ._'— ub&l” :jwau~ t,.om ec'fpbno‘ IOM- -s~".' Vrels Ta . O .
o ? Landhmt.b fiqws then the 340,000 acTe.:. § - -.-_ bcmg toligwed, b but Houstos' ‘disagreed . & In'other puxlness. the Ta:
i hee m ¢ wrater i ancnntncbed o, e 4 declared: “We are following that - “.iapproved the threa.year 3
. now Wil tb.e;T:':-m]{rgqgtpou higher ”'.'""-"-nﬂe.Ai d ot own more than i i tis..:,l years 1589, 1990 and
::ol;wI}. d \ PTGy oF “m mgc.m'awnﬂcm‘l_' mjx‘.‘lm&f«lwdsu.ﬂqm
} I jts: emorsirated we éed maretl. bowu:evcd ¢ s mot :incommon: for » wm::.*: Houston says 11 nnﬂzb_e in the
; thoew:, within our t:u‘t respecsibillty,™ o o6 40 ‘cantract land to farm it and - ; [scal 1989 federal budget. <+ S
s can be made avallable. 2nd we £28 " m“’mmr“ facm mort land than %0 ;_--‘...:nbc:':hurdanaverfizwd-wm:
: ort oux;‘cant Taciors: and gu-ke s x::ﬁa.nds{:'CV?“tc---.' e | 7 bay been done this year from Soiboe.
BY:(—rahlck qum i R Wl Gt:ﬂt-'—y DWR repmc"utauv'; .‘he w-ld‘e‘d after 2 bA.d d!.'o:'..:mon
*I yrie painted-out. y‘ha‘tko e thhe J t_‘:g'ruk Facce said the odd3, Ty 2 ; tddxcc.’psd‘”xg!necz:mzmbe :
." ears of Trinlty. Coomy fsioe ‘Brreaw’y Sifs T IR B we woa't have another 57 “to the:Task Force, but Houston and
-plang’to th‘tnu-mm~ A A ‘thkeﬂllmeet‘w‘lth\hzbcad of the

;. CvPand he g..;eqlttb:,‘.,soomtm yeas in arow. He sald the oaly sy}
! “{hat are the exma flows added'ta: the.,
* Trinity Rlyer ‘allocation-through the~’

i flows study ordered by Andrus js- sl v

$ ‘he cy>- ane'x.ary as unco=l
Con:im.:dnn?ag-s'

‘- -

'fcd

'md:"!sabryexrt:":fh ng sudy that # Corps in Sag Francisco to work out somie

S ehows only one three-year: drought gtef'mit problex:u £or the restoratxo.
m.n.,gt.,at in 1553, 94 and 38,7 75 : .l?"", A0 F desd e R

: srief intesview a.‘t::tbe .uee"" : _' gt
!—ou‘.on told.the Journal he reelly-is -’ )
proud of the Trinity River Resoraton’
P-og-am and that “this rcally sz
showcase.” Ee poted that the Bureau is".
. u‘.i?ely ‘{nvolved in trying t0 garrect’
sope’ problems on toe nve:' Ygome We. |
csused azd some ‘catsed by -;. ;u.h
road buillding and logging.”’ -
: “I‘::plu.scdwerewor:.::zoulf,"be
: qu - Asked xbox.t the, tull’ yater =
mu-k:.-r.g ‘this year In the rest of the.
. state, bu,ad:-yyear tbe'r-.nlrybasn.
zvmtbot.sb‘:‘rmL“yCaumyhxdumos-a .
;nor=al.rzin {nflow this yesrI, Houston :
s&xdﬂ:cBumuandDWch:xtogeﬁber
Mmﬁuﬁwc‘f'?mdtbewﬂamh
W::u?:sject‘-nbalmcennu:!-all

Jthe state water aystemg and shtrq .
L' . urplus foves bn the Delta- < SR R RN "
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HaR O MO an—bE SNOBCEE ADSCY . SOnGd dirsbind il oy .;.-.

