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Sutter Mutual Water Company

PO Pox 128
Robbins, California 95676
(530) 7384423/ fax (530) 738-4327
May 7, 2002
Mr. Dan Ray
CALFED Bay-Delra Program

1416 9th Street, Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject:  Sutter Mutual Water Company ERP Proposal #162 for Tisdale Positive Barrier
Fich Screen and Pumping Plant = Fund In Fart

Dear Mr. Ray:

It is our understanding that cur Proposal was considered as a Fund in Part to take the
project through design and permitting for an amount of $1,270,000. We had requested a
total of $10,365,000 from CALFED over a three-year period to cover design, environmental
documentation, permitting, and construction activites.

We currently have 50 percent federal matching funding for fiscal year 2002 to match the
initial $1,270,000 CALFED funding. We anticipate this will take the project up to
construction. Our current project schedule calls for producing consoruction contract
documents by the end of 2002 and going out 1o bid in early 2003 to have the project
completed and operating by April 2005, We respectfully request that CALFED reserves the
remaining CALFED funding request of $9,095,000 ($10,365,000 - $1,270,000) so that the
entire project can be implemented on schedule.

We continue to work with the effected federal and state resource agencies through the
Anadromous Fish Screen Program Technical Team (AFSPTT) to conduct our project. We
provide the AFSPTT project updates and materials to review jointly at each of their
scheduled meetings.

Our desive is to move forward with the fish screen project as expeditously as possible.
Flease direct us to the CALFED administrators for conmracting and funding details so that
we can access the $1,270,000 by June 1, 2002 This will be very helpful to keep the project on
schedule.

Sincerely,

I gk T

Max Sakato
General Managey

o Kevin O'Brien/ Downey Brand & Seymour
Rich Jenness/ Langenour & Meikle
Peter Rude/CH2M HILL
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ASSQCIATION OF BAY AREA GQVERNMENTS

Represenung City anf County {zovernmants of The 5an franaisco Bay Ardl

May 9, 2002 Via FACSIMILE & US MAIL

Dan Ray

CALFED Bay-Dela Program
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1155
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Ray:

The ABAG-CALFED Task Force and the San Francisco Estuary Project are pleased to respond
1o your request for public input on reviewing the CALFED Ecosysiem Restoration Program’s
Selection Panel recommendations. On May 1, 2002, we convened a joint workshop to give an
opportunity for the diverse interests of the Bay Area 10 review the CALFED Ecosystem
Restorarion Program’s Selection Pane) recommendations. The goal of this workshop was to
identify how those recommendations fit with the prordtics identified in the San Francisco
Esmary Project’s Bay-Delia Environmental Report Card 1999-2001 and to identify any issues for
CALFED relative to the recommendations. This letter summarizes the input received at our
workshop on specific issues as well as larger CALFED implementanion issues.

The Association of Bay Area Governmenis (ABAG) represents the nine counties and the many
eities of the Bay Area. ABAG is interested in providing input as elements of the CALFED plan
ate implemented that affect the Bay Area.  As such, ABAG cstablished the ABAG CALFED
Task Force, a consensus based forum that includes represemtatives of water disiricts, lacal
government, and many of the stakeholder groups that have an mterest in CALFED
implementation.

The San Francisco Estuary Project is a cooperative federal-state parmership organized through
the US Environmental Protection Agency’s National Estuary Program. The project brought
together 100 privaie, government, and community inieresis w develop a consensus plan, the
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP), which was signed by the
Govemor and the US EPA Adminisirator in 1993, In Apgust 2001, the S.F. Estuary Project
brought together its stakeholders to revisit the top prionties for CCMP implementation and 10

review progress. The results of this are detailed in the Bay-Delta Environmental Report Card
1699-2001.

