
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klamath Field Office
1312 Fairlane Road
Yreka, CA 96097

Tel. 916/842-5763

March 14, 1989

FROM: Ron Iverson

TO: Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

SUBJECT: 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.

o An agenda for the 20-21"March meeting

o 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

o 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.

o Updated membership lists for the Task Force and Klamath Fishery
Managemet Council

Attachments (5)

cc 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
Hlllman, 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.

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.

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 Conservation 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.

Report on implementation of work plan for current fiscal year
Ron Iverson described status of the Federally-funded part of the Restoration
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.

o Steucke will examine the $80,000, retained by Pish and Wildlife
Service as overhead, for possible reduction.

o The $25,000 retained by the Service as repayment for funds advanced to
the Restoration Program in FY1988 will be restored to the Restoration Program.

o The contract for long-range planning will involve technical review of
prospective contractors by a four-person review team, including Bingham and
Wilkinson representing the Task Force.

o California Department of Fish and Game will try again to write a work
statement for construction and maintenance of irrigation diversion screens, to
be Federally-funded in FY1989.

o 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.

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 Mclnnis subcommittee
for reworking.
ft*************:

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.

*********************«*******«***:

o CDFG review of projects submitted for State funding in Klamath Basin
will be fully integrated with the Task Force process... there will be one
review process, not two as in 1989.

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
biologists.

o Regarding prospects for State funding in FY1989-90, Mel Odemar said
that about 8300,000 of Proposition 19 projects are approved for funding after
July 1, 1989. Mr. Bontadelli has indicated prospects for funding 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.

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.

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:

o 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.

Socioeconomic 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 program Mel Odemar provided background on
this program, including:

o Purpose: To provide fisheries in foothill Sierra reservoirs

o 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 eggs, 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



o (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.
*»*************»****************»************»*»*****************************^

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 analysis of impacts 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 Fiejd 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.G. Fullerton (National Marine Fisheries Service), Phil
Schafer (In-River sport fishing community) and George Thackeray (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 FORCE

MEETING AGENDA

February 9. 1989

1:00 P.M. Call to order, correction and approval of m i n u t e s ami agonda

1:15 Report on legislation (Taylor)

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 f i s c a l v<:ar

(Iverson and Odemar)

4:30 Other old business

5:00 Adjourn

February.. 10.._ 1989

8:00 A.M. Report of the budget committee on a work plan for next j'.isca'

year (Pierce)

9:30 Break

9:45 Report on next year's work plan (continued)

10:30 Socioeconomic considerations in harvest allocation (Phi. 1 Mover

11:00 Report on Bogus Creek egg-taking program (Odemar)

11:15 Other new business

11:45 Public comment

12:15 Discussion of next meeting

12:30 Adjourn

t



ATTACHMENT 3

February 9, L989

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 Office 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 .

t



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

20-21 MARCH 1989

20 March 1989

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

1:15 Election of chairperson

1:45 Task Force action on Pine Creek proposal of Hoopa Tribe

2:00 Task Force consideration of Trinity County letter

2:45 Break

3:00 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 Adjourn

21 March 1989

8:00 Task Force consideration of work group report

9:30 Break

9:45 Report on status of State process for soliciting
proposals (Odemar)

10:00 Other old business

10:30 Report on 1989 management of Klamath chinook harvest
(Bingham)

11:00 Briefing on field trip to Big Springs (Bingham)

11:15 Other new business

11:30 Public comment

12:00 Discussion of next meeting

12:30 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



February 17 ," 1339

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
P.O. Box 936

Weavervllle. CA 96093
(916) 623-1351

Ron Tver s on
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Kiarnath River Restoration Field Office
1312 Fairlana Rd . .
Yr e k a , C A 3 6 C 9 7

RE:

,

Lietter from Trinity County Board of Supervisors to'T-'lamath
River Fisheries Management Council and F'lamath River
Fisheries Restoration Task Force

Dear Mr. Iverson:

Enclosed. i~ a letter frcon the Trinity County Board of Supervisors
to the above referenced Council and Task Force regarding the
impacts of the Bureau of Reclamation's proposed Wattr Con tr rt'.:~ ing
Program Draft SIS ' s on the Trinity River Restoration Program. A.?.,
we discussed at the last meeting of the KRFRTF, it would be
greatly appreciated if you would forward this correspondence to
the Council and Task Force members and place the item on the next
agenda for both meetings.

Jim Smith will be the only Trinity County representative present
at the KRFMC meeting next week. Howard llyrick and I will both be
present a<: the ne:-:t KRFRTF meeting in March.

Please
regard
'an a arc mo us

to contact rr.e if you a n y qu e s •-1 o n s
your efforts to restore

Howard Myrick was elected Chairman
Fcrce Technical Coordinating Committee yes

r n t y R
erday!

Board o-r Supervisors



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ,
P.O. Drawer 1258 (916) 623-1217

WEAVERVILLE, CALIFORNIA 96093
Barbara M. Rhodes, Clerk

David J. Andres, Administrative Officer

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.

STAN PLOWMAN
Dijn-ia 1

This fact was also reflected in David Houston's statements at the
September 19, 1988 Trinity River Task Force meeting in Weaverville
(Exhibit "3") 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 "uncommitted".

A. DEE POTTER
District 2

ARNOLD WH1TRIDGE
DiJtria 3

HOUt'ARD C. MYR/CK
Diirria 4

PATRICIA S- GARRE7T
Dismcr 5



o ._..Despite Houston's claims 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 will 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 in 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 long 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:

"Permittee shall release sufficient water from Trinity and/or
Lewiston Reservoirs into the Trinity River so that not less
than an annual quantity of 50,000 acre-feet will be available
for the beneficial use of Humboldt County and other downstream
users."

