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Introduction

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) issued the Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Environmental Impact Statement for the South Delta Water Management Program in 1990.
Objectives of the program are to achieve the following:

1. Increase water levels, circulation patterns and water quality in the southern Delta area
for local agricultural diversions.

2. Improve operational flexibility of the State Water Project to help reduce fishery impacts

and improve fishery conditions.

Because of concerns related to both agriculture and the fisheries, the Temporary Barriers
Project (TBP) was initiated to better determine effects of installing permanent barriers in the
southern Delta. A five-year program began in 1991 to test a facsimile of the proposed barriers. In
1996, this test was extended for another five years. In 2001, DWR received an extension from the
US Army Corp of Engineers to construct and operate the South Delta Temporary Barrier Project
from 2001-2007. Because of varying hydrological conditions, and therefore varying
hydrodynamic patterns, as well as concerns for endangered species, the number of barriers
installed and the installation schedules have been different each year of the program. The barrier
installation and removal dates are based on the US Army Corp of Engineers 404 Permit, the
California Department of Fish and Game 1601 Permit and various Temporary Entry Permits
required from landowners and local reclamation districts. The table at the end of this introduction
shows installation and removal dates for the various years of the Project.

Although the South Delta TBP has been in place since 1991, the Middle River barrier and
the fall Head of Old River barrier have been installed in earlier years under different programs.
The Grant Line Canal barrier was installed for the first time in 1996, at a site about 4.5 miles east
of the originally proposed location. In 1997, the spring Head of Old River barrier was installed
with two 48-inch culverts. In 1998, none of the barriers were installed due to high river flows
throughout the spring and summer. In 1999, the Head of Old River barrier was not installed in the
spring or the fall but the other barriers were installed. In 2000-2003, all the barriers were installed
(see table at end of introduction).

Subsequent to the 2001 project extension, a new DWR Monitoring Plan was developed that
specifically complies with the requirements of: 1) the April 4, 2001 California Department of
Fish and Game (DFG) Incidental Take Permit No. 2081-2001-009-BD, 2) the March 29, 2001
DFG Streambed Alteration Agreement No. BD-2001-0001, 3) the April 5, 2001 National Marine
Fisheries Service (now called NOAA Fisheries) Biological Opinion (BO), 4) the March 30, 2001
Fish and Wildlife Service BO for the Department of Water Resources Temporary Barriers Project
2001-2007.

The DWR Monitoring Plan consists of specific elements that are discussed in the following
chapters. DWR participates in and /or funds these monitoring efforts. In some cases, funding may
be augmented by Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) and /or CALFED funds. The elements of
the monitoring plan came from permit conditions required by DFG, NOAA Fisheries, and
USFWS. It covers fish species including salmon, steelhead, delta smelt and splittail. Also
included are terrestrial species such as Swainson’s hawks, pond turtles, and sensitive plants. The
following are brief descriptions of each chapter.

Chapter 1. Fish Monitoring and Water Quality Analysis

In 2001, a pilot study was developed to provide an experimental approach to determining
the behavioral response of fish with the installation of the temporary barriers in the south Delta,
however, this project was cancelled due to insufficient data collection and recapture capabilities.
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A revised program was planned for 2002, however, funding and personnel shortages precluded
implementation, therefore the fish monitoring study was not conducted in 2002. Future studies
are planned but implementation will be dependent on the availability of necessary staff.

Water quality analysis was conducted and physical water quality parameters were monitored not only for
their possible effect on the fisheries but for other pertinent biological information, such as null zones.

Chapter 2. Fish Entrainment Monitoring at the Head of Old River Barrier

Fish entrainment monitoring at the Head of Old River Barrier (HORB) was designed and
implemented by the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) to evaluate and quantify fish
entrainment with the following specific objectives:

. Determine the total number of juvenile Chinook salmon and other fish species entrained
through the culverts at the HORB.
. Determine the percentage of coded-wire tagged (CWT) salmon released at Mossdale and

Durham Ferry entrained into Old River.

. Determine tidal and diel effects on juvenile Chinook salmon entrainment.

The results are intended to provide information on the design and operation of a future

permanent operable barrier at the head of Old River.

Chapter 3. Salmon Smolt Survival Investigations

This section describes the methods used in conducting the 2002 Vernalis Adaptive
Management Plan (VAMP) Chinook salmon smolt survival investigations, and presents results of
the calculated survival indices and absolute survival estimates for juvenile Chinook salmon
during the VAMP 2002 test period.