DLPARTMENT OF MSH ANO OAME / ' /—’@ .
[N N o :e-
L e W I ) ”7

y . ;:,-.-.'2'- X

=1~ oy v
o R : v ST TTT R F3E £ PR
".” 2y, Gusrantesd relessss from Yrinlty Lake via Whiakeytown. Lak

" +!''" into the Savramento River during the €all when temperaturs
. . . iprobleas in the Baorsaento Xiver below Xeswick-are most. -.
Bovembsr 13, 1918 © - prevalent. e . oo .w_rfJ}JJR.Z'pl.g

1934) ee3-121331)

X 3. QGuaranteed rolesses from Shasta Dam to act A;”hlluéion tlows
wvhen water bahind B8pring Creek Dlversion Dam {8 released or
spilled during fall and wintar storms. 8uch dllution flows

are critioal to avold oconcentrations of heavy metals in the ..

We, Dave Kéanedy
Uepattaent of Water Reszources

1414 ninth Street L., o PR : - ’ Eactamento River below Keawick Das that sre lethal to salmon
Sascramenlo, CA 93814 R ' M % . . *0gs and Cry. . . iy L R
' - - ) . o . : Lo BRI RS
Me. Dave Boustoar . . , 4. GQusranteed veleasss into the Trinity River balow Leviston Dan
U.8, Bursse of Reclamatlon o : to Isprove the anadromous fishary a» propossd.by.ths Trinlty /.
1606 Cottage Way . . e e ) Rivar Basin Task Yorce. K . e e pates
Sactameato, CA 93028 cohe : . Coh . . B Cabrpeld o,
) ) : _ 3, Mo new water supply coatracts oconsuesated until: our.Bacramento
Coatlemsny v R T River Instream flow atudy le cowpleted and an adequate flowv
. - o . S B - schedule guarantaed by the Bureau. T shetae e
Thaak you for the oppartunity to comment oa the Draft Ravironasental ’ . . DAL D% S PN B A
lapgact Statement/Peport ca the Coordimated Ooﬁrltloﬂ4lﬂroo¢0nt {COA) ) €. -Guaranteed higher minimum pool 1a Bhasta Lake to help minimfre
for \he Ceatral Valley Project (CVP) and Btate Water Prolect. R tonporature problems In the fall In the Baoramento River balow
: - . P BT . Yeswick Dam, - e S
AS 8 trustee agency over mstural resources {m the state of v . e . e o aTRATHTS e
Celltocals, the Department of Tleh Qame (DPG} wmust oaomoly with both RHoditying CVP oparation and setting »slde a portlon of CVP yleld
the Calitorala Ravigsommental Ouality Act {(CBOA) and Eatloas) may be necessary to i{mplement, the above. ettt Lel e
Bavironmeatal Policy Act (MEPA) snd our review of thle documsnt must ’ . et s : T o e, HCRLT LTS P 1 SO R
satisfy both ststutes. . o In addition to these mitigation measures, the document.ahould -
: B P 1 ) . {nolude detalled analyses of hov dalivery schedulea resulting fros
We havae reviewsd the Dcaft RIS/RIR and havs discussed It with staff - " the COA may Inoresse the dsmand by landownars for additional bank
ol both 1e8d sgencise. we find 1t {ncomplete ia Lta trestment of proteatlon projects along the Bacramenta River betwssn Redding anc
{apacte to fleh and wildlile yesources associatesd with the CuA . Chico Landing. . R Y I P N
freeit, sad wo have ocncerns with the way It sddressen the Cvr as {t . . Vil iy r
esfsts loday, and potentls)l marketing of sddliticasl water, The oconolusion thst sbout one milllon acre-Cest par-year of . "~
A A I

. L . S *uncommitted” water supply will exlat at “full development® ;" *
hegardliag poteatisl Impacts of the Agreewmant iteelf, the tepart Appesrs to bs banad on the assuwotion that lnetresm flows {n thu/
tegline to address the problems, but {8 lncompolate. The report Trinity and American rivers will be reducad at that. time,,  The.
frdlcetes that water used to help tlah 1n the Delta will bs at the flovs assumed for the “tull developsent® studies have bean .. .
espense of Clak upalfesa. 1a & worat-case analyals, 30 percant of Bswonstrated to Le inadequasta to mafntain Cleh, vwildlite, and:
chincok aalmon wil)l te lost. {a thelr spawniag beds while dovavtresm reareational resourcee of those rivara, . S e ; >
mlgrants {n the L+lts are protectsd. This no-wia sltuation ls act : E