By locking up Trinity River water under long 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 is expected to experience rapid growth in the near future,
will be in a similar situation with Sacramento River water.

t



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 is 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 is contracted, we can expect temperature
problems in the upper 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 identify mitigation measures that will
adequately address temperature problems in the Trinity River. If
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,

S.tf. Plowman, CHAIRMAN
Trinity County
Board of Supervisors



EXHIBIT "A"

TECHNICAL REPORT

ON

^DETERMINATION OF ANNUAL WATER SUPPLIES

FOR

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT

AND

STATE WATER PROJECT

MARCH 1984

PREPARED BY U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AND

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

TO SUPPORT THE DRAFT COORDINATED

OPERATION AGREEMENT OF DECEMBER 1982.



EXHIBIT "A"

1
^Operation - 2020 Level

The" 2020 COA studies, with less flexibility in the CVP, were run with minimum^
il I fish releases below system reservoirs controlling mu£h-o;f -£he time. Flows in
Jl \the Trinity River below L.ewig_toa_wpre mMptained s^ClgcT TAF/yrX ^^

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 according
to D-893 minimum fish flows of 210 TAF/yr with allowable deficiencies in
critical y e a r s . . . . .

' • • • : ' : . . • : . : . • • • • • • • •:.•:•.•.•:; -vV.-' ..'»£•'. "\^ - "> ' •• •' '.•'. ' . ' • ;^.r - ' •• •-'. _ > _ : ; : ;
The operation of Shasta was integrated with the Trinity system to meet minimum
flow requirements below Keswick. The minimum fish release below Keswick was .
maintained at:

Period • Flow
(cfs)

March through August 2,300
' September through October ... ' 3,900

November through February; • - • . - • - • 2,925 ' . ' • • ' • . '

Required Delta Outflow

Minimum required Delta outflow necessary to satisfy the water quality
objectives set forth in D-HQ5 were calculated using the method contained in
February 1981 report entitled "Delta Kater 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. »'
Outflow requirements vary depending upon the nonth and year type. Furthermorev
if there has been a surplus Delta outflow in the preceding month an adjustment
can be made which reduces the current month's requirement. This adjustment was
referred to as a""ramping saving". In years that the projects imposed a
deficiency on deliveries of contract water the water quality objectives were
also reduced and an appropriate adjustment was cade in the outflow
calculation. . . . . . . .

Carriage Water .

When export rates from the southern Delta are increased beycnd a certain point,
relative to inflow to the southern Delta, more water is drawn from the western
Delta. To maintain suitable water quality at the export punps, the saline
water being drawn in must be repelled by^increasing Delta outflow. The
additional releases are called "carriage water" and are calulated as an'
additional adjustment to required Delta outflow. • . -

• . • *

The method for calculating carriage water is contained in the November 19, 1S31
SWRC3 Order WR81-15 (also known as SWRC3 Per=it Term 91 )•

t
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EXHIBIT

TrZ TRINITY JOURNAL • SEFIEM3ER 22,' 19SS . PAGE 1

ura o icja! V v; ijfish wii
et first call on water

By PA7 HAMILTON '. . . .-

,<• Trinity. River flab'and thelr'-waler •
neida y? .water'con^racti the Bureau of_
.Reclamation'has 'In- the'Central Valley
Project (CVP) occupied some of the .
time of the Trinity River Task Fores-
l^ohdsy'when member* held'* sepi-'
'L-Jriual ma*'Jr.; b WeavsrviHe, chaired '.
by ."David Haur-sn, TvegJcnd DL'ectcr of ;•
'"' Bureau in Sacraiienta.";.: • -1 • '•' -. ':= '••

ec'auaV. Trinity County Supervisors.
_/e challenged new" water jnarketiag '.
Pans being'considered by the Bureau Of.
Reclainition and becauae JSW has b<«n ;
declared 'i dry year for yiter released.'
inta 'the^Trinity, but water contracts in

I th$CY? baye not been-«t back,'we of
.lie cjcrt Ijvdy diac-^islcrj'at the-Task../
?o'rpt 'rne'etlng'waa b n ' f l i h c r y /low

•~ieaaea. tq the Trinity River.--.' : . ( ' . •
••1 Ho'uator; told' the Task Force If |t

After the cama wero year , by 'the Departraent of Water
45 percent of the Trinity ;. Resources (DWR): • • • ' • ' . • ' .

Rlyer'flowi'.'.'«bove . Lewlatoa were '--. Ed'Solboa,. Project Manager for the
diverted to the'Central Valley and 'fish.-;.Trinity Rjver Field Office and a Bureau
rfturna declined by «i 'much .as 9q:.vengineer,'-explained to the journal this
percent in the Trinity Rlver. ••;• ' .' .-.-r.̂ yetl:: that'releases froaa Trtniiy Dan
.'."When L'vat situation waa finally noticed'.';:art baaed each "year on the'projected

•tnd then acknowledged by the Secretary '>• .'ir.flcw'.^j ShasU D£=J and thai tay

ihor. the VEUr csniraci: l

J'.Hegirdlng f l o w s - I n t o t h e - T r i n i t y ' c
Siver/Houatca.-declared, i'.p^re-la'.'r.a ' >

period'and' the P.ow study'waa also .' .'the Taak Fores that even though the 1SS7
prdered.:7ne Task Force waa created to'.'.- projectlca wu 3.S iniUJca acre f«t into _.
advii^'the Secritiry of Intericr and li': Shasts, whichsieara II wodd.be a dry"'
'co.T.pcied of Regional and State hsada cf '.-yesr allocation Into the Trinity River,
various ftdsraJ sgcnciea, aUte agtr^iuv'.'the Burtaa treated 1BS7 aa a norzial year
and local representatives, Including'"'for the'Trinity because iho Technical
Trinity Couhty and the Htx)pa'Trib«. V; .'-•: Coordinating .Gocsmlttee that advhea
' A_f ̂ a-iday's meeting the problem' of 1 .the Bureau and the Task Fores urged a

dry year allocation this year, 1SU, on thi '. normal' y ear; allocation becatiK of big
Trinity Hly'er,! but a normal water silvan ri-u-th-^ear before. The.big
narteting ytsir (or fanners cotilraclLig "rirj left n-j^y 'inall nafirally spa^-ned
lor CVP wateryta brought up by Trinity * fish Ln the river: and i releaao of •WO,000
SufirYiicri Howard Myrick and Arnold /' it-MfLhesd was planned as well *o larger
Whltridge.. They wondered w b y ' t h q • allocatloas of water were needed to