Chapter 4. Annual Summary Report of SWP and CVP Salvage

This chapter discusses the effects the TBP has on fish entrainment at the Skinner (State
Water Project) and Tracy (Central Valley Project) fish facilities. Daily salvage densities were
analyzed and compared to TBP operations, Delta hydrodynamics, and project export flows.

Chapter 5. Swainson’s Hawk Monitoring and Mitigation

This section describes Swainson’s hawk observations and the effects of the barriers
construction activities on nesting pairs within % mile radius of the sites.

Chapter 6. Water Elevations

Monitoring was conducted to determine the effects of the barriers on water surface
elevations and circulations patterns in the southern Delta channels.

Chapter 7. South Delta Water Quality

This monitoring was conducted to evaluate the changes in various water quality parameters
due to installation and operation of the barriers. The water quality parameters measured included
water temperature, dissolved oxygen, specific electrical conductivity, and turbidity. Water
samples were also sent to an analytical laboratory for analysis of dissolved ammonia, dissolved
nitrite and nitrate, dissolved organic nitrogen, dissolved orthophosphate, chlorophyll a, and
pheophytin a.

Chapter 8. Hydrologic Modeling

The DWR Delta Simulation Model, DSM2-Hydro, was used to conduct a hydrodynamic
simulation of the effects the temporary barriers have on water levels in the south Delta for the
year 2002. The DSM2-simulated stages and flows are then compared to historical data in the
south Delta.
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Chapter 1. Fisheries Monitoring and
Water Quality Analysis

Introduction

The South Delta Temporary Barriers Project (TBP) began in 1991 and consists of the
construction, operation, and monitoring of four temporary rock fill barriers. Three of the barriers,
located in three south Delta channels (Grant Line Canal, Old and Middle Rivers), are constructed
seasonally and operated during the agricultural season, usually April though November. They are
designed for two purposes: (1) a short-term solution for improvement of water level and
circulation patterns for agricultural users; and (2) the collection of data for the design of
permanent barriers. The fourth barrier, located at the head of Old River, is primarily installed in
the spring as a fish barrier to prevent fall-run San Joaquin River Chinook salmon smolts from
migrating down through Old River towards the Central Valley Project (CVP) and the State Water
Project (SWP) export facilities. As a secondary benefit, Central Valley steelhead smolts from the
San Joaquin River watershed are prevented from following this course as well. This fourth barrier
is also installed in the fall to increase water quality downstream on the San Joaquin River. Of
those four barriers, the Middle River barrier (MIDRB) near Victoria Slough has been installed
since 1987; the Old River barrier (OLDRB) near Tracy pumping plant has been installed since
1991; the Grant Line Canal barrier (GLCB) near the Tracy Boulevard overpass has been installed
since 1996; the spring head of Old River barrier (HORB) was installed in 1992, 1994, 1996,
1997, and 2000-2002; and the fall HORB has been installed off and on since 1968. In 1998, high
flows in south Delta channels prevented the installation of all four temporary barriers, however,
the monitoring program continued as planned.

Since 1992, a seasonal fish-sampling program has monitored the fishery resources and
water quality in the project area. From 1996 through 2000, the fish monitoring program was
changed from a year round sampling study that gathered only descriptive (qualitative)
information to a study conducted March through October concentrated on providing not only
qualitative but quantitative measures of potential effects of the barriers on the various fish species
inhabiting the channels. In 2001, a pilot study was developed to provide an experimental
approach to determining the behavioral response of fish with the installation of the temporary
barriers in the south Delta, however, this project was cancelled due to insufficient data collection
and recapture capabilities.

In 2002, fisheries monitoring was not conducted, however, physical water quality
parameters were monitored not only for their possible affects on the fisheries but for other
pertinent biological information, such as null zones. A null zone occurs when the upstream flow
of water negates the downstream flow of water, creating an area with zero net flow and
potentially poorer water quality for fisheries. The objectives of the 2002 study plan were:

. Determine water quality profiles of the channels affected by the temporary barriers.
. Determine any null zones within the south Delta.