. [EEDARE SR TTY. LN
scceptable from & resource standpalat. In addition, the Duresu's The dooumant also should address potentlal l-bnctn of the .
opsratioaal etudles {using monthly temperstures, eta.) described in Agresment on the Ban Joaquln Miver Bysteu snd propoae.mitigation
the seport are fasulficlent to 1dantily all Impacts.  The sole messures. These should Imalude messurea to protect.the:fall-
sltigation propoesd, toc the Agreeaent {page 37) La the RahiLit A mipration of adult salwon frow the Delta Into the gan Joagquin

standarde of the prelecred altarnative., Bowhere ia thle exhibit (g
mitigatioca propossd for upatreasm lmpacte in the varying scenarlos. . [P - .. DA R TP PTG
Speclific mltigation messures for these Impaats should be coalalned I The daocumsnt polnts out [page $-7) “the proposed agraemant.could
the Jocument and would {nclude, but not be llsited tos be consldered a tink In a chaln of events that could lesd to othe
actfons that ocould have significant environmental .impacts.” . Ne
agree. The ohain of events bsgan with the authorisation and

tributeries to snawn and the spring and fall ohlnook out-migrants

1. :Ounrlnlood constant low-flow roqlhai {l.0. mininise tlcw
fiuctuations) below Raswlick Dam Latwesn October ] and Karch }

ol esch yesr to ainlalse Joss of sslmon epge and fry dus Lo . '; o C ) ey eat g
dewatering of redds. ) T ' : )
/7 .. - — o : 3 KL a‘._':l_)":_.. e Db ! Jl-/'
v (20 ' : (’- M ’( N E‘h N o Voo .
R : ’ . P T " . : N
., e - ~~'f¢'_iﬁgffﬁif_g"( TN .y};gpr ;ﬂ-q}z1?f,glj,'! ., . ce

- a/,
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construction ol the cve, co-tluuco todsy, and hasa ™ olontly T
Jetined endpoint., Unless s concluslive tlmatable and sethod for
how overall CVP ispacte and magketing of wvater impactes will be .
sddceesed ‘I8 provided, we Delieve that Secticn 15149 of ClO*-'
‘where an Individual project is a neceecsary precedant for actlon
un 8 larger project or comslts the Lesd Agency to a larger
viaject, with sigoiflcaat snviconmental eflect, an RIR muat
addrese 13self to the scove of the larger pro]-ct' thould be
lollovod e
Nyt D-oarl-ant believes there (s a need to addcess the eu-ulltlvo
lapscts La addition to the onea dlgrectly caused by the COA, ‘RRPA
{Section 1900.23) requlires this as wvell, The COA should be put
Into the pezspective of the larqger soope of the CYP or explanatioa
pravided aa to why not and how and vbor. LLA lesd agenaies vl\l
aJicess these broodor fssuss, o
IR RREY NV R . *
Tharelore, 1€ the Dl!l/lll fe ta rofloct poteantial cu-ulltlvt .
lapacts beyond the lmpacts sclely caused by the COA, 1t ehould .
addrees bath lacomplets mitlgatlica for Impacte from the CVP as [t
satats today as well as poteatial impacts from {ncressed marksting
wt sdditional water. Due to weter szchanges {a the Dalta, thess
. lapsots may occur anywhere withia the Sacraeento, San Josquin, and
trinity RAiver systems. A fow cr1smples would be¢ changes In :
teaervoir1aveli End temperatuce, altevrations of clver flow and.
temperature, the {atroductioa of toxlo msterlals into waterways,
and the reduction of available water to wvaterfowl and othar -
wildlite,.: 1€ tha lead agencles belisve that there cannot be full
-l\lqntloa, the resscaas for thia should be olplnlnod and dealt
-‘(h.l Z ‘v LT .

