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Jim Lecky, Chief

Endangered Species Division
National Marine Fisheries Service

510 West Ocean Boulevard, Sulte 4200
long Beach, California 90802-4213

Subject: Cachuma Biological Opinicn

Dear Mr. Lecky:

We appreciate the cpportunity we had to discuss the Cachuma Biclogical Opinion
with you. Tharnk you for being sensitive to the time frame that Reclamation i&
following tc meet the State Water Rescurce Control Board’s (SWRCB) deadline,
Our respective staffs have been working together during the consultation
process and we will continue teo help the National Marine Fisheries Service
{(NMFS) with ocur expertise. Your staff has informally requested an additional
60 days for the preparation of the Bisloglcal Opinien (BO). We agree to the
60 day extensicn; the new daadline fcr the final Biclogical Opinion is
December 27, 1999. Reclamation’s deadline to provide a draft Enviropmental
Impact Report (EIR) to the SWRCB is June 2000. Your timely issuance of the BC
will greatly assist us in complying with our SWRCD deadline., We look forward
to receiving and reviewing the draft Bioclogical Opinion and providing
commnents. '

We want te recap for you some of the major points in the Biclogical
Agpessment .

L] A Stakeholder Consensus Process through the Santa Ynez River Technical
Advisory Committee (SYRTAC) was utilized in the evaluation of study
methedologies, tools, data acquisitiom techniques, analysis, review of
reports, and evaluation of hydrologic modeling. The Biglogical
Assessment 16 the result of che best scientific input and review from
the U. §. Fish and wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and
game, Reclamation, member units and from the private sector in th
fields of fish biology, water guality and hydrolegy. - :

» The proposed operaticons of Bradbury Dam and conservation measures are
designed to protect and improve ingtream habitat within the mainstream
Santaz Ynez River and tributariesx downstream of the dam. Reclamation and
+he member units have already initiated substantial changes inm
operations to improve habitat conditions. The consensus based SYRTAC
nas obtained agreements from private land cwners for conservation
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easements, funded demonstration projects to control upland erssion, and
grarted and completed habitat improvement projects. Moreover,
{mprovements have been initiated on a kroader scale and for more
substantial benefits to steelhead than those available to Reclamstion

alone.

] An extensive bedy of scientific informaticn was analyzed in the
preparation of the Biological Assessment. Reaches ¢f the mainstream
river between the Highway 154 Bridge and Bradbury Dam were selected as
priority for habitat protection and improvement because of: (1) seasonal
and armual instream flow patterms, {2) water temperatureas, (3) .
guality and suitability of existing hebitat, end (4) coppertunities for
hakitat improvement. ’

. Equally important, analysis of hydrologic data indicates that the Alisal
reach lacks suitable habitat due to: (1) warm water temperatures, (2)
lack of cover and (3) poorly confined channel configuration. Warm water
temperatures otour in this reach even at relatively high flow releasas.

Reclamation is fortunate to have assembled a large body of soientific
information since 1993 from professional experts in fish kiology, hydrology,
water quality and water law. These experts have represented state, federal,
environmental and member units and have worked cooperatively to develop a
broad-based consensus to modify existing operations of Bradbury Dam and
implement conservation measures and described gc well in the Biological

Acsessment,

As you will see in the enclosed responses to questions framed by your staff,
experts familiar with the river coatinue to provide useful data that amplify
the scientific basis of the Biclogical Assessment. Please note that releases
from Bradbury Dam as described in the Piological Assessment as “baseline” will
result in substantial shortages of river water to urban and agricultural water

ugers in drier vears.