Materials and Methods
Twenty-seven permanent water quality sampling sites were sampled on Grant Line Canal,
Old and Middle Rivers (Figure 1-1). A hydrolab was used to determine water temperature (°C),
dissolved oxygen (the concentration of gaseous oxygen dissolved in water (mg/L)), and specific
conductance (the water's ability to conduct an electric current normalized to 25°C and is directly
related to the total dissolved salts or ions (umhos/cm)). Turbidity was measured using a portable
turbidimeter (the degree to which light is scattered by suspended particles (NTU)). A secchi disk
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was used to measure water clarity (cm). Two replicate water samples were collected at each site
at depths equal to 40 and 60 percent of the total depth. Water samples were taken from
downstream to upstream at the beginning of each tidal stage (ebb and flood tides). Tidal stage,
location, and time were recorded at each permanent site.

Figure 1-1. Map of southern Delta indicating water quality sampling sites.
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Each channel’s water quality parameters were compared over time and location. Three
different water quality profiles were graphed for comparison: (1) monthly mean per site per
channel per parameter (Figures 1-2 through 1-6); (2) mean per site per channel (Figure 1-7); and
(3) mean per month per channel (Figure 1-8). A three-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
used to compare tide, month, and sampling site. The data used for statistical analysis this year
was an average of the four samples taken at each location (sample site) not the raw data, as was
used last year. It was felt that this data was a better representation of the south Delta water
quality. Further statistical analysis will include pairwise comparison tests (Bonferroni and Tukey)
and correlations between all five variables of each channel. Comparison of results between 2001
and 2002 can only be made on graphed data. The statistical data can not be compared due to the
change in statistical analysis.

Results and Discussion
The water quality indices from 2002 did not change much compared to those from 2001.
All three sets graphs showed similar trends. However, there were some differences that are
addressed in the following sections.

Specific Conductance (Figures 1-2A, 1-2B, 1-2C, 1-7A, 1-8A)
As in 2001, the specific conductance of 2002 increased downstream to upstream with Old

River having the highest overall specific conductance of all three channels. Also, each channel
showed similar patterns of specific conductance for each month, this may indicate a relationship
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between specific conductance and location (sampling site). The differences begin with Old
River’s highpoint in specific conductance moving from 10 km downstream of the barrier in 2001
to only 2 km downstream of the barrier in 2002. Middle River had the most change of all three
channels and this was a positive change because all months, except March, showed lower specific
conductance. March readings skyrocketed upstream of the MIDRB before construction in April.
This could have been caused by agricultural activities such as the leaching of agricultural land.
Also, Middle River’s highpoint in specific conductance remained at 14 km downstream of the
barrier. For the most part, Grant Line Canal’s specific conductance remained the same as last
year’s with slight fluctuations.

The ANOVA’s performed on all three channels indicated that the mean specific
conductance for all sites were significantly different (P<0.05). The same statistical analysis was
done for the tides and months with similar results. However, the pairwise statistical test indicated
that Grant Line Canal’s specific conductance measurements were close to being equal for all
sites, except for one site 10 km downstream of the barrier.

The water quality monitoring results indicated a possible relationship between specific
conductance and location. The high points in specific conductance indicated areas of possible null
zones in both Middle and Old Rivers. The ANOVA results indicated that specific conductance
varied greatly for all three channels within months, sites, and tides. These variances may be
caused by farming activities such as: agricultural diversion/return locations, amount of water used
and returned, and the time of year it is used. These agricultural effect may also be amplified due
to the dry year type (water year classification).

Dissolved Oxygen (Figures 1-3A, 1-3B, 1-3C, 1-7B, 1-8B)

The 2002 and 2001 dissolved oxygen values were initially elevated during the spring and
then decreased throughout the summer months, before improving again in October. Also, all three
channels had similar dissolved oxygen patterns, when averaged per month that suggests a
relationship between dissolved oxygen and the time of year. The most important distinctions
between the last two years is that for all three channels the dissolved oxygen fell below 5.0 mg/L,
the minimum water quality objective stated in the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board’s Basin Plan (4™ ed.). Sags in dissolved oxygen for both Old River and Grant Line Canal
seemed to be located further downstream than last year, 2 km downstream to 2 km upstream of
the barriers. Middle River was similar to last year with its dissolved oxygen sag located
approximately 6 km upstream of the barrier. Furthermore, the dissolved oxygen spike that
appeared in Middle River last year in May and June at sites 14 and 18 km upstream of the barrier
is evident. However, July, August, and September also showed similar spikes this year. This
means the increase in dissolved oxygen at these locations is probable due to the oxygen rich water
traveling down Old River and not due to the removal of the spring head of Old River barrier, as
stated last year.