-ordered JiQ.OOQ-ecre.fee; }

^.when.lower 'Dowi'&re'authorized.'-:
Tii «uiy Is N-ir-g dene by the U.' £; Flah-'•-
t.-.d Wildlife Service to determine Lhe ''
"•wi rietded to sustain the saL-scn and
;£elhead.{iih«ry to the number; In the
river prior to'when the Trinity River,

t, namely Trinity acd Lewiaton

,'.adding that this detenrdhaUcn. U -.'v^haata thia' year, the
sleacil February and If the B,U,-MU;'-; .40,000 nsort aq-e feet this year 'for tha

able t5:SW !'J»e can cake full waUc ', fishery than tha dry year aJioca^cn; of
ilicllng >('that time, we'll'go ahead; • ra.COO'acrt feet. ".' . - . • * ' '

.but'- lf.---.Tre " csn't sake 'Iflahery';; : ' Kpuaton Indicated that the Bureau la
flow study, adding,
5 the'Trinity la'any
and we will no^" He

decision that determines a dry or said, "aa in orjaniiation, the Bureau la
critically dry year for the flaws Into the » not going to walk aw»y from the Trinity
Trinity River la baaed on the inflow *f after putLL^ ?£0 niilllon Inta reataring
ShaaU Dim, which is determined each

C O N ' T ON NEX PAGE
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- "Houston said'the CVP projeelhu so
much storage It has U.get Into critically •

years »feefon we-cant mat* hill.
rcrtea to water contractors....:-.-' .,-.-.-

v-Explaining that this year .the Bureau ,
aadTmaJor commitments to the-
fUhYrles In Califorala.-be noted lh« :

^Bureau ipent about ;:M imilllon In ,
•fisheriej' restoration," commit^ wa^r •
. to. keeping temperature*' down in thn .
: srcuneato River for (bi flshJVpending \ >
•£nds on thr.Trinity,:ln-the-Sboshone i ;
Warsh'snd -in'the'.SoulfcDetta'Md ;'

.-. Stanislaus ttrj-meto take away wgatlye

.Impacts.'! •''••••• V : "-̂ ete*:,-,ov • " • • [ •
-" .f^in the'ruture,1! czpect we'll continue

:.'ta da that on th« Trinlry,u> added. . . ; • • • :
Task Fpr.cc member gill .Shake-,

•' Assistant ..Regional •.' Director'!, for
i'.Flsheriea'for'th* ITXTls&and.WldTlfe
-' Service In-Por'Aan^VMUie.Ta^Fora;
?-that ,hi5 .Me^cjji.-coma tfl Jook'ii-a '̂

TRINITY JOURNAL
hcAVERVILLE, G\ SEPTEMBER 22, 1988

PageS

TaskJEoreewieeling
' * ^** ̂ ^ V-L-^-'' ' '" .~-̂ . — —

-•thaJ..-W» ase^cx-JV-eo™* **•*A"':"Vrr1.1
:- "flows study from this Gsn'.q penpcctrfe^. \ -..
-"-that's'bur primary.-rble-.':To'ldeatlry;t

^' » : ' " i_ ft ..* J._ f K « . ' f f A r \ ^ ftf: tVlA

tiUi4i-»> yT'!"!'.i.V."". ' ..",. "7"- •-
: flows study ihowi U«. Trinity-Elver .-•

. ^eds'nigber'flows tbeh'the 54fl,poq^^'acre:..

s^^^^^^^K-:̂ ^^^™ :̂
Vi5teffliS?£»:l:':- ••!*«:»#?? Sf S£LS ;̂
J flows, within our-that respczsibillty,-'
{-".thfiy'-'can b< niade avaUshJr.and we caa ;
i short ou "

i . .
i pstoketf-9.tit.fiiat.-ppe .qtthe-
Trinity. 9?c?r7, ii:S»ie..S«reausS
mreet;aflre.'»ater'f^En tbfi' '•i:-plan4to m%ree;aflre. 'a

• '. cVP'and be aaf'ea g the ^9'rSOO acre (eet
:.; that arc' th^'''eitra'-flflw»'"adde<l'tq:th'e.
:! Trinity 'Rlyer'allocavlbn- 'through the-
:•• flows study' ordered 'by Andrua ia s±in:in:
-:" the CYP-'lnyentory s.t .unsqsinitied

"'.' 'Coaflined on Pag- jr.. -"""r'-"/'-'. '•-•>

/ VTrue, but that .doesn't mean It Is .
'• going to be marketed," Houston said. He ;'.
•" said ! the Bureau Is looking--.at -.-.
. everything., "but we have not decided .

. anything yet, we're trying to look at all '.
• the options in our Environmental Impact.;-

Statement on reopening the water ••'
" marketing. .It's an open process,"- .

• Houston said. •.. .' , ' ' '' ••'. •
',"• •'-• H« insisted that "although people have ''
,-:i the Idea the' Bureau Is hell be'nftb '
:.;,•' market every drop of water, that's not .1
''± true. No crgrJnJtaents have been made: *•

;:;'.'-It's an open'process. We have not lifted '
'•;• '•' tbe 'water "coolract pioralprium.".'Liter'(
>;'-b'e said Trinity County will be':trlly .

, •!•,• consulted "In the. EIS process oa'water-:
..'-.market:.-^'.: •?:' '$ ' - i : - \ - v • "" - '; '* '.