In recogmtion of the commeon interest between the SF Eswmary Project and the ABAG CALFED
Task Force in promoting environmential restoration, the Task Foree Ecosystem Subcommitiee
and the §.F. Estuary Project Implemeniation Committee have been working coaperatively 1o
address issues related to implementation of the CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program in the
Bay Area

Mailing Adaress FO. Bos 2050 Qanlond, Cahforn.g Se604-2050 {310} 465-4900  Fax (5101 44a-79/0 info@abag cagav
Locuran a0seph P Bot MerreCener 167 Biomn Swaet  Oawiand, Cakfomiz 94607-4750
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Roughly 15 people anended the May 1¥ Workshop. Two participants also suhmitted writien
coruments. One member of the task force offered comments at the April 29, 2002 ABAG-
CALFED task force meenng. General comments on CALFED implementation are as follows:

1. As the state and federal budgets become tighter, there 15 & need for much greater
clarification about funding sources. In particular, support needs to be idenufied for
programs at risk becanse of the amount of general fund dolars they receive or becanse of
their lack of a federal authorization. There 1s & high level of concern about the potential
lack of fimds for previously approved projects. Failyre to address this important issue
creates the potential for the program to become “ynbalanced” in its implementanon

T2

The Science Program is critically important. Qne component of the Science Program that
the workshop participants wanied to call particular attention to is the identificadon of
indicators and performance measures. This is crivjcally importam to understanding how
the projects, past and furre, are performing, what Drogress is being made towards the
goals, and where gaps exist. This issue 1s important in its own right but is also a key 10
obtaining funre funding.

3. Using a Hst provided by CALFED of projects that listed any of the mimme Bay Area
counnes, staff identified how those projects fit with the CCMP priorities. The results of
that analysis are aftached to this letter. Generally, the projects are consistent with the
priorities of the CCMP.

Comments relative to specific recommendations of the Selection Panel are as follows:

Reference Number 90: Bahia Acquisition and Tidal Wetland Restoration: Local support for this
project is extremely high. We appreciaie the recommendarion o fund this project “as 1s” and
urge the Selection Panel ta not change this recommendation. The Bahia acquisition is consistent
with multipte CCMP priorities and is consistent and complimentary to other local efforts. The
City of Novato and Marin County support the projeci. The voters of Novato have previously
vuicd 70% against proposals to develap thoe site and the City cees this af an execellent apparimiry
that may be lost if there is any delay. When combined with CALFED’s previously funded
commitment to the Hamilton project, it will provide significant public access. The project falls
within the San Pablo Bay warershed and is consisient with the regional planning for that area.

Reference Numbers 17, 31, 90, 138, and 161: Support was expressed for these projects. Some
are important components of regional effons. Others, such as #161, are important because they
help update local plans that are very our of date.

Reference Numbers 129, 130, 131, and 69: These projects to address methyl mercury should be
funded. However, the Selecnon Panel should recommend inclusion of an ouwreach and education
component so that the resulis of the research can he shared with the communities most al risk 1o
exposure 1o methyl mercury through consumpiion of fish and wildlife. Research conducted by
the Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition has shown a very low level of awareness of this 1ssue in the
communites potentially impacted.
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Reference Number 30: The Selection Panel correctly dentified the x:}eed to address concems of
the Ciry of Qakley with the Duich Slough Project. However, the project should also address the
warer quality, operational, safety and security concerns f.)f Contra Costa Water Distmct so that 1t
does not adversely impact the Contra Costa Canal that is immediately adjacent 1o the siie. T}\e
project must also be designed and wmplemented so that 1 does not adversely impact water quality
at Delta diversion sites that supply urban warer districts.

Thank you for the opportunity 1o provide input nfo this important decision. Envircm_zmental
restoration of the Bay and Delta enjoys broad suppert in the Bay Area and we appreciate the
commitment the CALFED program has shown fo restoration projects in the nine Bay Area
counties.

Sincerely,

7/’2{4 fW

Mike Rippey
Board of Supervisors, County of Napa
Chair, ABAG-CALFED Task Force

Greg Zlomick

Board of Directors

Santa Clara Valley Water Disirict
Vice-Chair, ABAG-CALFED Task Force

CHsnsne R

Lawrence P. Kolb
Chair Implementation Commyttee
San Francisco Estuary Project

/vm
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R
Clean Estuary Partnership ECE 7 V’ED

Mr. Daniel Ray Wi,
CALFED Bay-Delta Program

1416 9'th Srreet

Sacramento, CA 93814

May 10, 2002
Re; Comments on the 2002 CALFED ERP Proposal Package

Dear Mr. Ray,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Ecasystem Restoration Program’s 2002
proposal package and review process. The Clean Estuary Parmership (CEF) is a
collaborative effort between the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Conrrol
Board (SFRWQCB), the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), and the Bay Area
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA). The mission of this
parnership between local govemments and the State’s water quality comrol authority is
to develop and implement plans 10 atrain water quality standards. As such, we are very
interested in CALFED projects that are dircctly or indirectly related 1o water quality
standards.