The ANOVA’s performed on all channels indicated the mean dissolved oxygen for all sites
and months were significantly different (P<0.05). However, the same statistical analysis was done
for the tides indicating no significant difference (P>0.05). Furthermore, the pairwise statistical
test indicated that Grant Line Canal’s dissolved oxygen measurements were was close to being
equal for all sites, except one directly downstream of the barrier. The negative correlation
between dissolved oxygen and water temperature was evident for Grant Line Canal, Old River,
and Middle River with the Pearson’s correlation coefficients being -0.72, -0.62, and -0.73,
respectively.

Results indicated a possible relationship between dissolved oxygen and the time of year.
Sags in dissolved oxygen in all three channels could indicate areas where null zones are present.
The ANOVA results indicated that the tides may not have an effect on dissolved oxygen, but
location and months have an effect. Also, the negative correlation showed that as the water
temperature increased, the dissolved oxygen decreased. Variances in dissolved oxygen may be
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due to water temperature, water agitation, localized (agricultural) nutrient loading, and primary
production.

Water Temperature (Figures 1-5A, 1-5B, 1-5C, 1-8C, 1-9C)

The 2002 water temperatures data is similar to the 2001 data in that the profile for all three
channels were initially low in the spring and then elevated throughout the summer, before
decreasing again in October. This trend is the exact opposite of the dissolved oxygen profile. All
three channels showed approximately identical monthly averages in water temperature that
suggests a relationship between water temperature and the time of year. Also, the monthly water
temperature (Figure 1-8C) compared to the average monthly air temperature for the Delta (Figure
1-9) shows that the water temperature of all three channels changed along with the air
temperature.

The ANOVA’s results on the water temperature data was different compared to other
parameters. Grant Line Canal and Old River’s statistical analysis for all sites and tides indicated
no significant difference (P>0.05), while months were significantly different (P<0.05). Middle
River’s statistical analysis for all sites showed no significant difference, however the tides and
months were significantly different (P<0.05). The negative correlation between water temperature
and dissolved oxygen was mentioned in the dissolved oxygen section. There is also a positive
correlation between water temperature and turbidity, which is not as strong, but may be worth
mentioning with Grant Line Canal, Old River, and Middle River’s Pearson coefficients being
0.64, 0.58, and 0.53, respectively.

The results indicated a possible relationship between water temperature and the time of
year. This means that the water temperature of all channels varies greatly month to month but
varies insignificantly site to site which is supported by the ANOVA results. Furthermore, the
statistical results indicate that the tides do not affect Old River and Grant Line Canal’s water
temperature but may affect Middle River’s water temperature. The positive correlation between
water temperature and turbidity showed that as water temperature increased, turbidity decreased.
This correlation could be caused by the increase in recreational activities during the summer
months. For example, the warmer months attract more water recreation such as boating, skiing,
etc., and more water is used for agricultural purposes. All of the water agitation and use results in
increased turbidity. Finally, water temperature seems to follow air temperature based on the
graphical data.

Water Clarity (Figures 1-6A, 1-6B, 1-6C, 1-8E, 1-9E)

As in 2001, water clarity or secchi depth in 2002 decreased downstream to upstream with
Grant Line Canal having the lowest overall water clarity of all three channels. This same pattern
for every month may indicate that water clarity is connected to location (sampling site). In the
previous year Old River had an increase in clarity around the barrier not found in this year.
Middle River’s clarity increased to give it the highest clarity of all three channels.

Most of the ANOVA’s performed for water clarity indicated significant differences for the
sites, months, and tides. The two exceptions were Grant Line Canal and Old River’s statistical
analysis that indicated the tides were not significantly different (P>0.05). A negative correlation
was found between water clarity and turbidity for Grant Line Canal, Old River, and Middle River
with the Pearson’s correlation coefficients being -0.75, -0.64, and -0.65, respectively.

Results indicated a possible relationship between water clarity (secchi depth) and sampling
site. The ANOVA results showed months and sampling sites affecting all three channels but tides
had no effect on Grant Line Canal and Old River, while Middle River’s water clarity was affected
by tides. The slight negative correlation showed that as the water clarity increased, the turbidity
decreased and is explained by the fact that turbidity is affected by suspended particles that effect
water clarity. Variances in water clarity may be due to algae blooms, suspended solids from
agricultural runoff, erosion, bottom feeders, and low flow.

