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San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority.
Background

> We are a Joint Powers Authority formed in 1992
generally for two purposes:

I) To operate and maintain many of the federally
owned Central Valley Project (CVP) facilities south
of the Delta, and;

To provide information and representation service
on behali off our members 1n a wide variety oir water
resource related torums mcluding legislative,
administrative, and judicial.




San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority.
Background

> The Water Authority 1s comprised of:
32 Member Agencies
Serving approximately 2,100,000 acres
Spanning the western San Joaquin Valley from:
The City of Tracy in the north; to
Kettleman City in the south; as well as

Santa Clara county and portions ot Monterey, San Benito,
and Santa Cruz counties.




SAN LUIS & DELTA-MENDOTA
WATER AUTHORITY
MEMBER AGENCIES

Banta-Carbona Irrigation District, Broadview Water District, Byron Bethany Irrigation District (CVP), Central
California Irrigation District, Centinella Water District, City of Tracy, Columbia Canal Company, Del Puerto Water
District, Eagle Field Water District, Firebaugh Canal Water District, Fresno Slough Water District, Grasslands Water
District, James Irrigation District, Laguna Water District, Mercey Springs Water District, Oro Loma Water District,

Pacheco Water District, Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, Panoche Irrigation District, Patterson Irrigation
District, Pleasant Valley Water District, Reclamation District 1606, San Benito County Water District, San Luis
Canal Company, San Luis Water District, Santa Clara County Water District, Tranquillity Irrigation District, Turner
Island Water District, West Side Irrigation District, West Stanislaus Irrigation District, Westlands Water District,
Widren Water District.




San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority.
Background

> The Water Authority 1s responsible for the delivery ot
3,000,000-acre teet of water annually to our Member
Agencies on average:

2,500,000-acre feet are delivered to

1,300,000 acres of agricultural land;

200,000-acre feet for municipal purposes

serving 2,000,000 residents; and

300,000 acre-feet for recreation and species conservation

spanning 100,000 acres off managed wildliie habitat.
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Water
conveyea
through the
Delta Is

necessary to
Support many.
regional
water supply.
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* Exports from the Delta are taken from commingled waters
originating in both the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Regions.
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Regulatory History Impacting CVP Water Supply:

> Clean Water Act — Mid "90s
« Water Quality Control Plan (SWRCB)

> CVPIA — Mid to Late '90s
o Refuge Water Supply
o 3406(b)(2)
 [rinity River Restoration

> Endangered Species Act — 1991 to Now

o Listed
Winter Run, Spring Run, Delta Smelt, Sturgeon, Steelhead

o Pending and of concern
Longfin, Sacramento Splittail, Fall Run
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O State Water Resources Control Board Decision 1485

B Endangered Species Act* - Winter Run Salmon Temperature Control
HECentral Valley Project Improvement Act - Refuge Supply Increase (Level 2)
OCentral Valley Project Improvement Act - Refuge Supply Shortage Provision
OEndangered Species Act* - Delta Smelt Biological Opinion

OBay Delta Accord/Clean Water Act

H Anadromous Fish Restoration Program - CVPIA B(2)

E Trinity River Restoration Plan

7/24/2007
SLDMWA, T.Boardman



Regulatory History Impacting CVP Water Supply:

> GV P water redirected for environmental
purposes = ~3,500,000 acre-feet.

> Impact has disproportionately affected the
South-of-Delta CVP agricultural service
contractors.

> Water and financial resources dedicated to
Improving the ecological and water supply
circumstance have been far less beneficiallthan
anticipated.




Response to Chronic Shortage

> Westside Integrated Water Resources Plan first created
i 2003:

o Maximizes use of Regional water supplies:
Intra-regional water transfer programs;
Infrastructure improvements;

Improved groundwater management;
Expanding water reuse;

Substantial water conservation investments;
Initiating water recycling;

Voluntary land retirement;

Improving water quality.




Begin Grassland Bypass
Project

Begin New
Use Agreement
Water Calendar
Year Year

I Wet TMML
4480105

Actual Water Year
Discharge from
Drainage Area

Gradually increasing Slope for
Wet, Above Norm, Dry, and
Critical year typs.

Critical TMML (1,075 Ibs)




Drainage Area Salt Load
prior to the Grassland
Bypass Project (1995)

Drainage Area Salt Load
through the Grassland
Bypass Project

Drainage Reduction Activities include
source control, tiered pricing, drain
water recirculation, and drain water
reuse.

156,000 tons
Reduction (66%
Reduction

Prepared by:
Summers Engineering, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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Need for New Approaches

> Past efforts to resolve Delta problems
have proven Inefiective.

> Continuing emphasis solely on CVP/SWP
exports will produce the same results.

> Growing acknowledgement by
Independent science that problem;is
complex and multi-faceted; so should be
OUr response.

> Institutions  slow! to recognize this: fact.




Where Were We?




Where Were We?