Purthermore, the data and analysis indicates that an attempt to convert the
Alisal reach of the Santa Ynez mainstream to steelhead habitat through greater
or prolonged releases would result in limited or n¢ biological benefit to
steelhead while interfering with downstream water rights, and would create
much larger shortages for which there is no replacement water. '

He Belisve that tke actions propesed in the Biological Assessment will result
in significant opportunities for habitat improvement and will promocte the
rvecovery of steelhead in the Santa Ynez River. fie believe that the actions Iin
aggregate are more than would be required from Reclamation to mitigate the
adverse effects of our operation. We also helieve, that Reclamation can
accomplish the actions proposed. '

Howsver, Reclamaticn does not believe we have additional water to commit over
what hae been included in the Biclogical Ascegssment. The project has
dedicated a significant portion of its yield through the figph reperve account,
conjunctive use of SWRCB Water Rights Order 89-18 and provision for the
proposed ramping schedule. Implementation.of the Biological Assessment will
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result in the cowmunities dependent on Lake Cachuma experiencing more fraguent

ard more severe shortages guring extended dry pericds. The enly way the
project is able to support thig level of flow enhancement is due toc the

availability of State Water through the Ccastal Agueduct.

We believe and hepe that you will agree with the many scientists on the SYRTAC
and with our own experts that Reclamaticn has gone the extra mile by proposing
the actions in the Biolegical Assessment that will have real benefits foxr
Southern Steelhead, and a level of impacts that are consistent and contained
within our water rights respongibilities and project purposes.

If you have any cuesticns, please call me at (553} 487-5118 or for the hearing

impaired at (559) 487-5933 (TPD) .

Michael P. Jackson
peputy Area Manager
South-Central California Area Office

Endlosure

ces Eric Shott
Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service
510 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, California 90802-4213

WBR {DYoung : lmc:November 12, 1259:4jd:November 15,1999:487-%5127:nmfs27. wpd
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MEMORANDUM

2171 E. Francisco Blvd., Suite K » Sam Rafael, Californim ¢ 94501
TEL: (415} 457-0701  FAX: (415) 457-1638 e-mail:
sr@stetsonengineers.com

Michael Jackson DATE: . November 12,1999

TO:
: t7.8. Bureau of Rec¢lamation

FRCM: Ali shahroody and Curtis Lawler

RE: Additicnal NMFS Questicns.

This memorandum provides information in response to the additicnal questions

asked by the Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service.

I Can the BOR flatien out the waier rights releases? For example, instead of 120 cfs for x
days, couid 30 cfs be released for 4x days? The approach would be io avoid the diying of
portions of the mainsiream afer the winier/spring rains cease and then the large addition
of water, which is then romped down agaln 1o a point where some areas of the channel may

Jose surface flows.

Water right releases are made to provide'replenishment walter to targééed
areas. For example, water is released to replenish the ground water in the
Buellton area, or it ie released in a manner to deliver water to Lompoc
Narrows {(for the recharge of the ground water basin in the Lompoc Flain) while
achieving ground water replenishment in the areas between the dam and the
MNarrowse. The releases are ini;iated at a relatively high rate to cverceome the
glow frontal mevement of water In the Santa Ynez River hed. once the flow to
the targeted areas is established, then releases are reduced and maintained at

a steady estate to the extent feasible.

Water right releases are made from the Above Narrows Rccount (ANA} for the
above Narrows areas, and the poirnt of ANA delivery is at Bradbury Dam. Water
right releases are zlso made from bo_th the A.bove'and_ Below Narrows Accounts,

combined, and the point of delivery for the Below Narrcws Account (BNA) water

Page 4
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ie the USCS gage at the Narrows {(not Bradbury Dam), The delivered water flows

frem the Lompoc Narrows to WW' Street in Lompoo. to recharge the Lompoc Plain.

Water deliveries to the Lompee Plain require initial releases at relatively
high flow rates (130-159 ¢fg) for a period of 10-12 days in order o convéy.
the water to the Lompoc Narrows, During this period. there is no delivery of
BNA water to the Lompoc Plain and the released water, to the extent it does
not reach the Narrows, is debited from the ANA, Once the flow is established
to the Lompoc area, the releases are reduced but maintained typlcally at about
50-70 ofs for a significant period to provide recharge in the Lompoc Plain.
puring this period, releases are varied in response to recharge rates and

climatic conditions.

4

flattening of the initial releases to a rate of 30 <fs will require a much
longer period of time before any water is delivered to the Lompoc Narrows.
Furthermore, the flattening of maintenance flows to 30 cfs will provide cnly a

small amount of water for recharge in the Lempec Plain.