1-4



Chapter 1. Fisheries Monitoring and Water Quality Analysis

Turbidity (Figures 1-7A, 1-7B, 1-7C, 1-8D, 1-9D)

Turbidity measurements were taken in 2002 and they normally stayed well below 50
NTU’s. Old and Middle Rivers had increased turbidity upstream of the barrier June through
August. Also, as Middle River had the highest water clarity, it also had the lowest turbidity. Grant
Line Canal’s turbidity increased downstream of the barrier June through August. This is probably
explained by the amount of boating activity downstream of the barrier. The boat wakes collide
with the shoreline, stir up the water, and disturb the bottom sediment.

The ANOVA results for all three channels showed that the mean turbidity for both tides
were equal (P>0.05). However, the same was done for all sites and months with the opposite
results. Also, the correlations found between turbidity and temperature, and turbidity and water
clarity are stated in those sections, respectively.

Results indicated a possible relationship between turbidity and location. For all three
channels, statistical tests showed location and months effected turbidity, however, the tides had
no effect. The varying turbidity may be caused by various activities such as agricultural
diversion/return locations, suspended solids from agricultural runoff, water recreation (water
agitation), bottom feeders, etc.

In summary, there is a possible relationship between the time of year (month) and the water
quality parameters: dissolved oxygen and water temperature, while there is a possible relationship
between the location (sampling site) and the water quality parameters: specific conductance,
water clarity, and turbidity. Potential null zones are present in all three channels due to sags in
dissolved oxygen and highpoints in specific conductance. Statistical tests indicated that the time
of year (months) may affect all water quality parameters on all three channels. Location
(sampling sites) appears to have no effect on water temperature for all three channels but may
have an effect on the other water quality parameters. Furthermore, tides seem to affect Middle
Rivers’ water quality parameters the most with only dissolved oxygen not being affected by the
tides. However, in Old River and Grant Line Canal the tides seem to only affect specific
conductance. The reason for this difference in tidal effects may be caused by Old River / Grant
Line Canal’s proximity to and Middle River’s distance from the SWP and CVP export facilities.
These facilities may be altering the tidal effects on the water quality parameters due to its water
intake during the high tidal cycle. Also, water temperature seems to track the ambient air
temperature and thus air temperature may have an indirect effect on dissolved oxygen levels,
since there is a correlation between water temperature and dissolved oxygen. Finally, all the water
quality parameters seem to be affected by similar activities such as agricultural diversion/ return
locations, amount of water used for agricultural purposes, water agitation, localized nutrient
loading, suspended solids from agricultural runoff, primary production, algae blooms, erosion,
bottom feeders, low flow, and a dry water year.

Recommendations

A similar study is planned for 2003 to further evaluate the effects of the temporary barriers
on the south Delta water quality. Since turbidity and water clarity seem to be affected by similar
events and a correlation was found between the two water quality parameters it is recommended
that only turbidity be measured and secchi omitted since secchi measurements are more
subjective. Also, air temperature will be collected for use in statistical comparisons. Finally, a
map of the south Delta’s agricultural diversions/returns is still being looked into for comparison
of those locations to water quality sampling sites.
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Figure 1-2. Specific conductance at each water quality sampling site per month.
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Figure 1-3. Dissolved oxygen at each water quality sampling site per month.
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Figure 1-4. Water temperature at each water quality sampling site per month.
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Figure 1-5. Water clarity (secchi depth) at each water quality sampling site per month.
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Figure 1-6. Turbidity at each water quality sampling site per month.
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Figure 1-7. Overall water quality parameters at each water quality sampling site. Grant Line
Canal was sampled 10km downstream to 4km upstream of the barrier. Old and Middle
Rivers were sampled 4km downstream to 18km upstream of the barriers.
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Figure 1-8. Overall water quality parameters for each month.
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Figure 1-9. Average monthly air temperatures for the south Delta area.
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Chapter 2. Fish Entrainment Monitoring
at the Head of Old River Barrier

The South Delta Water Management Program was developed in 1990 to achieve two
objectives. One objective was to increase water levels and improve circulation patterns and water
quality for local agricultural water users in the south Delta. The other objective was to improve
operational flexibility of the State Water Project (SWP) to help reduce fishery impacts and
improve fishery conditions. To meet these objectives, a plan was designed to have four permanent
barriers placed at key locations throughout the southern Delta. The South Delta Temporary
Barriers Project was implemented to study the effectiveness of temporary barriers in obtaining the
objectives of the permanent barriers.