••':-...-''Myricx also challenged the Bureau."
'.--.'.- -"alleging: that.'the' ?60 f cre-'limit to -get'.
'.';•• subsidized.water'tfo'nTthe C/P Ls.noi-;
.'- "being IoUowed,'but Houston'disagreed ,

" and declared;'"We are following that
rule. 'A la-jdowner can't own more 'than '
960 acres and get CVP water." He said;.'.

•.' however.;':- It". )* not :tincocunon: .'for..-.
• --. .someone to'contract land to farm 11 ind •
'•> '•' jn that way farm niort land:than 96p

••'..' acrta an4 get CVP water. V ?r£&i& '>
:'. \ Wayne' Gentry, DWK repreacnt^tlYe \

• •'. ..on the-. Task-Force said the. oddsVirt .^
.'.i.'f'prctry good we won1^ have another dry- •

'•-..- year La 'a:row. He said:the'oaly:»<ttiy'-?
'. '. made''ls a OO-year trtt ring 's^idy that
" '• shows" only one-'three^yisar'-'drought--"

. • • curing that time In. 1SB, M and 95.'-; '??• :
• ' L".'a brief Interview after the meeting,.-.
• Eoiiston told the Journal he really is

proud of the Trinity River Respiration '
' Program-and that "this really"ls-a".

showcase,'! He noted that the'Bureau Is'
-. . actively /Involved In trying .to correct'

• • soo«:problems on the river, ."some we.
' t*^ y>mij' catiacd by others, such •

>vHltiliis and logging."' "'"'.-".". •* .:'

.-' "We »<rv« H million people statewide,
but we balanctd It for the Triniry River

' oa the side of the Hah this year," he wld.
.^t.al&o noted.the Bureau haa talked
.-about the poaalblllty of rhirfging the
,' ̂ i)drus" waler year for the -Trinity River :
; »o.that the actual waier supply could be
; us«d to deterrnine Qowa. No dedaloa has
; been, made oo thai however. ' ' • ' • - '
'•' .E« urged thai evcrycoe wall nnl'l the
:'QfljJ3l. |tWly..bx..^.e. Jlsh.and. Wildlife
i &4rvio U cocnpleud al th* end" of 12
i yean.ind then cuk« a declaloo on how
I.muchwaierla'needfid.?-'"1,.-'• " •''•-.•'•• '
',r..-!.TYe.not aeca evidence' yet to sufigea:'
j . t^ t« t lowering or jyv*7^"^^g ^KJ> flows,- on
:.i UW-Triniiy makea any vrm. Let's finish;
,;lhcstuileall! Ve-cxa sustain the fishery'
;: Vithoul all thai water, Kre we'd like to
'••- market the «^if|rr^«1 waleri bul we're
;|-not Is lei-g water for thie "study ..awsy. :
• '|.Let'i' ace- what'.the stady-. says,", he
'".added-•S5s'-.'-.::-.'i.:; r;.•."-',.: i , r " . . . : - "
::.'4; In other bualnesaL the Ta:
:/: approved the thre^-year
''• tiscs4 years i9fi9,'lS90 a
'..projects a bod^ei for'ises
.-;- which Houston says' Is available In the
• f fiscal 19« federal budget.' "''"• >-;l.̂ ', .''•
;_•'•:' Heabers beard an overview oi wha:
Phaj) been'don«.' this year iron Solbci.
v>They.' decided,' after a brief dlsruision
•j- sot to add a Corps o£ Engineers mesiber
:
::. to the:Tazk Force, but Houston and
^ Shake 'will meet'with the head of the
•';•. Corp* in San Francisco to work bul some
.'•.'permit problems.-for the restoration

- . - ; . • • • • : • - ' ' • - • • ' • . "

asroadbuuciagaauiwfcfr,.^. .. r.
-..'.Ta pleased we're working co lfi"h«
kaldJ:: Aiied ' about • the,, full' water
marketing'this y'ear In'the'rest of.'tlqe".
sts.t«; 6ut a 'dry year In the Trinity ba.rln,

• prea though Trinity County had almost a
;normal'.rain inflow this'year,'.Houston

• • •• >. ••••^riorRwcrktogeihJsf"

f
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CXf AtlMiKT C* WH AHO OXM£

I » U ) t l l - l i l l

Mr. fetve teiifk»dy
t*«^ait»«Ml of M « t e r >-
l i l t Ria l .* llr»«t
a.cr*~»*lO, CX t J I K

> . ::••.'.••

Kove^xr 11, 111)

c'1

Mr. b*v
D.I. »ure*« at
]<«« Catt««« »*r .
t.cc*~.*t<>, CA 1)1}}

Tkeek f«M (or lk« oc»p4rtunltv to oaamnt &• tin Draft Environment »1
!••»*«» *l*t r**.»t/»-»i»or t (MI tk»a Coordinated Oeerat Ic-ft4 Agr«««Miit (COA)
lor ik-. Ceatral V a l l e y rro)e<t (cvrt a*d Itate Mater rrolect .