For example, duzing 19%6 (July 12 te Octobér 31), water was initially released
at the rate of about 135 cfs for 11 days befcre it reached Lompoe Narfows;
after that, releases were maintained at an average rate of about 65 céa for
ariother 30 daye. During this 30-day period, the flow at Lompoc Narrows
averaged about 25 cfs. That means 40 cis of.the released water did net reach
the Narrows during the 30-day pericd. If the releases had been wade at the
rate of 30 cfs instead of 135 cfs and continued at the 30-cfs rate, it may
have taken 40 to 60 days before an appreciable amount of water had flowed at
the Narrows. This would have reduced the recharge period in the Lompoc Plain

by about 30 to 50 days.

In 199%6, the total amount of water rigpt‘releases wag 10,778 acre-feet, of
which 3,459 acre-feet of BNA water was delivered te the Lempoc Narrows and
7,319 acre-feet wae debited from the ANA(see Table 2-20, Eioclogical
Assessment). Releases outside of the rampdown period extended for a period of
84 days, at a rate averaging about 55 ¢fs., The BNA water delivered to the

Narrows averaged about 20 cfs. That means, it took about 35 cfs of carriage

Page d
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water to deliver 20 cfs at Lompoc Narrows when averaged over the delivery
‘period. If the water right releases are made at a rate of 30 cfs, the amount
of BNA water deliveyed to the Lompoc Narrows weuld ﬁot be éppreciable. TQis
would cause an impairment of dewngtream water-:ighﬁs resulting from a deficit
in water supply and deterioration of water quality in the Lowpeoe groundwater
‘basin. Furthermoare, flattening the rglease rates te 10 cfs would IEsQIt in

stranding the BNA water in Cachuma Reservoir and reducing the Cachuma yield.

in additibn, flatrening Cachuma release rates to 30 cfs would result in
depletiﬁg the Above Narrows Account without providing an adeguate water supply
for the above Narrows area during other, perhaps drye:, pericds, In'yeara
when water right releases are only made to meet the needs of the above Narrows
areas (ANA releas=s), water released at the rate of 30 ¢fs may not reach the
targeted areés in & timely fashion, Again, such releases would result in an
impairmenz of water rights by depleting the ANA without providing a drought

water supply to the water right h'clder_a.

In summary, water right releases can not be flattened and ;till fulfill their
purpose of recharging targeted areas. flattening the releases would not allow
adequate recharge in the Below Narrewe area because it would result ig
stranding the BNA water in Cachuma Reservelr, tlwus impairing the wateé rights
of the Lompoe area,, Flattening the réieases would also deplete the ANA
without protecting the water right holders in the above Narrows area. l
Specific releases made for the Above Narrows may not reach the targeted aress,
This would result in depleting the ANA, thus impairing the water rights of ANA

water users particularly in drought f_:mr:f.ods.

2. Alvo, as stated proviowsly, NMFS nzeds to know if winter flood operations such as (bl not
limited 1c) pre storm reservoir draw downs will affect the ability to achieve the 5,500 acre
Joot fish account in spill years and to earry over waier non-spill years thas follow. Ty

-

Winter flood operations as iﬁfcrmally undezrtaken by USBR in 1998 would not
atfect the ability to achieve the 5,500 acre<foot figch account. Winter flood

Page 6
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cperatiens are undertaken to attenvate the impact of peak flood events
downstzeam of Bradbury Dam. During winter flocd sperations, runeoff from
eributaries downstream of Bradbury- Dam contribute significantly to £lood flows
in the lower Santa ¥nez River. The thres types of winter flood cperaticns
desaribed'in Seerion 3.1.3 of the BA would be undertaken whent the Santa Ynez
ﬁive: waterehed above Cachuma Reservoir is practically supersaturated and the
added runoff from the on-ccming storm occurrences weuld cxeate peak floed
avents in the downstream areas below Bradbury Dam. Typically, these
operatione are undertaken after the Dam hag aiready spilled and downatream
tributaries are contributing significant flow to the main stem, The winter
ocperations ﬁt Bradbury Dam are undertaken to protect life and property in ths
downatream areas. These operations are used to modify the peak flood flew and
they do not affect the volume of runoff passing through the Cachuma Reservoir.
Once the peak flood event has passed, the reservoir would be brought back to
its norwal cperation. There would still be a significant smount of watershed
runcff (a8 a par:t of the recessien hydrograph) to continue the spill while
filling the reservoir up to the surcharge amount of 5,500 acre-feet for the
Fish Regerve Account. In fact, any winter. flscd operation would be predicated

en bringing the reservoir to its full level, which would include a surcharge

of 5,500 acre-feet.