The gcneral cases of decline for most of the
species utilizing the Estuary fal witha the followmg categories: (1) natura hydrologic
variability; (2) water development; (3) imroduction of non-native aquatic organisms;{4) food
limitations; (5) Jand reclamation and waterway modification (diking, dredging, and fillng);
(6) pollution; (7) harvesting; ang (8) oceardc conditions, These factors can cause direct,
indirect, and curmulative effects on the various species in the Estuary (DFG 19%4b, SFEP -
19924), The most significant factrs are the humaneinduced factors, and of these, Water
development, land use practioss, and harvesﬂng of aquatic species ate the most swmﬂcant
factors causing declmes in aquatic SPECIES.

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

APPENDIX 1
to
Water Quality Control Plan

for the
San Francisco Bay / Sacramento-San Joaquin

Delta Estuary

| STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
i CALIFORNLA ENVIROHMENTAL FROTECTION AGENCY



Where Were We?

The natuallandscape and assoctated biologial commmuniie have been drasically
alteed by Californa's population boom of the st 130 years, Harvest of plants and
animals, the ntrodtucon f exote species,Evestock aising, farming ming,
urbenizafion, development of navigable watenways, lood control and the
redisibutonof wate esoureshave leed thelndscape and s ativebiota i
many ways, both diectl and indirectly, The precise Imkages and mechanisms that
fave mediated any particular populaton o species-evelchange ane urkoowen i nany
o, case, ut ol the et of these combmed human nferventions on ystem ecology
I saggering. | |

From the Sierra to the Sea

The Ecological History of the
San Francisco Bay-Delta Watershed
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Where Were We?

Thé sranagement of controllabl Fachors associied with the deckine of aquitc resourcs i
necessary, However, the relative effects of the controllable and unconirollaple factrs nave

ot been quanciied, Therefore, management of conirollble fectors mey ot sufcantly
mprove the capdion of the aquatic resources in te Esnary, dus 1 the effects of the
ancontrollsbie faciors, but such effors saould be made with this uncertainty I mind,

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT
APPENDIX 1

to
Water Quality Control Plan
| for the .
/ San Francisco Bay / Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta Estuary

Y
I| STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
/ CALIFORNLA EHVIROHLIENTAL PROTECTION ACINCT




Where Did We Go?




Where Did We Go?

PERIODS OF CVP/SWP REGULATION

| JAN | FEB | MAR| APR | MAY| JUN| JUL | AUG| SEP | OCT | NOV| DEC|
REGULATION AN N N D
- /| | [ |

Fish and Wildlife

Agricultural

Municipal and Industrial




Where Are We Today?




Where Are We Today?

Abundance indices for pelagic fish reflect
marked declines




Where Are We Today?

v New paradigm: The San Francisco E..stuar}-' l unique In many
artibute,especialy it comple tida hyrodynamics and hydrolgy.
OLd paradigm: The San Francisco stuaryworks o the smple

pedictble model o East Coast stuaries with near gadies o

emperatureand sainiy contrale by oueow wiehedging marche,

I L e ot sl and fresh water,supporingbiti producivicy and diversy

FOR THE SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA




Where Are We Today?

o Nerw paraigm: Alenspeces area mjorand growing problem tha

sonicandy inhibit urabilty to manage for esablespeces.
O paradigns: Alen (nomnative spcis e miar problem o

oy more benefs han problems

ENVISIONING FUTURES

FOR THE SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA




Where Are We Today?

v New paradigm* The big pumps i the southen Deka areone of
evetalcause of s decines and thei ffec depends on peces
export volume, and timing of waer iversons

0Id paracigm: The big S and CVP pumps n the souten Del

arethe biggest causeof i delnes i the estuary

ENVISIONING FUTURES

FOR THE SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA




Where Are We Today?

> Many continue to focus on CVP and SWP

> Many base recommendations on old
paradigms




Where Should We Go?




Where Should We Go?

> Consider Delta with new paradigms
> Develop understanding of existing data

> Fill in current information gaps




Actions SWRCB Could Undertake

> Conduct Its own detailed review of factors
causing population-level effects on
species of concern, especially delta smelt
and longfin smelt

> Mandate or oversee development of a real
time, delta smelt condition monitering
program




Review of factors causing
population level effects

> By the Board or under its auspices, with
Independent expert review

> Consider:
« SWP/CVP exports and other water project effects

o Upstream and other Delta diversions
o Food limitations

o lOXics

o Competition/predation




Real time delta smelt condition
monitoring program:
substance

> Already a CalFed grant for 3-year program, but
not being carried out

> Obtain delta smelt from surveys, salvage, or

special sampling

> lest for toxic effects, food limitation, gut content,
otolith analysis

> Simultaneously, similar analyses for delta smelt
PrEy

> Simultaneously, water quality analyses, focusing
On problem constituents




Real time delta smelt condition
monitoring program:
Process

> Data produced in 2-3 weeks

> Real time evaluation by technical experts from
agencies, academia, stakeholders

> l'echnical experts provide real time synopsis of
data to management team

> Management team, comprised ofi agencies with
authority to solve problems, formulates actions
to deal with problems