We appreciate the level of effort that went imio the scientific and administrative review of
the proposals. That review process has produced an outstanding package of projects that
will likely lead 1o significant improvements in the San Francisco Bay ecosysiem falling
within the CALFED solution area. There are eighleen proposals in the package that have
direct overlap with our plans o attain water quality standards (Table 1), and another
eighteen that provide indirect benefits. We have some specific comments regarding the
feasibility of proposed wetland resterarion projects, the importance of resulis from
previously funded CALFED projects, linkages between CALFED projects and waier
quality standards, the need 1o fund effective outreach for environmental justice, the need
1o address endocrine distupting compounds, pesticide-related projects, the importance of
exotic and invasive species proposals, and selenium-related projects.

Feasibility of Wetland Restoration Projects

The package includes four wetland restoration projects in the Bay Area, totaling
approximately $12 million (proposals #29, #17, #31, and #90). A key factor affecting the

4235 Piedmont Ave, Dalclanq 94611 (510) 4201570
A collaborauve effort of B A S M A A

{_‘-ig-;i [
By Af00 FORE WRISS RGaNcios

T Cunlnrma Eengamentil Froteciios Ag

SAN FRANCISCO BAY Rmuml.
WAYER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
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feasibility of proposed wetland restorarions is the adequacy of adaprive management
plans with respect to monitoring for mercury methylation and bioaccumulation. Mercury
in the aquaric ecosystem of San Francisco Bay is a limiting factor for the success of
endangered wildlife, such as the California Clapper Rail. Wetlands are known 10 have the
potenrial for enhanced mercury methylation due 1o their microbial communities, and
enhanced methylmercury bioaccumulation due {0 their rophic complexity. Although the
proposed resioration projects anticipate significant habitat benefits for the California
Clapper Rail, there is no discussion within the proposals themselves as 10 how monitoring
plans will quantify mercury risks vs. habitar restoration benefits.

The package overall very likely contains the scientific studies needed 1o provide such a
risk assessment. For example, proposal #90 proposes o breach a levee between existing
subsided Baylands and San Pablo Bay 1o restore tidal wetlands, but does not discuss what
affect this could have on 1he net flux of methylmercury to San Pablo Bay. Proposal #129
conrains much of the science needed to answer that question. All San Francisco Bay-
Deliq mercury monituring studies that are “considered as direcied actions” (L.e., #234,
#228, #1906, and #128) should be implemented concurrently with wetland restorarion
Projecls.

The proposed habitat restoration project at Big Break (proposal #2%) will restore tidal
marsh ar the mouth of Marsh Creek. Previous studies have demonstrated that significant
mercury loads are discharged from mining waste from the inoperative Mr. Liablo
mercury mine into Marsh Creek. One question that could be reascnably asked in a public
process is whether it makes sense 1o restore a tidal marsh ymmediately downsiream of an
unremediated mercury mine. The Contra Cosvta Water District’s water supply intakes are
also near this project area. Since the quality of municipal intake water affects the quality
of discharged municipal wastewater, there is additional concern about a restoration
project thal ignores a nearby documented mercury source. The feasibility of proposal %29,
with respect (o water quality standards, would be greatly enhanced by a plan to reduce
mercury loads discharged into Marsh Creek from the Mt. Diablo Mercury Mine.

Important Remaining Products from Previously Funded CALFED Projects

The integrared mass balance assessmeng of mercury in the Bay Delia (#18}) is an
extension of a previously funded (1999-2001) CALFED mercury project, which has
produced science informarion critical 1o mercury sirategic planning in the San Francisco
Bay region. The 1999-2001 CALFED mercury project included specific mercury source
identificarion rasks that were 1o provide site maps, summaries of in-place mining wasle,
estimaies of offsite transport, and estimaies of remediation costs. In a December 20, 2000
comment letter regarding the proposed Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury
in San Francisco Bay, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
expressed concern over the lack of quantitative information regarding plans yo reduce

CEP Comments on 2002 ERP Proposal Package
_2-
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mercury loads from inoperative mines in the Cenrral Valley. The deliverables from the
previously funded CALFED mercury projeci directly address load estimates and
economic analyses needed to esiablish a TMDL for mercury. We look forward 1o
reviewing them at the earliest possible opporanity.