Te the extent a portion of the established Fish Reserve Account of 5,300 acre-
feet is not used for £ish releases in the spill year, it will carry over to
non-spiil years that follow. The winter flood cperation would not affect the

amount of carry-over to non-spill years.

3. Can the BOR estimate the mognitude (median release + largest reasonably expecied),
. frequency, and duration of “precautionary releases” and pre-releases {Emergency Winter
Operations)? Can these releases be rumped if they are donc via the roller gates? Ifso, by
what increments and dvrations?

Estimates of magnitude, fregquency, and duration of winter releases under the
Emezgency Winter Operations can not be determined without a detailed analysis

of the historical flocd events. The actual experience in comnection with the

Poge?
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Emergency Winter Cperations at Bradbury Dam has been limited to one year,

1588.

Winter flood operatione are undertaken in conjunction with large flcod events.
There could be limited'regula;ion (ramping) to the éxtent space is available
in the regervoir to attenuate the peak flood discharge. With large flood
events sustaining high discharge rates, the reserveir has to pass the flood
runcff without the capability to ramp thé flows. It is not feasible to ramp
precautionary drawdowns (winter releaseo]l because of the limited time oOf
cperation and the uncertain nature of flood events. Any ramping in
conﬁuﬂc:ion with winter flood operations at Bradbury Dam could interfere with
the protecticn of life and property in the downstream areas. However, at the
end of storm periods, inflow, storage and release can be ralanced in a

coordinazed manner to regulate the ramping of spills down to about 30 to S50

¢fs.

4. What are the median menthly flows at the dam If the regervoir
was not present? (This may already be in the-info provided,
if so, I'd appreciate more direction tc ie}.

santa Ynez River flcws were measured by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS Gage
11126000) at San Lucas Bridge, near the dam site, for the pericd January 1829
- Dcteber 1952. The table below (Table 1) 1lists the median flow for each

month.

Table } _
Hedian Flow for Each Menth _
Santa Ynez Rivar Flow at San Lucas Bridge (Hwy. 154)
January 1929 - Octcber 1552
(efs)

Ooct Nev Cac Jan Feb May Apr May Jun Jul hug Sep

0.0 0.¢ 0.0 16.0 62.0 7%0.0 37.0 9.0 2.0 c.o .0 0.0

e
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rable 2 shows the median daily flow for each menth for the same record of flow

measurements prior to Cachuma Resexrvelr.

Table 2
Median Dally Flow for Fach Month
canta Ynez River Flow at San Lucag Bridge (Bwy. 154)
January 1929 - October 13952
{cis)
———— e - petmmerm: ====. S

Oct Nov Dec Jan Fek  MNar Apr May Jun Jul Aug  8ep

0.0 0.0 0.0 7.4 38.0 43.0 35.0 7.0 1.7 0.3 0.0 0.C
—.

5. What percent of years are downstream water rights releases
expected to ogour given the proposed project ({with 5,500 acre
foot fish aceount)?

Under the proposed project, water right releases are expected to ccour in
about 65 percant of the yeare. Generally, water right releases are not made
in spill yeara. Statistically, Cachuma Reservoir spills one year out-Bf
three. However, spills could occur in several consecutive years or gaveral
years apart (historically, the longest time between spills has been B

years {1585-1992); if seismic concernsg had not limited Cachuma storage in 13%5,
{t would have spilled four straight years between 1995 and 1998). If Cachuma
meservoir existed during the wet period from 1941 through 1946, there would

have been six consecutive years of spill.