. '|' -:.a;_..
e noto thnt tho Buresu In several documents has atated thlt fish
end wildliite goals need to ba dealt with comprehenaively for the
enticre sges slfocted by the CVvP (An Aporafisal of Total Nater
Asnsgement la the Centrsl Valley Basin, Callifornia, 1972y wockiang
ucument 11, 1978; CVIws mewvslatter, Apri{l 1982; CYPewg Report
s-), l)l(). '

At lhln tl-a we do mnat [atend to llet 81l unmet mitligatica

nedauces needed (or the COA lor the CVP as It exfsts today, or for:
the machating of sddltional wvater. This job should be co—olol.d._

by the lesad sgencies creaponsible for the SIR/KIS oa the COA,

Nowvever, we Delieve thle taek could be facllitated by the *

lormetion of & state/faders) intersgency task locrce comprised of :
the lead sgencies and the federal and state {ish and wilditfe ¢
sgsncled. Me have previously suggested the formation of this task
tocce., .
The tssh force would, In stfect, assiat with the completioa of the
LEIN/B18 orf other appropriate documents to ensure all needed
lesues are addressed. We would work supeditliously oca such a task

iAoy ot e e e
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Cap it et gl S
‘force to complete thia Inllylll botoro the time the Buresu is
resdy to market sdditional water and hopefully bcloro the COA is
slgned, = 1t "b .
Y

As we hsve -!Atod p:ovlou-ly. provldcd that tho l!l/llﬂ tully
addressea our concerns and/oc pravides & commitment that would
lead to a satlsfactory resolutlon of all fish and wildllite
problems velated to ths operstion of the overall cve, DIQ supports
the signing of the COA., The COA itsslf {s allent on lssues

outside the Delts, but to be placed In the proper perspective,
decision makers meed [nformatlon on all ths lesuse vhiah arxe
vrelated and thoso chould be addressed or lchodulod to be propcrly
Add;woood. et et el e . .
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_-Uruted States Department of the Intenor

FICH A\D WILDLIH‘: SE.R‘v'lCE
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
500 N.E. Multhomah Street

Portland, Oregoa S7232

" Memorandum

"To : Regional Director, Mid-Pacific Region, Bureeu of Reclamation
Sacramento, California

From : Regional Director, Region 1, Fish and Wildlife Service
Portland, Oregon

Subject: Fish and dehfe Coordme...mn Act Report on the Coordinated
‘ Operatxon Agreement

This memorandum, with the attached deteiled essessment, constitutes our Coor—
dination Act report of the effects on fish and wildlife resources of implementing
the "Proposed Agreement between the United Stetes of America and the Depart-

- ment of Water Resources of the State of California for Coordinated Operation of

the Central Velley Project end the State Water Project.” The proposed agreement,
.deted May 20, 1985, end commonly referred to es the Coordinated Operation
Agreement, or COA, would make possible more efficient operation of the Federal

Central Valley Project (CYP) and the Stete Water Project (SWP). Additionally, .

under terms of the COA the Buresu of Reclamation would be obligated to operate
the CVP to meet the water quality standerds for protection of the Sacramento-Sen
Joaquin Delta set by the State Water Resources Control Board in Decision 1485.

Our analysis is based on information provided by the Buresu of Reclamation prior
to June 1, 1985 —including the draft COA; operastion studies at 1980 and 2020

levels of development under Trecy (in dry and criticelly dry yeers only) and D-1485

water quelity standards; and the internel review dreft Environmental Impect
Statement/Environmental Impect Report on the COA, cated May 21, 1985. This
analysis is velid only for the draft COA of Mey 20, 1985 In the event that the
draft COA is modxfled & revision of this report mey be necessary.

This report was prepered under authorltv, and in accordence with the provisions, of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordinetion Act {16 U.S.C.581 et seq.) and is intended for
inclusion in the Buresu of Reclametion's report on the proposed ection. This report
hes been reviewed and commented on by the Celifornia Depertment of Fish end
Game as indiceted by the attached copy of a letter from Director Jack C. Parnel},
dated October 17, 1985. Also, it hes been reviewed and concwred in by the
" National Marme Plshenes Se'-v1ce- their lex.ter is attached for your mforma.non.
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Considering the imporiance of the fish and wildlife resources that would be
affected by the proposed action, this report, required for your compliance with the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, is inappropriately brie{ and unsupported by
field studies as normally required for evaluating a proposed action of this
significance. Time allowed for report preparation wes too short due to the brief
period between completion of the draft COA and its being taken up by the
Congress for action. As such, our recommendations to mitigate the impacts of the
proposed-action are not reflected in the draft COA es they normelly might have
been. The recommendations should not, however, be wholly unexpected on vour.
part since they are consistent with input to your draf{t environmental statement
which was provided to you in December 1983. :

TR oW -

The COA would affect hebitat for fish and wildlife resources in (1) the
Sacramento-Sen Joaquin Delta — its waterways, agriculture!l lends, end Suisun
Marsh, (2) the Central Valley — especielly CVP/SWP-controlled rivers end reser- -
voirs, and CVP/SWP weter service eress, (3) the San Francisco Bay system
upstream to the western boundary of the Delta, and (4) the Trinity River basin —
principally Clair Engle and Lewiston Lakes and reaches of the Trinity River.