Previously and currently funded mercury source assessment work appears 10 be focused
on the Sacramenio River Basin, although the CALFED mercury project has also
identified a mercury bioaccumulation gradient within the San Joaquin River Basin near
Mud Slough. The New Idria Mercury Mine, the second largest historic producer of
mercury in North America, drains into the Panoche Fan, which is episodically flushed
into the San Joaquin River near Mud Slough. Mercury source assessments should include
known mining legacy sources within the San Joaguin River drainage.

In addition 10 loads assessments, contract funds provided by the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board have extended the CALFED Mercury Project info
the enrire San Francisco Bay estuary. The resulting analyses of methylmercury
concentrarions in sediments and in avian eggs are viral pieces of information for risk
assessment and development of numeric targets. The funding partnerships between the
SFRWQCB and the CALFED Mercury Project team, as well as the team’s accessibilily
and enthusiasm, have improved the quality of science used 10 support policy decisions in
the San Francisco Bay Region; we thank all team members for their thoughtful comments
and diligent efforts.

Linkage to Water Quality Standards

The CEP’s interest in anainment of water quality standards is shared by the Siaie Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the USEPA, which are both CALFED agencies.
Our comments regarding mercury Joads and methylarion highlight the need 1o explain
connections between CALFED-funded projects and water quality standards. The mercury
strategic planning workshop proposed by the CALFED Science program is an imporiant
forum for linking the mercury science funded by CALFED o impending regulatory
actions, such as development of tissue-based water quality objectives for methylmercury
and implementation of mercury TMDLs.

The CALFED ERP has brought together some of the best scientific minds in the world to
work on complex problems of mercury loading, cycling, and accumularion in the food
web. Although the proposal package can’t be expected 1o provide final answers to all
adaptive management questions, it does represent a significant and well-planned
investment of public resources in solutions to public problems. Jr wowld be helpful to
make sure thar the USEPA and the SWRCB are fully briefed as to how the science
produced relates ro attainmeny of water gualiyy standards and implementation of TMDLs.
This includes discussion of how proposed wetland restorations will affect mercury

CEP Commeniz on 2002 ERP Propesal Package
-3-
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bipaccumulation in the San Francisco Bay 2cosystem, how CALFED projects have
conwribured to identification of controllable mercury loads, and how scientific
information developed will affect adaprive management decisions regarding mercury.

Effective Outreach and Environmental Justice

Qutreach 1o the public is an important part of the linkage berween science and policy.
Effective outreach is especially imporant to aniain the environmental justice goal of
providing people with equal opportunity for significant, meaningful engagement in public
decisions affecting public health. Subsistence fishers are concerned about factors that
affect concentrations of bioaccumulative pollutants and endocrine disrupting compounds
(EDCs) in fish. But the CALFED ERP proposal package did not congain sufficient
funding 10 heip underserved communities understand the links berween CALFED-funded
projects and the beneficial use of fishing. An additional directed action showld be
inchuded in the annual work plan to fund a proposal connecting local stakeholder groups
with scientists and policy makers whao can help people consider the avarlable science
information and meaningfully participate in policy discussions related 1 CALFED-
Sfunded projects.

Need to Address Endocrine Disrupting Compounds (EDCs)

Preliminary informarion from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service indicates that
EDCs, such as cerlain chlorinated hydrocarbons, may also be limiting factors for the
success of endangered wildlife. The 2002 proposal package does not confain any
assessmnent of EDCs or their effecis in the Bay-Delta. Some assessment of EDC
occurrence and effects should be considered as a directed action in your annual work
plan in prder 10 ensure that the beneficial uses of wildlife habitat and protection of rare
and endangered species are restored and proiecied.

Pesticide applicarion and monitoring

The proposal to monitor pyrethroid pesticides (#242) will directly help in the
characierization and assessment of water quality within the bay, delta, and ributaries.
This is particularly important as the pesticide market is shifting 1oward these newer
pesticides. Development of analytical test methods capable of detecting these pesticides
a1 ecologically relevant levels will be essential for tracking their fate and effects in the
ecosystem. We fully support the goals and approach of proposal #242,

The evaluation of aliernative agriculural practices (#213) is an important piece of the
aconomic analysis needed for implementation planning of an agriculral pesticide
TMDL. It has the poreniial to provide useful information as 1o how conservation tillage
and cover cropping can reduce sediment, nufrient, and pesticide loads. However, the

CEP Comments on 2002 ERP Proposal Package
o d -
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proposal does not indicate what pesticides will be evaluated, and none of the proposed
sustainability indicators directly addresses water quality. Task I of proposal #213 should
strategically determine which pesticides would be of greatest concern for water guality
and ensure that the study evaluates runoff of these pesticides. Task 2 shauld include
artainment of water quality standards as an indicaror.