6. Were the exceedsnce curves on pages 3-12 and 3-13 of the BA
derived from the daily flows calculated for the Santa Yriez
Hydrology Model? :

The exceedance curves on pages 3-12 and 3-13 of the BA represent mounchly flows

ir ofs and are generated by the Santa Ynez River Hydrology Modal for the

PaﬁeQ




DEC-P1-1999 (6:39 BUREAU CF RECLAMATION 289 487 3927 P.11

entire model pericd extending from 1918 through 1383 (76 vears}. They are not

based on daiiy flows calculated for the Santa Ynez River Hydrology Mode

7. Can the BOR predici the timing (during the year) of maintenarce activities that shus off

water relecses 10 the Santa Ynez? Specifically water rights releases?
Maintenance activities as set forth on page 3-6 of the BA are expected at
regular intervals, so they would be predictable. However, maintenance work is
performed during a bread window of time. As such the date(s) of work would be

scheduled as te not interfere with water right releases.

8. NMFS has asked previously for information regarding the amount cf water needed 10
supply the following flow targets a1 the Alisal reach on a permanent basis (95% of years.~
excepling severe droughts): 2.5 ¢fs, 5 oft. 10 ¢,

Regults based on the Santa Ynez River Hydrology Model indicate that annual
allocations to the Fisﬁ Reserve Account, compared to the Proposed Project,
would have to be increased significantly above what was progosed in the
Biological Assessment (BA) to meet the taxgst flows of 2.5 cfs, 5 c¢fg, or 10
cfs at Alisal Bridge on a permanent basis (95¥% of years, _excepting severe

droughts}. ‘The comparison of annual qllbcauions {non-spill years) is shown

i:e low,

Annual Allecatieon

{acra-fast)
Proposed Operationa (B} ' 2,00b
2.5 ofs at Alisal : 3,100
5.0 c¢fs at Alisal 5,000
10.0 ¢fs at Alisal 8,200

The abeve allocations would be for non-spill years. The allocations in spill

years would remain at the surcharge amount of 5,500 acre-feet, except in the

Fage |0
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cage of 10 cfs target flows at Alisal, which would require an allocaticn of

8,200 acre-feet instead of 5,%00 acre-feet in spill years.

The proposed cperations of 2.5/5/10 cfs resring habitat flews at Highway 154
Bridge already will produce greatar shértages in the Cachuma Project yield
during the eritically dry beriod of approximately 4,200 acre-feet in the worst
year of the critical period. During the last three years of the critical
period (1948-1951), a cumulative shortage of approximately 9,500 acre-feet
oeeurs. It is important to dote that the shortages just described ars in
addition to shortages in availakle water supplies already cccurring under
baseline conditicns, The propcéed flow targets at Alisal will also increase
the frequéncy of shortages. The impacts to water 5uppiy for the scenérios of

2.5, 5.0 and 10.0 cfs at Alisal during the critical period are shown in Table

3.
Table 3
Inpaats of Figh Relosses on Project Water Supply
in Critical Drought Period, 1549 through 1951
[agre-Teat)
s = = rmEp——
shortage in .Shortage as Cumulative shertage as
Critical Percentage Shertage in Percentage
Drought of Annual Critical of Annual
Year Draft . prought Draft for
(1951} Period Three Years
{1945-1951}
Baseline 4,540 i8% 8,540 12%
2.5/5.0/10 cfs at Hwy 154 8,730 4% 17,450 23%
2.5 cfs at Alisal 11,380 44% 22,600 ° 31k
5.0 ofs at Aliszal 13;OIGO 51% . . 27,680 6%
10.0 <fs at Alisal 17,410 : 68% 38,640 50%
- e —— ]

Note: Annual draff from Cachuma Project ls 25,714 acre-fset.

The -impacts tc water supply from maintaining flow targets at Alisal are
geverse. Additionally, maintenance ¢f flew targets at ARlisal would reguire

releases through the ocutlet works at Bradbury Dam in addition to releases made

7 Page /1
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through the Hilton Creek watering facility. This would conflict with the
cperaticn of outlet works for delivery of §tate Water Project (SWP) water.
That means, Alisal flow targets would impact the SWP water deliveries to

Cachuma Reservoir which wguld further compound the severity of shortages in

water supply to the Cachuma Project water users,
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