• • • ! •• .
X* • truate* agency ov.r natural reeourcet la. tin I t t t* of
C a l K o r i t l a , ttv« t»p^rt».nt of r i ch O*M (DM) *»u*t o<Mol)> w i t h both
tw« C e l H o r . l a l*Tlrcx—.ntal O u t l l t r *^t (CBOA) and B«tlo«.l
l .*lro~~>»t«V Roller *ct ( B l f A l «rwl o«r r«*l*tf of tkU ox>cu»«nt MJit
• * t l* f f both

*. k*«<

l i * * l ( , >»4 IM
• • l i t *

tti« Dc.ft t l f / l lk an4 V > T * dl*CMi*«<5 It w i t h i t t f f
It lrwco«p).l« 1* |tt tr*tt«*nt of
ourc** *»»oclit»4 wltk th-» CXU

oo«c*rn« w i t h IK« »*y It »44r«««*« tK« Cvr •• it
oC »44ltlcMxal w.l.r.

r»port^xctl of th« J
ta *xidr..» tlv. nobl^., but

C.< t K « t v.t.r u.»J to K4lp ( l i b In tt« t>«lt» w i l l lx .t th«
• •?-.<»• •( CUk ucxlr*^.. In « *octt-c»«« «n*lr« l i , JO (xront of
ehliv«>k ••IMXI o l l l U. lo.t 1» t h « l r •pavnlkfl b*4« « h l l « down»tr«M
• l a r » » i > U tK« L i l t * .c. prot«ct»d. Thl« bo-vl* •(tuit ion !• M>t
» e c « p t » b l « (to* t i*«(Kirc« il indpolnt. In »441tto<it th« |ur«*u'«

( u > l n g nonthly t»«<nr«tur«i, « ta . ) d»»cr ib .d in
i. port ir< l » i u ( ( l o l « n t to I d e n t i f y a l l . lappet*. • TH« » o l »

, for lh« JLgr»*^»nt (D*g« JT) !• tk« I . h l U t A
• tiivd*rdi «( ttyi |>c«(*crx] it t«rni I IT« . . »oviv*r« In t h l > • • M u l t It

l t l g « t l o « pcoyoxd for upatrtui l*p<ctt In th» vtrflng ic .n ir lo i .
for t K « < « l»<ufltt tlMHjld b« co.il«lrv*<l U

, but not b« llait*4 toi .

I. *0uir«nt»*4 oonitint lov-flotf r«^lMt (1.*. B la la l i* f low
C l « M t u « t t M « l b«low r « « w l c k DM lxtv««n October 1 «rul K.rch 1
o( » » C K y«4r to B l n l B t i * lo f t ot xlkon »og« and fry du» to

of

i

.,,•!•.,•:. -7- • £;.#'>
• ' • ' ' • • . . :', • . . ; « • ! > ' J t . J f i

.">., Guaranteed releaaat fro* Trinity Lake via Mhlakeytown
' • ' I n t o the faora««nto Xlver during the ta l l when temperature

^ problem* In the Bacr*«ento River below (aawlck- .are koit
• prevalent. . . . . . . ' . . . , . ,./ij': t;fil», , - ( • ; :

Ouarant««d r*l*ai«i froa Ihatta D»« to act •••'dilution flowa
wh*n wat«r bahlivj Spring Cr**k Dlvaralon. Da* l « . r « l « a i * d or
• p l l l id during f a l l aivJ wlntar atorat. luoh d i lu t ion f lowa
• r* cr i t i ca l to avoid concentration! of heavy »«tali In tha ..

Unto Rlvar txiov K c a w l c k D«« that aca Uthal to aal»on
a n d try. . . . .

'

1.

. . . . • ; • ! ( ' • . . .

4. Qutrant»«<l raltaaat Into tM Trinity Rlvar b*lov L*wlaton tvax
to l»proT« th« anadr<Moua tl*K»ry •• propoaad .by . tha Trinity /
Mvar laaln Taak fore*. . . . . . . . :•.•-: i.t. ^i>*tr. ..

'.. . ' ' • . ..M*'.-l M-.-.:I;I ' .
It Ho a** watar fupply contract* oonau— atad until' our. Bacraaanto

»lvar Inatraaa flow itudy It oo«plat«d and an »d»qutta (low
. acb»-dyl» guacant*«d by tk« Bur*au. ' f , ,;,,..:-....._..] ,.

. . i'vj'!i':"M" "••
«.

. .
.Quarantaad Klghar alnliiUM pool In Bhaita Lake to halo u lnl i i lo
t»*paratur« proble«« In th* f a l l In Ih. laorajMnto Hlv.r balo%.
laawlck Dan. , , . ^ , ...r. ., ..

'.
ModKylna Cvr operation and lett ing a a l d « a portion of CVr y l « l d
avay b« n-eoaaaary to l>^il«uat ttx abova. . . . . . , . - • . - • > '. .....

'
••••• : • • • • - , : ' • .-Jip. :t.--;-:.< ..'•

In addition to lhaae nltloatlon iMiiuraa, the doaor»«nt. thould •:
Include detailed analyaae of BOW delivery achedulea reaultUg fro.
the COA aiay Ifvcreaee tha d*«and by lanjownert (or additional bank
protection projacta along tb« lacra««nto Diver batween Xeddlng ant
Chi oo Landing. , • ii , '. •

• • » • • » " , ( ft I* rl • • * ) ! » .• *

' '_. • . . • ii..'u' .I :.-•
Th» oonoluelon that about on* •llllon acre-feet per'year of •. ^^
*unooMltted* water auoply will exlit at '(vjll development' ,'• ': •
appaara to b« baaed on the aaeiwotton that Inatrau. (Iowa In the /
Trinity and American rlvera will be t.duc.d at that,' tl»«. >• The. '
flowa aaau«ed for the 'tull d.v.loo-.nf atudtea have been .. .:
oewxiatrated to l>e Inadequate to Maintain flah, wildlife, and J
reoreattonal reaouroe of tKoee rlvara. . •..,,, ., , . •',

cX-;#i;:/;i •;;'•!:..-•:
Th« doou»«nt tlao aKould addreae potential l-p«cta"of the .
Xor*e«ent on the Ian Joaquln Hlvar «yat«u and propoae.»lt Igat Ion
»v«aiure*. Theae aluMild lnolode aveaeuree to protect . the >.(all •
Migration ot adult aal»on fro« the D«lta Into the On Joaquln
trlbutarlee to epawn »tvJ the eprlng and fall ohlnook out-Migrant!