Based on our analysis, we conclude that implementation of the COA would
beneficially impact striped bess and chinook selmon hebhi i e Sacramento-San -
Joaquin Delte and weterfowl habitat in Suisun Marsh but adversely impec
Udlife hebitet in the Federal end Stete wailer service erees, in Sen Francisco Bey;
end in the Secremento, American end Trinitv Rivers:” While we ere plessed that

better water conditlons would exist for fish and wildlife in the Delte, our foremost
concern is that the COA would (1) exacerbate temperature problems in the
Secramento, Americen and Trinity Rivers aflecting salmon Spawming and egg
incubation, and (2) perhaps reduce opportunities to secure a firm supply of CVP ™
water for Federel end State wetland ereas in the Central Velley, and meet
unidentified/unmet mitigution needs of pest constructed units of the CVP. Selmon
threatening incresses in water temperature downstream from Shaste, Folsom and
Clair Engle Reservoirs would result from COA-induced changes in reservoir storage
levels and releese volumes. During and immediately following critically dry yeers
severe decimation of salmon runs would be highly likely end extirpation of the
winter-run race of salmon in the Sacramento River is not inconceiveble. For
maintenance of wintering hebitat in the Central Velley for Pacific Flywey
waterfowl populetions, it is essentiel that a firm supply of CYP weter be provided

to nine wildlife refuges end two wetlend essement erees edministered under the .
Netionel Wildlife Refugse Svstem, end to three wildlife menagement erees edminis-
tered by the Celifornia Depertment of Fish end Game.' This need should be met
before the uncommitted firm yield of the CYP, some of which is made peossible by

the COA, is committed to other uses. - The Department of Interior's position on
authority to commit CYP firm supply for waterfow!l purpcses is presently uncleer-
but I understend that clarificstion may be forthcoming. Further, CYP power should . .
be provided on 2 non-reimbursable basis to the nine netional wildlife refuges, four -
State waterfowl menegement erees, end to Coleman National Fish Hatchery,

We must also note thet there are known deficiencies in the D-1485 standards that
precliude protection of Delta fish habitat et the desired level; habitet necessery for
. estuerine fish es well &s upriver—spawning species which migrate thru the Delte.
+ D-1485 standerds may be inadequate for striped bess.” Since 1978 the recruitmen
of striped bess has been very poor. D-1485 standerds .provide inadeguate sprin
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outflow conditions for juvenile salmon; seoveral years of data supporting this
inadequacy have been coliected since 1878." These are not yet standards for the
protection of San Francisco Bay. These deficiencies will be addressed during
upcoming hearings to be held by the State Watler Resources Control Board

The Fish and Wildlife Service therefore recommends that for mitigation of the
impacts of the COA: -

-

1. Multiple-level intekes to the outlet structures at Cleir Ehgle end Sheste
' Lakes be provided to allow the best possible control of water tempera-
* ture for protection of downstream fisheries. - e

Until multiple-level intakes to the outlet structures at Shasta end Clair
Engle Lakes are in operation, storege be held at levels sufficient to
essure that release water maintains the temperature in downstream
re%ches utilized by salmon for spawning and egg incubation at or below
S6 F. e SR :

[+
.

And in furtherance of the December 29, 1878 decision by'the Secretary of the .
Interior to conserve fish and wildlife resources and specifically provide a.

guaranteed water supply to Central Velley national wildlife refuges, the Fish and
Wildlife Service recommends:. _ . )

3. Minimum flows from the Folsom Project to the lower Americen River

be set at:

2 No less than 1750 cubic feet per second from Nimbus Dam to the

Howe Avenue Bridge from October 15 to December 31, for

spewning selmon;

b. No less than 1250 cubic feet per second from Nimbus Dam to the

Howe Avenue Bridge from January 1 to March 31, for salmon

incubation and rearing;

pl

No less than 1250 cubic feet per second from Nimbus Dam to the
mouth of the Americen River from April 1 to June 30, end such
additional flow &s may be required to prevent weater tempg:ature
at the mouth of the Americen River from exceeding 65 F, for
selmon reering and out-migration; =~ ' oo

c. No less than 800 cubic feet per second from Nimbus Dam to the
. mouth of the Americen River from July 1 to March 31, for &ll
fishery purposes. o : _

4. At leest 60,000 acre-feet of water be reserved in Folsom Reservoir for
releese at the direction of the fishery resource agencies during the
period October 15 to June 30 to facilitate upstream and downstream
migration of szlmon.