The proposal 1o control purple loosestrife (#22) has made a substantive case for the need
10 prevent the spread of 1his noxious weed. We support the use of inlegrated pest
management, and would like to see that concept reinforced. Application of the herbicide
Rodeo cannot be considered benign just because it’s application will comply with the
labei. Compliance with pesticide-related laws and regulalions does not, by iwself, ensure
that applications will not cause a violation of waler quality standards. This is 2 concern o
us because, with a 35 day half-life due 1o hydrolysis, glyphosate (the active ingredient of
Rodeo) released into the aquatic ecosyslem upstream can reach San Francisco Bay. The
proposal mentions that an NPDES permit for application will be applied for “if
necessary.” Qur undersianding is thal applicarions of aquatic herbicides require NPDES
permits. The project could choose 10 operale pursuans to the Statewide NPDES general
permit. That general permir conrains specific monitoring requirements and requires Best
Management Practices consisten with integrated pest management principles. While
proposal #22 contains reasonable funds for water qualiry monitoring, the Jeasibility of
successfully implementing NPDES monitoring requiremenis for herbicide qpplicarion
would be enhanced by a clear starement as 10 beneficial uses potentially affected, levels
of concern for glyphasaie, and the analytical derection limits proposed.

Exotic and Invasive Species

Imroduction of exotic and invasive species is a critical problem threatening the beneficial
uses of San Francisco Bay. Invasive species not only directly degrade habitar bur also, as
observed with the invasive Asian clam, Corbicula fluminea, can exacerbate
bicaccumulation of toxic pollutanis such as selenium. Given the current legislative
resirictions on the direct regulation of ballast water discharge, the proposed ourreach
projects (#185, #215) are crirical 1o effectively reduce introduction of invasive species. In
conjunction with the anticipated SWRCB report to the legislature on besr attainable
technology, these projects constitute important steps towards eliminating veciors of
invasive species. We fully support the goals and approaches of proposal #185 and #215,
and would hke to see more projects of this kind funded.

Management of Suisun Marsh
Suisun Marsh is on the California list of impaired waterbodies (the “303-d list”) due 10

low dissolved oxygen concentrations. Low dissolved oxygen is also a concemn for
mercury methylarion, which is mediated by anaerobic bacteria. Receiving waier

CEP Commems on 2002 ERP Proposal Package
-5-
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monitoring in the Suisun Marsh region demonsiraes a sIrong correlation between low
dissolved oxygen and methylmercury concentraiions. Because of the low dissolved
oxygen condifions in Suisun marsh, and because the CALFFED mercury project has
identified enhanced bioaccurnulation of mercury in avian eggs in the Suisun Bay region,
we are very interesied in projecis related vo Suisun Marsh.

r he propggal gaupdare individual ownership adaptive management habital plans

roposal #1613 a golden opportunity to communicate with landowners in Suisun
marsh regarding the connecrion between pond management and dissolved oxygen in
adjacent receiving waters. The proposal s riat, however, funded at a level sufficient 1o
make any quantitative links berween adaptive management plans and receiving water
quality. We fully suppore the goals and approach of proposal #161, and ask the CALFED
ERP 10 consider an addirional directed acnon in its annual workplan o develop links
between the Suisun Marsh adaprive management plans and water qualily, and to provide
a stakeholder forum 1o discuss the importance of auiaining the dissolved oxygen waier
quality standard.

Selenium

The proposal 10 assess selenium hazards to birds (#234) is an important contribution 10
selenjum rarget sewting. We fully support the goals and approach of proposal #234.

The Big Break restoration proposal (#29) proposes to monitor for selenium, staring that
there are refineries nearby. While we support selenium monitoring, the discussion is
perplexing with respect 10 selenium sources, given that the nearest refinery is twenty
miles downstream. Project proponents should include an objeciive discussion of ail
selenium sources, including agricultural drainage, when revising proposal #29 for
consideration as a directed action.