The oooivtent point* out (page 1-7) 'the propoaed agreement . could
be considered a l i n k in a chain of event* that could lead to otha
action* that could hare elgnltlcant environmental . liM>acta.* Ma
agree. The ohaln of event* began with the authorltatlon and

** r *''



: • -j- • .. ... ;' •;;

ton.iruct Ion a( IH« Cvr, continue* today, *n4 haa nt o lear ly ' ,
.i.(ln«J andpotnt. Unleaa a conclualve tL»4ttbla »ivd a^athod for '.
h'o« overal l CVf (apacta and Ltrkatlrvg of w a t e r l»(t»cta will be .. .
• J 4 r * * a « d - l e provided, w» . believe that faction lllil of CtOA, • :

• w h « c » an Individual project la a neceaaary precedent for action
un • i*tger protect or ecu i tta the Leed Kgancy to a larger • . •
c i o ) * c t . w i th algolMcant «n» I congenial e f f e c t , an Ilk Mat
»JJr««« l^eelf to live acooe of the laroer pro]eat* (Nould be
follcnred. t :

• Mr DeoartMnt believe* tKere la a need to adJreal the
I 'ptcta In" addition to the onea directly eauaed by the COA. H1FA
I S . c t t o n lJflt.ll) r»qjlr.a thla aa well. The COA ahould be put
Into the e-*f ee>ect t*e of tNe laroer aoove of the CVF or e«planatlo«
uca«ld»d aa to why not and hov ajvd wKere tt^e lead a^enalee will
tJJreaa theae broader taaue*. . , - . • '

T h e r e f o r e . t - t f the D«I*/II« la to reflect potential
Impact* beyond the lM>*ct« eolely ceue*d by the COA, It aSould i
•J4reea both Incomplete Mitigation for l«H>»cta fro* the CVT a* It
• • ( a te today a* w»ll aa potential looecta fro* Increased aurketlnfl
o< additional water. >*e to weter eachanoe* In the Delta, theee
laoaota avay occur anywhere wlthla j tKe (acreoento. Ian Joa-qula, and
Trinity ftlver ay*te«a. A few eiaawale* would bee chanoe* In
r«aar«otr^«vTlr~rrwr temperature, alterations of river flow and ,
(•Kperalure. the Introduction of toilo uterlala Into waterway a,
and the reduction of avai lable weter to water fowl and other •
' l ld l lCe . - If tha lead aqenclea believe that there cannot be full
• Ulgatlost, tbe reaao** for tkla ahould be eiplalned and dealt

•'"•'.rvvv • ; • : • - : ' • •
»*• note that the lureau In severa l document a hi* atlted tkat f led
«nd w i l d l i f e ooala need to be dealt wi th comprehensively for the
•n t l re area a f f e c t e d by the Cvr (An Appralaal of Total Meter
n»\agem*nt la the Centra l T a l l e y taaln, Ca l i forn ia , 1I71| Morklim
c^cuMnt II. HJI| CVyMH* iw.alattar, April 1M2| Crr*»4 Report
a - ) , 1»M).

At thla tl»e'»e'do Mt Intend to Hat all un»et ialtlgatlo«
• • t a u c e a needed for the OOA for the Cvr a* It eilata to<Lay, or for
ih« Barketing of additional w«ter . Thla )oo ahould be completed
t>f the lead a^endiea reaponalble for the tin/til cw) tbe COA...
novever. we believe thla laak could be facil i tated by tKe ' '
Cor»ettoa> of • atate/fed-*rtl Interagancy taak force oxwprl**-d of
(he lead frj«n«l«a and the federal and a ta te flah and wildlife
• utnolea. nve have prevlooaly au^gealed tbe foravetlon of thla taak
(orce. • . ,

The t a a k force would, In e f f e c t , aaalat with the completion of tVe
L>(ia/(|l or other appropriate docuoenta to enaure all need-ed
lituea are a^dreaeed. Me would work eipedlllouily c-a *uch • taak

force to oooplet* thla analyel* before the tl«e the Bureau' 1*
ready to avarket additional water and hopefully before the COA la
algived. .r '•'li:;._ • • .; §: . '̂ ,; '. .,' . !J

Aa we hav* atated'prewlouely, provided that the II»/II« fully
addreaeea our concern* and/or provide* * conmltatent that would
lead to • aatlafaotory resolution of all fleh and wildlife
problem* related to the operation of the overall CVr, DrO aupporta
the cloning of the COA. Tha COA Itaelf 1* allent on laaue*
outalde the Delta, but to be placed In tha proper perspective,
dec la Ion aiakere need Information on all the taaue* which are
related arvd ttveee- ahould be addreaaed or icheduled to be properly
addteaaed. •.-.- ••••!:..•. : . . . . . . . ,

.l-:-i: III >M • . '••'.•

We ar« *»ger to a ha re tKe burden of thla taak. • .' ..'".', '

•!.'n;y<,''i('.i • • •. sincerely,' . 'I.:; |'%,; r'

/
Ajack C. rarnell
• Director

't'i'i-'V-• I'*''



United States Department of the Interior
n«H AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
500 N.K. Multnoraah Street

Portland, Oregon 97232

NCV 26

Memorandum

To

From

Regional Director, Mid-Pacific Region, Bureau of Reclamation
Sacramento, California

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

Subject: Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report on the Coordinated
Operation Agreement

This memorandum, with the attached detailed assessment, constitutes our Coor-
dination Act report of the effects on fish and wildlife resources of implementing
the "Proposed Agreement between the United States of America and the Depart-
ment of Water Resources of the State of California for Coordinated Operation of
the Central Valley Project and the State Water Project." The proposed agreement,
dated May 20, 1985, and commonly referred to as the Coordinated Operation
Agreement, or COA, would make possible more efficient operation of the Federal
Central Valley Project (CV?) and the State Water Project (SWP). Additionally,
under terms of the COA the Bureau of Reclamation would be obligated to operate
the CVP to meet the water quality standards for protection of the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta set by the State Water Resources Control Board in Decision 1485.