A physical barrier was designed for the head of Old River to meet the fishery objectives.
The barrier is located where Old River diverges from the San Joaquin River, just downstream of
Mossdale (Figure 2-1). This barrier is constructed in the spring to block the passage of out-
migrating juvenile Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) into Old River, which leads to
the SWP and Central Valley Project export facilities.

Figure 2-1. The locations of the south Delta temporary
barriers with an enlargement of the head of Old River barrier

| Temporary l
Barrier .

Head of Old River Barrier -

San Joaguin
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In 1997, the South Delta Water Agency (SDWA) expressed concern about water
volume and quality along upper Old River with the installation of the spring head of Old
River barrier (HORB). To address this concern, the Department of Water Resources
(DWR) requested authorization from the Department of Fish and Game (DFG), through
section 1601 of the Fish and Game Code, to modify the existing design of the HORB and
install two 48-inch culverts at an average invert elevation of minus four feet (top of the
culverts would be at zero foot elevation). DWR indicated that at flows of 6,500 cfs in the
San Joaquin River, the culverts allowed approximately 300 cfs to flow through the barrier
and down the Old River channel. The DFG, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
and National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) agreed to DWR’s modification
with the provision that the DFG would monitor the diversion of fish through the newly
installed culverts.

In 2000, the DWR again modified the HORB to include six 48-inch gated culverts
that allowed approximately 1,000 cfs to flow through the barrier and down Old River.
The culverts were gated and operated to address water level concerns of the SDWA. In
2001, the HORB was modified with trash racks to control the amount of debris diverted
into the culverts. These racks were small enough to stop most debris from entering the
culverts but large enough to allow the passage of Chinook salmon smolts. The design of
the 2002 HORB was the same as the 2001 HORB. As in the previous year, the barrier
was assembled with six culverts that were gated and operated to address water level
concerns of the SDWA.

There is much speculation how to operate a barrier (permanent or temporary) to
both effectively protect out-migrating juvenile salmon on the San Joaquin River and
address agricultural water use concerns in Old River. Fish entrainment monitoring at the
HORB culverts will help assess the fishery impacts of the barrier. Specifically, it will
help determine if the modified barrier with culverts is adequate protection for San
Joaquin River juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead emigrating downstream. The 2002
study is designed to increase our understanding of salmon entrainment at the HORB and
help develop operational scenarios to minimize the impacts to out-migrating salmon.

During the VAMP 2002 test period, all six culverts in the Head of Old River
Barrier (HORB) were operational and remained open. Since the culverts are not screened,
juvenile Chinook salmon and other fish species that pass near the culverts are vulnerable
to entrainment. A fishery monitoring program was designed and implemented by the
DFG to evaluate and quantify fish entrainment at the HORB. The specific objectives of
the 2002 fishery investigations were:

. Determine the total number of juvenile Chinook salmon and other fish species
entrained through the culverts at the HORB (Entrainment Monitoring).
. Determine the percentage of coded-wire tagged (CWT) salmon released at

Mossdale and Durham Ferry entrained into Old River (Entrainment Monitoring).

. Determine tidal and diel effects on juvenile Chinook salmon entrainment

(Entrainment Special Study).

Results of these fishery investigations are intended, in part, to provide information
on the design and operation of a future permanent operable barrier at the head of Old
River.

Materials and Methods

Chinook salmon from the VAMP releases were used in the Entrainment Monitoring
studies. As part of the VAMP 2002 studies, approximately 98,000 VAMP CWT salmon
were released at Mossdale on April 18 and approximately 50,000 CWT salmon were
released at Durham Ferry on April 19. The same size releases were repeated on April 25
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& 26 at Mossdale and Durham Ferry, respectively. For the Entrainment Special Study,
eight uniquely color-marked groups of juvenile Chinook salmon (approximately 3,000
fish per group) were marked with photonic fluorescent microspheres at the Merced River
Hatchery. The salmon were transported to the HORB and placed in live cages where they
were held at least 10 hours before release. Each color-marked group was released
approximately one mile upstream of the HORB, in the middle of the San Joaquin River
channel. The color-marked releases coincided with the two VAMP salmon releases. On
the night of April 19, one group was released on the ebb tide and one group on the flood
tide. The following day, a group was released on the subsequent ebb and flood tides. The
process was repeated on April 25.