The water recycling via membrane technology proposal (#249) could produce useful
selenium load reduction options. We understand that if the first phase, testing the
nanofiltration technology is successful, the project will proceed 1o test the fuil reverse
osmoasis system. We fully support the goals and approach of proposal #249, and agree
with the reviewer comment that the project should be coordinated with a regional plan 1o
reduce selenium loads.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity 1o comment on the proposal package. and look
forward 1o working with you in the future on coilaborative efforts 1o restore and prolect
the aquatic ecosystem of San Francisco Bay through implementation of Water Quality
Standards.

CEP Commenis on 2002 ERP Propoesal Package
-6 -
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If you have any questions, please consact our Program Coordinator, Dr. Andrew Gunrher,
ar 310-420-1570 (gunther @amarine.com),

Best regards,

: iye Management Board
Clean Estuary Partnershgp

CEP Comments on 2002 ERF Proposal Package
-7
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Ovarlap with CEP
Proposal# Title Goals Amount

Redguaing the inrogucnon ana Damage of Aquanc
nNemncigenous Species inrough Outréach and
#1156 Edugation. Phase 2 Invaswe Spaces $178.783

Evaluauon Of Mercury Transformations And Trapihi
Tranefer In The San Franmsen Bay/Defta 1dentifyving
Crteal Processes Far Tne Ecosystem Restoration
#237 Pragram Mercury 2 262,987
Transport, Cycling, and Fate of Mercury and
Monomethyl Mercary i the 3an Francsco Celta and
Trnbutaries—An Integrated Mass Balance Assessmant

#18 Approach Mercury %3 881,215
Estuary Action Challenge Enviranmental Educaton Qutreach and

#69 Program Envronmental Juance 5120000
Pyrethrad insecucides. Analysis, Occurrence, and Fate

#2a2 in the Sacramentp and San Joaquin Rivers and Deita Pesticide Toxoiny $800 600

The ecalogical 2nd asonamic costs and Renefns of
alternative agrculuial pracices. Seqiment, nutrient, and
pesticies in runoff fram censervanen Hilage ana covar

#3113 cropped systams Pasucdde Toxicity $1.802 916
Full-Scale Demanstranion of Agricultural Drainage-Water
weas Recychng Pracess Using Mambrane Technology Setenum $316.090
update Ingwidual Ownersnip Adaptve Management Wellana Resterauon and
#161 Habitat Fians Management $136.244
Wetiang Restoration ang
/90 gania Acguesiion and Tigal Wetiand Resroraton Mzanagement $3.345.000
Suisun Marsh Lang Acqusiien and Twdat Marsn Wetland Restoration and
#17 _Restoranon Management 51,045 q00

Table 1: CALFED ERP Proposals recommended by Review Panel that overlap with
CEP goals. Shaded background indicates proposals considered as directed actions,
light background indicates proposals funded in part or as-is.

CFEP Comments on 2002 ERP Proposal Package
-
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Saceamento, Ca 95814

a ‘The SWVM?WW-(SVLA) Bozard of Directors

- g ) ' -- X T R . - -
- sphirs the following comgnents régarding the propnaf:dﬁmdmgmmmnenm

" ¥ ‘for the 2002 CALFED Bay-Dcha Program Feosystem Restoration Program.
"' SVLA members have'actively participated in projects relating to the Sacramento-

RWﬂﬁ)Tanumbekufytar& Publmmputpmwdgd‘bymwmmhcﬂ . L

.- ‘govesrmment is an xmpm:tant aspect of the plamming process.

- We are very cnnnmﬂthat the new CALFED process — 10 Wait 1m:i1 |
- effectively circumvent any meauingful local mput- '

. The Smamemomverﬂunsmmmn A:é&jforﬂm-(l“nrum) haspxmnd.ed oL
. exeellent appnrhnntyforlanﬂuwnm and agency represemzatives to coms together -

L

.  to openly discuss imp@rtan;.zissuesrela;md to the Sacramento River. SVLA has

TﬁéFoﬂﬁMmﬁmdm:qumm'MOA)'@m public agency support
. for “amproving’ nandcoopcranmbemampubhcagmcsand T