Our analysis is based on information provided by the Bureau of Reclamation prior
to June "l, 1985 —including the craft COA; operation studies at 1980 and 2020
levels of development under Tracy (in dry and critically dry years only) and D-1485
water quality standards; and the internal review draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact P.eport on the COA, dated May 21, 1985. This
analysis is valid only for the draft COA of May 20, 1985. In the event that the
draft COA is modified a revision of this report may be necessary.

.':
"* *"

This report was prepared under authority, and in accordance with the provisions, of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (IS U.S.C.S61 et seq.) and is intended for
inclusion in the Bureau of Reclamation's report on the proposed action. This report
has been reviewed and commented on by the California Department of Fish and
Game as indicated by the attached copy of a letter from Director Jack C. P am ell,
dated October 17, 1985. Also, it has been reviewed and concurred in by the
National Marine Fisheries Service; their letter is attached for your information.



Considering the importance 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 brief and unsupported by
field studies as normally required for evaluating a proposed action of this
significance. Time allowed for report preparation was 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 mit igate the impacts of the
proposed-action are not reflected in the draft COA as they normally might have
been. The recommendations should not, however, be whoLJy unexpected on your
part since they are consistent with input to your draft environmental statement
which was provided to you in December 1983.

' ? •!•"•- .;.-

The COA would affect habitat for fish and wildlife resources in (l) the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta — its waterways, agricultural lands, and Suisun
Marsh, (2) the Central Valley — especially CVF/SWP-controlle<J rivers and reser-
voirs, and CVP/SWP water service areas, (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.

uu

Can

Based on our analysis, we conclude that implementation of the COA would
beneficially impact striped bass and Chinook salmon habi ta t ir| thi_Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta and w&ter fowl habitat in Suisun Marsjijut adversely^mpact 'Isti am?

ildlife habitat in the Federal and State water service areas, in San FranciscoJBj
i the Sacramento, American and Trinitv_Rivers.x^'While we are preasedthat

belter water conditions would exisl for fish amTwflcuife in. the Delta, our foremost
concern is that the COA would (1) exacerbate temperature problems in the
Sacramento, American and Trinity Rivers'affecting salmon~"spawriing~"and egg
incubation, and (2) perhaps reduce opportunities to secure a firm supply of CVP
water for Federal and State wetland areas in the Central Valley, and meet
unidentified/unmet mitigation needs of past constructed'units of the CVP. Salmon
threatening increases in water temperature downstream from Shasta, Folsom and
Clair Engle Reservoirs would result from COA-induced changes in reservoir storage
levels and release volumes. During and immediately following critically dry years
severe decimation of salmon runs would be highly likely and extirpation of the
winter-run race of salmon in the Sacramento River is not inconceivable. For
maintenance of wintering habitat in the Central Valley for Pacific Flyway
waterfowl populations, it is essential that a firm supply of CVP water be provided
to nine wildlife refuges and. two wetland easement areas administered under the
National Wildlife Refuge System, and to three wildlife management areas adminis-
tered by the California Department of Fish and Game, This need should be met
before the uncommitted firm yield of the CV?, some of which is made possible by
the COA, is committed to other uses, •• The Department of Interior's position on
authority to commit CVP firm supply for waterfowl purposes is presently unclear
but I understand that clarification may be forthcoming. Further, CVP power should
be provided on a non-reimbursable basis to the nine national wildlife refuges, four
State waterfowl management areas, and to Coieman National Fish Hatchery.

We must also note that there are known deficiencies in the D-1485 standards that
preclude protection of Delta fish habitat at the desired level; habitat necessary for
estuarine fish as well as upriver-spawning species which migrate thru the Delta,
D-1485 standards may be inadequate for striped bass." Since 1978 the recruitmen
of striped bass'has been very poor. D-1485 standards .provide inadequate serin



conditions for juvenile salmon; several years of data supporting this
uacy have ^en collected since 1978.° These are not yet standards for the

Protection of San Francisco Bay. These deficiencies will be addressed during
Scorning hearings to be held by the State Water Resources Control Board.

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

1. Multiple-level intakes to the outlet structures at Clair Engle and Shasta
Lakes be provided to allow the best possible control of water tempera-

..• v. ture for protection of downstream fisheries. _ .. - •• .. •/

2. Until multiple-level intakes to the outlet structures at Shasta and Clair
Engle Lakes are in operation, storage be held at levels sufficient to
assure that release water maintains the temperature in downstream
reaches utilized by salmon for spawning and egg incubation at or below

And in furtherance of the December 29, 1978 decision by the Secretary of the
Interior to conserve fish and wildlife resources and specifically provide a
guaranteed water supply to Central Valley national wildlife refuges, the Fish and
Wildlife Service recommends:. •

3. Minimum Hows from the Folsom Project to the lower American River-
be set at: . . -. • . ...

a. No less than 1750 cubic feet per second from Nimbus Dam to the
Howe Avenue Bridge from October 15 to December 31, for
spawning salmon;

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; ' . .' .

~o.~ No less than 1250 cubic feet per second from Nimbus Dam to the
mouth of the American River from April 1 to June 30, and such
additional flow as may be required to prevent water tempgrature
at the mouth of the American River from exceeding 65 F, for
salmon rearing and out-migration; " •

d. No less than 800 cubic feet per second from Nimbus Dam to the
mouth of the American River from July 1 to March 31, for all
fishery purposes. \:: •

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

5. The minimum flow from the Shasta/Trinity project to 'the Sacramento
River be set at 6,000 cubic feet per second pending the results of a 2-
year study currently being undertaken by the California Department of

' ' Fish and Game on the relationship of river flows to fish habitat in the
river.



EXHIBIT "D"

6. A f irm annual supply of 211,000 acre-feet of Class 1 water be
furnished, on a non-reimbursable basis, to Central Valley national
wDdUTe refuges.