5. The minimum flow from the Sheste/Trinity project to the Sacramento

River be set at 8,000 cubic feet per second pending the results of a 2- '

year study currently being undertaken by the Celifornia Department of
Fish and Game on the relationship of river flows to fish hebitat in the
river. - ‘ )
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EXEIZIT "D" .
6. A firm annual supply of 211,000 acre-feet cf Cless 1 water be

furnished, on a non-reimbursable basis, to Ceniral Valley national
wildlife refuges.

A firm annual supply of 246,000 acre-feet of Class 1 water be
furnished, on & non-reimbursable basis, to the Gresslands Resource
Conservation District and Butte Sink Area lo serve migratory bird
needs. :

-3
.

8. A firm annuel supply of 78,000 ecre-feet of Cless 1 weater be furnished
on & non-reimbursable besis, 10 the State of California's Los Banos
Mendota; and-Gray Lodge Wlldhfe Management Arees

g, A firm supply of power be provxded, on a non—'exnbu."sable besis, to
Central Velley netionel wildlife refuges, State water"owl 'nanagqum
erees, and to Coleman National Fish Hatchery,

10. No further contracting of CVP firm supply for agriculture!, municipal
or industrial uses be underteken until all fish and wildlife needs
essociated with the CYP have been identified, resolved, and soclutions
authorized

In e variety of ways end times the Service hes previously informed the Burezu of
Reclametion of the ebove needs end hes reguested that the CVP be resutherized
with fish end wilclife conservetion es a co-equal purpose and the above besic and
long-standing fish and wildlife needs for of"set..mg project impacts be provided.
The Bureau hes not supported these requests via the COA. The COA hes been
taken up by Congress without benefit of an accompanying Fish and Wildlife Coord-
ination Act report. Consequently, Congressional action taken to dete dces not
include compenseation for {ish and wildlife impacts usocxated with implementation
of the COA. :

As e result, this report is essentially an after~the-fact action. However, it is being
submitted in comformance with our Coordination Act obligations end to egain
stress the need for our egencies to be in accord with the December 29, 1978
Secretarial decision on operetion of the CYP. Further, submission of this report
effords yet another opportunity to resolve fish and wildlife resource needs before
Congressionel euthorization of the COA.

Pleese advise us of your proposed ections regarding our recommendetions.

1S

48 -




EXUIRIT "E"

LTATE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKME Ji AN Governor

ATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
UL R. BONDERSON BUILDING

01 P STREET

£.0. 80X 100

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95801

(°16) 445-3993

APR 15 1587

Mr. Bill Kier
California Advisory Committee on
~Salmon and Steelhead Trout
120 Schoonmaker Point
Foot of Spring Street :
Sausalito, CA 94965 _ .

Dear Bill:
A5628, A15374, A15375; U. S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION TRINITY RIVER PROJECT.

Your March 10, 1987 note asked if we had any insight into the issue of future
decisions regarding bypass flows released from the Trinity River Project. I
assume you are aware the permits issued by this Board for the Trinity River
Project require annual releases of 120,500 acre-feet from Lewiston Dam. The
permits do not reserve jurisdiction to amend the conditions which specify the
release amounts. However, it has been our assumption that when petitions were
filed to make significant changes in the. project or its purposes and place of
use this issue would be reviewed to determine if it would be in the public
interest to reconsider the bypass flows for fish. Any petition to amend the
state filings for a project requires a public hearing to allow the Board to
determine if the change is in the public interest.

The petition filed by the Bureau of Reclamation to consolidate and expand the
place of use for its permits related to Central Valley Project facilities
includes the permits for the Trinity River Project. When the Board holds a
hearing on the petition, the Board will consider the cumulative impacts of the
changes and the extent to which it should attempt to mitigate past impacts.