- identifying agreemems and relationships among the signatory public agenciesm
.. foplementing the 1988 Plan and Handbook.” The Forum was also designed to
" bring 4 balance between restoration actions aud faring and ranchmg along the .
' Sacramerito Rivér. Moreover, the Forum signatory agencies arc nearly identical 1o

the CAL-FED Bay-Deita Program signatory agencies aod inchuds the Army Corps . -
. of Engineers, Califiraia Department of Fish and Game, the Resources Agency, '~
1S, Bureay of Reclasarion and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

' The Forum uses the principles and guidelines set forthvin the “SRCA Hatifbook” .
- 1o guide the implementation of the 1989 Upper Sacracento River Fisherics and
 Riparian Habitat Mansgement Plan (1989 Plan). The goal of the Forum is to
. preserve exisiing habftarand reestablistment of 2 continuous riparizn evosystem
along the Sacxamento River in a manner that requires:

" PO Box 3014, Sscramento, CA 95812 » Phone (530) 673-6237 » Fax (830) 7511810 -
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© o Maintain a Emifed heander Where appropriste, |
Rl R mmmﬁm&mf’:ﬂdaﬂm&mﬂﬂNEMMm sound
o, o o TFull considération jn landowner, public and Jocal govermnen:

: - Anmmmmmhmmmmmmcxmmofww
mmw.aMh'sumwmmM' 3
a Mﬁ&ﬂtb@ﬂlmmmﬁﬂlyaddmsed- -

0 0 Ry adhering to the progrm principles and guidslines, fosiering comsmmication
REFR e a:d suppost of the fisheries portion of the 1989 Plan, most of the 20 plus fisheries

LI  actions outlined have begn accomplished or are m prOgress. These actions
530 ipclded the wempesanure dovice @ Shasta Dam, restoration activiies on the

o  wiomtaries, screaing major pumping plants sod sohutions for fish passage st Red
S  Bhf¥ Dam, which ironially, the ERP Selection Panc] chose notfo fand.

The CALFED Record of Decision (ROD) statcs a commitment to seek to
mplement the Programs threugh *locally besed, callaborative programs such as the
[ Sacramento River Conservation Area/SB 1086” (ROD pg. 34). Funbenpore, ERP
£ o 2002:-pmp0" sa] soliciation packfa.gs priorities inchydes M & T Ranch/Llano Seco,
it " Surer Mutual Water Company, Pleasant Grove Verona Water Company, and

R, - swdﬂmmpmﬂ'mdwmmpmnmmmﬂfﬁm,mmwm S
bl * habnat SVLA strongly recommends funding for M & T Ranch/Liano Seco. This

. js an exccliens example af local mput and coordination-

B We acknowledge the efforts of the CALFED ERP program team in-assembling the
Do various reviews for m‘mpbsulandﬁpﬁmmg‘incmsiﬁnufmprmﬁﬁms

. of the Forum Technisal Advisory Commmittee as members of the Sacramento” .

s " Regional Review Panel. SVLA fully endorses the following CALFED funding

o Metidian Farms Water Company’s Positive Fish Barvier Fish Screen Project,
E Suster Miras! Waper Company’s Tisdale Positive Baricr Fish Serecn sod
o .Reclamation Dismet 108 Consolidared Pumping Facility and Sereen, and--
. o~ The Neture Conservancy's Sub-reach Planning for the Sacramento River.

i I B 'Addit'ionaﬂy,_w:ﬁgéinﬁm.mw ﬁwiﬁ!yinﬁpali;ingcﬂmctSﬁ:ﬂheaddiﬁnnal o

" However, the SYLA Roard respectively requasts that the comment period be
. R mnﬁm‘tu,'ﬂ)nwwmﬁwufmpommjamwimhm::pus:m;ﬁm'
L L © - arch. The cm’rmMaﬂﬂ deadline for suhmtung comments on funding =
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8 Fma]ly, we thank ycm fm' yeut cnna;dmmﬂ of T-heﬁﬂ comments and mmmmmd

Mmmcﬁmmmﬂﬁwmhsmwwmﬁmhmthcﬁmokbﬂhﬂ

g WMM-MZMMWWMWMWMHM&

arc hased. Additionally, we look forward to working with you as you labor 1o

wgmg;nualmdrbcalb‘MdmhmmmonnfthﬁCMDMrdaf )
. Decwmandhnkﬁ:maxﬂmyawrespnm , C

| Smmdy, |

Brendop Flynn

g Mmyﬂmhnu,ammrynfnmm

Bcnn:l‘tBaky Ass:staQtSecrctaryUS Depanmﬂﬂmﬂmmm
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SACRAMENTO RIVER
CONSERVATION AREA FORUM

/o Cahforna Peparument of Waker Resources

2440 Mam Secet, Red Bluff, Ca. 96080

Web-Fage www SACTAMCIHON vel £3.0Q.