Fish entrained into the culverts were caught with fyke nets. The nets have a 48 inch
cylindrical mouth tapering down to a 1-foot square cod-end, are made of % inch braided
mesh, and five of the nets are 60 feet long and one is 40 feet long. A live-box (15.5 x 19.5
x 36 inches), constructed of perforated aluminum sheet metal, was attached to the cod-
end of each net. Each live-box has an aluminum baffle designed to reduce water
velocities within the live-box and improve survival of captured fish. The fyke nets were
attached to the culvert flanges on April 17. The nets were attached to the culverts by
closing the culvert slide gates on the upstream side of the barrier, raising the flanges that
slide over the culvert outfalls, and then strapping the nets over the flange. The 40 foot net
was attached to culvert number 1 and the 60 foot nets were used on the remaining
culverts. The culverts were numbered 1 through 6 with number 1 located next to the
shoreline and number 6 located near the middle of the channel (Figure 2-2). On April 18,
the flanges, with the attached fyke nets, were lowered down to the culvert outfalls and the
live-boxes were attached to the cod-end of the nets to commence sampling.

Figure 2-2. Culvert numbering system for the 2002 HORB.
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The fyke nets were checked on every tide change until May 1 (four times per day).
From May 1 through May 11, the nets were checked twice a day; in the morning and the
evening. On May 12, the nets were removed. The nets were checked by closing the
culvert slide gate for a period of 30 to 45 minutes which enabled the live-boxes to be
pulled onto a boat so that the fish could be removed and placed into buckets. Once all the
nets had been checked and reset, the collected fish were processed. The fish were
speciated and counted. Fork lengths (mm) were recorded for up to 50 salmon per live-
box. Salmon were checked for a clipped adipose fin and for the presence of a color mark
on the dorsal, anal, or caudal fin. Salmon that had a clipped adipose fin were saved for
CWT processing. The color and location of the dyed fin was noted for each color-marked
salmon. During each net check, culvert number, date, time, water temperature, tidal stage,
and diel period was recorded. Except for the CWT smolts, all processed fish were
released downstream of the fyke nets into Old River.

Loss indices for the CWT salmon released as part of the VAMP survival studies at
Durham Ferry and Mossdale were calculated based on data collected from April 18 to
May 11. The loss index represents the percentage of CWT salmon entrained into the
HORB culverts. As in previous years, the loss index is calculated using the equation
I=(TC/TR)(TT/ST) where:

TC = Total number of CWT salmon collected in the fyke nets

TR = Total number of CWT released

TT = Total time (hours) during the test period

ST = Total time (hours) sampled at the HORB during the test period

However, this year, for the nine occasions when a culvert was not monitored and/or
the sample was lost, the total catch for the missing culvert was estimated by using the
average of the other culverts for that sample period. Consequently, all sampling time is
accounted for and TT/ST = 1, and the loss index is equal to TC/TR.

Catch-Per-Unit-Effort (CPUE) for salmon was calculated as the number of fish
collected per hour. The percentage of color-marked salmon recovered in the fyke nets
compared to the total number released was used as an index of entrainment vulnerability
at the HORB.

Results

The HORB was closed on April 15; however, construction on the barrier continued
for another week. Due to the large gravel pad in front of the culverts and/or the ongoing
construction and the water currents, gravel was swept through the culverts into the nets
during the first three days of sampling. Nine samples were lost or not taken because it
required considerable time and effort to retrieve the rock filled net from the bottom of the
river. Several of the lost samples occurred during a critical time when the CWT and
color-marked salmon were approaching the barrier.

The DFG monitored the HORB culverts for 25 days and collected 381 samples. The
nets sampled 3,379 hours out of a possible 3,429 hours. Almost 18,000 fish were
collected representing at least 28 species and 14 families of fish. No delta smelt, one
juvenile steelhead, and 30 adult splittail were entrained. The most abundant species was
Chinook salmon, followed by white catfish (Ictalurus catus) (Table 2-1). CWT salmon
dominated the catch in April and white catfish dominated the catch in May. Of the 8,467
salmon caught; 5,358 had a CWT; 2,748 were unmarked; and 361 had a color mark.

2-4
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Table 2-1. The raw abundance and composition of fishes entrained at the HORB in
2002. Chinook salmon catch is divided into CWT VAMP and non-VAMP released
salmon, unmarked salmon, and color-marked salmon.