The Trinity River Project permits will be one of the issues to be addressed in

the hearing.

We have been aware that Bureau operation studies for the Central Valley Project
showed that 120,500 acre-feet per annum was reserved for releases into the
Trinity River, even though the agreement between the Bureau and U. S. Fish and
"« Wildlife Service is based on the assumption the Secretary of Interior will
# ,consider the fishery study results and the possibility of greater releases..
The Boardzstaff. has_been told_informally that the Bureau w111 examine the’.
a]ternat1ves for use of Trinity River Proaect water in excess of the 120, 500 -
"acre-feet in their water marketing EIS's that-are being prepared..-
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Mr. Bill Kier -2-

APR 15 a7 ‘

If you have additional questions about the Trinity River Project or issues
relating to the Bureau petitions, you may call Ray Dunham of the water rights:
staff at (916) 324-5636. .

Sincerely,

N .

W. Don Maug
Chairman

cc: Mr. David Houston
Regional Director
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825




PINE CREEX YATERSHED MANAGPMENT ANALYSIS AND RFHABTLTITATICN PLAN

I. Assemble historic aerial photographs and relevant literature available
for the Pine Creek drainage basin,

II. Conduct aerial photo amalysis to detail the following:
A. basic road construction history
B. landslide history
C. road "related” erosion (gullies and landslides)
'D. other non-road related erosion problems

ITI. Conduct field inventories and analyses.
A. map all roads identified in air photo analy51s
1. categorize as maintained or abandoned
2. identify existing and potential erosion problems
B. map all stream crossings '
1. note culvert sizes and general condition
2. identify all crossings with a high diversion potential (DP)
3. evaluate existing and 25-yr culvert sizes for high DP crossings
-C. map all significant erosion sources identified ip air photo analysis
1. map and describe hillslope and road erosion problems
2. as possible, determine causes and past sediment yield.
3. determine erosion potential for each major problem area
D. map and describe high priority problem areas in detail
1. identify sites showing preventable or controllable erosion
2. map and describe each gite in detail
3. evaluate relative cost-effectiveness of potential treatment
4, develop heavy equipment and labor intensive prescriptions
needed for cost-effective treatment

IV. Evaluate problem road segments for rehabilitation or relocation.

A. provide recommendations, techniques and estimated heavy equipment
and labor intensive costs needed to rehabilitate high sediment yield erosion
sources and to relocate road segments which exhibit persistently severe or
uncontrollable erosion problems

-B. provide recommendations, techniques and costs to perform erosion
prevention treatments on temporary and abandoned roads untll they are again
needed for timber access

V. Provide final report which includes a) construction history and
maintenance status of roads in the Pine Creek basin, b) evaluation and
recommendations for all culvert sites with high potential for stream
diversion and sediment yield c) cursory and detailed maps of significant
erosion sites, and d) evaluations and recommendations for minimizing point
sources of erosion and sediment yield to streams which support anadramous
fish. Report recommendations regarding road construction and road
maintenance practices which might be altered or improved to lessen watersned
impacts from future landuse activities. :



SCIETULE ¥CR TMPLIMENTATION

ACTIVITY

1. Assemble and analyze locally available historic
aerial photographs. Perform literature review for
pertinent watershed information.

2. Report first quarter progress (air photo analysis).
3. Develop inventory forms and procedures. Begin
field inventories of all roads and significant
management related erosion.

4, Report second quarter progress

5. Report third quarter progress

6. Complete road erosion and stream crossing inventory

. and analysis. Map and analyze potential rehabilitation

sites and road removal areas. Develop general
treatment prescriptions. '

7. Report fourth quarter progress

8. Develop final prescriptions for road rehabilitation
and erosion control. Include treatment work plans and
costs for implementation at key work sites. Prepare
recommendations for revised or improved road
construction and maintenance practices. Prepare and
submit a final report including a narrative describing

overall findings and observations of watershed analysis.