Ben Carter, Chairman — Fage Dolan, Vice Chairman- Pon Anderson, Scr/Treas
Buor Bundy. Manager — (330) 528-7411 Fax (330) 528-7422 bundy @ waler.ca.gov

May 8, 2002

Partrick Wright, Executive Director
CALFED Bay-Deha Program
1416 Ninrh Streer

Sacramento, Ca 95814

Dear Mr. Wnight:

The Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum (Forum) Board of Directors (Board)
welcomes the opportunity to comment regarding the proposed funding recommendarions for the
2002 CALFED Bay-Delia Program Ecosysiem Restorarion Program (ERP). The public comment
period is infended to provide counties and interested Citizens a vehicle o provide input on propoesed
projects, especially those with land use consequences.

We acknowledge the efforts of the CALFED ERP program ream in assembling the various
reviews for each proposal and appreciate the inclusion of representatives of the Forum Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) as members of the Sacramenio Regional Review Panel. However,
because of the short notice and time frame allowed for public comment, neither the TAC or the
Roard were able to facilitate a normal review of the three CALFED proposals recommended for full
or partial funding through the CALFED screcning process.

» Proposal # 92, Meridian Farms Water Company Positive Barrier Fish Screen
Q Propusal # 162, Sutier Mutual Water Company Tisdale Weir Positive Fish Screes
Proposal # 172, The Nawmre Conservancy Sub-reach Planning above Colusa (Even though
the Forym Board supports this proposal in concepr, and members of the SRCAF (myself
included) participated in its development, it stll requires a public review as part of our
Process)

We are expediting our public input process of these proposals and will respond to you as
soon as the review is complete. To provide adequare public notficarion for commenrs and teview
ar the SRCAF, we need at least a 60-day review period. Conducting open, public discussions of
actvities along the Sacramento River is a fundamental value of our organization. The Forum Board
srrongly feels that 1o cut this process short would not be in the best inferest of CALFED or any
Sacramento River stakeholder.
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The SRCAF Board offers our services in helping provide further input as these projecrs
develop. We also look forward o working with those proposals recommended far “Directed
Acrion” 1o generate technical information and facilirate review through our Board and TAC.

The Forum uses the principles and guidelines set forth in the “SRCA Handbook™ 1o guide
the implementarion of the 1989 Upper Sacramento River Fishenes and Riparian Habitat
Management Plan (1989 Plan). The goal of the Forum is o preserve existing habitat and
reestablishment of a continuous riparian ecosystem along the Sacramento River in a manner that:

o Tses an ecosystem approach thar contributes to the recovery of threatened and endangered
species and is sustainable by natural processes,

Maintains a limited meander where appropriaie,

Waorks within the paramerers of local, siare and federai flood control and bank protection,
Advocates voluntary landowner pariciparion,

Fully addresses landowner, public and local government concems,

Provides accurate and accessible informarion and education that is essential to sound
IESOUICEe managem&nt.

By adhering 1o the program principles and guidelines, fostering communication and support
of the fisheries portion of the 1980 Plan, most of the 20 plus fisheries actions outlined have been
accomplished or are underway. Those actions included the remperature device at Shasta Dam,
restoraon acnvites on the iributaries, screening major pumpg plans and solutions for fish
passage a1 Red Bluff Dam.

Finally, we thank you for your consideration of these comments and recommend thar in the
furure that the principles and guidelines set forth in the Handbook be a2 primary document from
which funding decisions related to the conservation area arc based. We look forward 1o working
with you as you integrate regional and locally lead implementanon of the CALFED Record of
Decision. If you have any questions, please don’t hesirate 1o conract me directly ar (330)458-7566
(email: carrer. b@colusaner com) or Burm Bundy, Manager of the SRCAF ar (530)528-7411 (email:
bundy @warer.ca gov).

Sincerely,

Ben F. Carter
Chairman

cc: Mary Nichols, Secretary of Resources
Bennett Raley, Assistant Secretary U.S. Department of Interior