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

8. A f i rm annual supply of 78 ,000 acre-feet of Class 1 water be furnished,
on a non-reimbursable basis, to the State of California's Los Banos,
Mendota,~"and-Gray"Lodge Wildlife Management Areas,

9. A f i rm supply of power be provided, on a non-reimbursable basis, to
Central Valley national wildlife refuges, State waterfowl management
areas, and to Coleman National Fish Hatchery.

10. No further contracting of CVP firm supply for agricultural, municipal
or industrial uses be undertaken until all fish and wildlife needs
associated with the CVP have been identified, resolved, and solutions
authorized.

In a variety of ways and times the Service has previously informed the Bureau of
Reclamation of the above needs and has requested that the CVP be reauthorized
with fish and wildlife conservation as a co-equal purpose and ihe above basic and
long-standing fish and wildlife needs for offsetting project impacts be provided.
The Bureau has not supported these requests via the COA. The COA has been
taken up by Congress without benefit of an accompanying Fish and Wildlife Coord-
ination Act report. Consequently, Congressional action taken to date does not
include compensation for fish and wildlife impacts associated with implementation
of the COA,

As a result, this report is essentially an after-the-fact action. However, it is being
submitted in comformance with our Coordination Act obligations and to again
stress the need for our agencies to be in accord with the December 29, 1978
Secretarial decision on operation of the CVP. Further, submission of this report
affords yet another opportunity to resolve fish and wildlife resource needs before
Congressional authorization of the COA.

Please advise us of your proposed actions regarding our recommendations.

Richard J. Myshak

t



EXHIBIT "E1

ATE GEORGE DEUKMEJiAM. Governor

|̂̂ 0̂1

ATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
L R. BONDERSON BUILDING
P STREET

P.O. BOX 100
SACRAMENTO.CALIFORNIA 95801
( 9 1 6 ) 4 4 5 - 3 9 9 3

APR 1 5

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 f lows 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.

filed by the Bureau of Reclamation to consolidate and expand the
for its permits related to Central Valley Project facilities

When the Board holds a

The petition
place of use
includes the permits for the Trinity River Project.
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.

the Central Valley Project
for releases into the

We have been aware that Bureau operation studies for
showed that 120,500 acre-feet per annum was reserved iu. I C I C Q S C S IHLU LUC
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.. Board'--staff; has...been. told.informally that the Bureau will examine the;1 .:..*,. .
alternatives for use of-Trinity River Project water in excess" of the 120,500alternatives
acre-feet in

for use of-Trinity River Project
their water marketing EIS's that-are being prepared.-"



Mr. Bill Kier -2- APR 1 5 19S7

If you have addi t ional questions about the Tr in i ty R ive r Project or issues
re la t ing to the Bureau pe t i t ions , you may call Ray Dunham of the water r ights
s taff at (916) 324-5636.

Sincerely, .

W. Don
Chai rman

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

t



PINE C2EET WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ANALTSIS AND 7FHARTT TTATICN FLAN

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

II. Conduct aerial photo analysis 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

III. Conduct field inventories and analyses.
A. map all roads identified in air photo analysis

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 in 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 site 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 until 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 watershed
impacts from future landuse activities.



SdKIXJLE ?CR TMPL2ffiNTATION

ACTTVITT

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

TIHDIG

March - April, 1989

April 1, 1989

May - July, 1989

July 1, 1989

October 1, 1989

6. Complete road erosion and stream crossing inventory Oct - Nov, 1989
and analysis. Map and analyze potential rehabilitation
sites and road removal areas. Develop general
treatment prescriptions.

7. Report fourth quarter progress January 1, 1989

8. Develop final prescriptions for road rehabilitation January 30, 1990
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.

t



30DG2T ?OK ?UfE C2EEI WATERSHED ANALYSIS

PERSONNEL SEKYICSS (includes all overhead expenses such as phone,
office rental, employment taxes (PICA), utilities, etc)

Position Rate Hours Total

Geologist

Geologist

Technicians

Clerical

Drafting/
fJrnnh-f r-«3

35

35

15

12

15

300

300

200

120

60

10,500

10,500

3,000

1,440

900

Total personnel services $ 26,340

UTHKK

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 accounting 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 Associations
Box 1626
Sausalito. California 94966

Representing

California Commercial
salmon fishing industy

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

Mr. E. C. Fullerton
Regional Director
National Marine Fisheries Service
300 S. Ferry Street
Terminal Island, California 90731

Del Norte County

National Marine Fisheries
Service

Mr. Leaf Hillman
P.O. Box 49
Orleans, CA 95556

Karuk Tribe of California

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

Mr. Howard Myrick
Trinity County Board of Supervisors
P.O. 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

Yurok Tribe

Trinity County

California Department of
Fish and Game

Hoopa Indian Tribe

Humboldt County

Department of Agriculture

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

In-River sport fishing
community

Department of the
Interior

(Over)



\uver

Supervisor George Thackeray
Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors
P.O. Box 338
Yreka, California 96097

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

Siskiyou County

Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife

t



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.O. Box 128
Klamath. California 95548

Representing

California Commercial
salmon fishing industy

In-river sportfishing
community

Mr. E.A. Naylor
Deputy Director
California Department of Fish and Game
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife

Mr. E. C. Fullerton (Chair)
Regional Director
National Marine Fisheries Service
300 S. Ferry Street
Terminal Island, California 90731

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

Mr. C. Lyle Marshall
Hoopa Valley Business Council
P.O. Box 1348
Hoopa, California 95546

Mr. James Martin
Oregon Department of Fish ad Wildlife
P.O. Box 59
Portland Oregon 97207

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

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

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

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

Nr. Keith Wilkinson
17304 N. Pass ley Road
Brookings,'Oregon 97415

Department of Interior

Pacific Fishery
Management Council

Oregon commercial salmon
fishing industry