TIMING

. March - April, 1989

April 1, 1989

May - July, 1989

July 1, 1989
October 1, 1989
Oct - Nov, 1989

January 1, 1989

January 30, 1990




3UDGZT FOR PINE CREFX WATERSHED ANALYSIS

PFRSCNNEL SERVICSES (includes all overhead expenses such as phone,
office rental, employment taxes (FICA), utilities, etc)

Pogition Rate Hours. . ~_Total
Geologist | 35 300 10,500
Geoiogis; 35 | 300 10,500
Technicians 15 200 3,000
Clerical _ 12 120 - 1,440
Drafting/ 15 60 900

Graphics

Total personnel services $ 26,340

OTHER EXPFNSES

. Travel and per diem ($55/day/person) 1,375
Vehicle expenses (.22/mile) . 1,015
Field equipment ' | 500
Computer expenses ($10/hr) 1,100
Supplies and materials : - | 775
Printing and reproduction 500
Legal and accountipg services 300

subtotal other expenses $ 5,565

Total project expenditures $ 31,905



KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE

“MEMBERSHIP - 1987

Name and Address

Mr. Nathaniel S. Bingham (Vice Chair)

Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermen's Assocliations

Box 1626

Sausalito. California 94966

Mr. Don DeVol
P.0. Box 1086 _
Crescent City, California 95531

Mr. E. C. Fullerton
Regional Director

National Marine Fisheries Service’
300 S. Ferry Street

Terminal Island, California 90731

Mr. Léaf Hillman
P.0. Box 49
Orleans, CA 95556 .

Ms. Susan M. Masten
P.0. Box 910
Klamath, California 95548

Mr. Howard Myrick _
Trinity County Board of Supervisors
P.0. Drawer 1258

Weaverville, California 96093

Mr. Melvyn W. Odemar

California Department of Fish and Game
Inland Fisheries Division

1416 Ninth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. Michael Orcutt

Hoopa Fisheries Department
P.O. Box 417

Hoopa, California 95546

Ms. Ronnie M. Pierce
1111 Forsan Road _
McKinleyville, California 95521

Mr. Robert L. Rice, Supervisor
Klamath National Forest

1312 Fairlane Road

Yreka, California 96097

Mr. Philip M. Schafer
888 Fourth Street
Crescent City, California 95531

Mr. William F. Shake

Assistant Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
500 N.E. Multnomah Street
Portland, Oregon 97232

(Over)

L TP }

Representing

California Commercial
salmon fishing industy

Del Norte County

National Marine Fisheries
Service

Karuk Tribe of California

Yurok Tribe

Trinity County

California Department of
Fish and Game

Hoopa Indian Tribe

Humboldt County

Department of Agriculture

In-River sport fishing
community

Department of the
Interior



\uvetr )

Supervisor George Thackeray

Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors
P.0. Box 338

Yreka, California 96097

Mr. Keith Wilkinson
17304 N. Passley Road
Brookings, Oregon 97415

Siskiyou County

Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife




XLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

MEMBERSHIP - 1987

Name and Address

Mr. Nathaniel S. Bingham
Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermen's Associations

Box 1626
Sausalito, California 94966

Ms. Virginia R. Bostwick
Kamp Klamath RV Park

P.0. Box 128

Klamath, California 95548

Mr. E.A. Naylor

Deputy Director

California Department of Fish and Game
1416 Ninth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. E. C. Fullerton (Chair)
Regional Director

National Marine Fisheries Service
300 S. Ferry Street

Terminal Island, California 90731

Robert P. Hayden
P.0O. Box 189
Laytonville, California 95454

Mr. C. Lyle Marshall

Hoopa Valley Business Council
P.0. Box 1348

Hoopa, California 95546

Mr. James Martin

Oregon Department of Fish ad Wildlife
P.0. Box 59

Portland Oregon 97207

Ms. Susan M. Masten (Vice Chair)
P.0. Box 910 _
Klamath. California 95548

Dr. J. Lisle Reed
Pacific 0CS Region
1340 W. 6th Street
Los Angeles, California 90017

Mr. Richard Schwarz
3075 Tipperary Lane
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Nr. Keith Wilkinson
17304 N. Passley Road
Brookings, Oregon 97415

Representing

California Commercial
salmon fishing industy

In-river sportfishing
community

California Department

~of Fish and Wildlife

National Marine Fisheries
Service

Offshore recreational
fishing industry

Hoopa Indian Tribe

Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife

Non-Hoopa Indians
residing in the Klamath
Conservation Area

Department of Interior
Pacific Fishery
Management Council

Oregon commercial salmon
fishing industry