Species Catch
Cyprinidae 1
Red Shiner 1
Black Bullhead 1
Centrarchidae 1
Steelhead 1
American Shad 1
Prickly Sculpin 2
Sacramento Pikeminnow 2
Petromyzontidae 3
White Crappie 4
Tule Perch 4
Shimofuri Goby 5
Warmouth 9
Green Sunfish 10
Largemouth Bass 12
Golden Shiner 14
Sacramento Sucker 15
Black Crappie 19
Redear Sunfish 26
Brown Bullhead 26
Striped Bass 27
Bigscale Logperch 27
Splittail 30
Goldfish 37
Inland Silverside 88
Bluegill 118
Common Carp 199
Channel Catfish 560
Threadfin Shad 1,219
White Catfish 6,925
Total Chinook Salmon 8,467
CWT VAMP Salmon 4,145
CWT NonVAMP Salmon 1,213
Unmarked Salmon 2,748
Color-Marked Salmon 361
Total 17,854
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This year’s CWT salmon entrainment increased 323 % over last year’s CWT
salmon entrainment (1,268 salmon). Salmon smolts were caught throughout the
monitoring period although most of the VAMP released salmon were caught within a
couple days of their release (Figure 2-3). During the first VAMP salmon release, it
appears most of the Durham Ferry CWT salmon were entrained on the night of April 18
and the Mossdale released salmon were entrained on night of April 19 (Figure 2-4).
During the second VAMP release, the Durham Ferry salmon were entrained at a lower
rate and few were caught on the night of April 25 (Figure 2-5). In contrast, the Mossdale
salmon were entrained at a high rate on the night of April 26. The loss indices for the first
Durham Ferry and Mossdale salmon releases were 1.6 % and 1.7 %, respectively. The
loss indices for the second Durham Ferry and Mossdale releases were 1.0 % and 2.3 %,
respectively. The overall loss index for the VAMP released salmon was 1.5 %. This
year’s overall loss index is higher than the previous two years’ indices of 0.5 % (2000)
and 0.8 % (2001).

Figure 2-3. The total daily catch of salmon smolts entrained at the HORB in 2002.
The total catch is divided into non-VAMP, VAMP, and unmarked salmon.
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Figure 2-4. Durham Ferry and Mossdale released coded-wire tagged salmon
entrainment at the HORB. River stage for Old River is indicated by the line.

900 4
@. @ | o Duirhiarn Ferry
&00 7 wra Wossdal e
— Tide
700 7 .
’
g 600
B i
K ES
w5007 5
i E
'§ 400 1 5
=
= &2
30[!}
| 1
200 7
100 7
0 J—| - .— o
2 = 2 = = =2 =2 = = = =
&8 oo = o ~i [ =1 o o [ =
— - - = — = = = — —_ —
o — ™ )
= =+ = =+
Ciate and Time

Figure 2-5. Durham Ferry and Mossdale released coded-wire tagged salmon
entrainment at the head of Old River barrier. River stage for Old River is indicated
by the line.
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Entrainment of the VAMP released salmon peaked during the late evening to
midnight time block, and bottomed out in the afternoon at less than a fish per hour
(Figure 2-6). The unmarked smolts had a steady rate of entrainment through the night and
a relatively low rate during the day. For the entire monitoring duration, the average
CPUE for the VAMP smolts per culvert was 1.6 + 4.0. The highest CPUEs occurred soon
after the VAMP releases, with a max CPUE of 32.5 on April 19. The average unmarked
smolt CPUE (0.9 £ 1.3) was much lower than the VAMP CPUE. The highest unmarked
CPUE:s occurred in late April and early May, with a max CPUE of 7.5 on April 30.

Figure 2-6. The average number of CWT and unmarked salmon caught over 24
hours, grouped into 4 hour time blocks.
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To address tidal and diel effects, color-marked smolts were released on various tidal
and diel period combinations. The first releases went well; however, some problems were
encountered during the second release when an unknown number of smolts escaped from
the holding pens before their intended release. The color-marked salmon were entrained
at the HORB within 5 hours of their release. Entrainment rates were higher for the first
releases (2.3 %) than the second releases (1.0 %), but the overall entrainment rate (1.7 %)
was similar to the entrainment of the CWT smolts (Table 2-2). More smolts were caught
at night than during the day, and more smolts were entrained during the flood than the
ebb tide.
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Table 2-2. The percentage of color-marked salmon entrained for various diel and
tidal stages. Due to some salmon escaping from their live-cages, the number of
salmon released was estimated for the second releases.

No. Released Diel Tide Fish Entrained (Percent)
First Releases (19 & 20 April)
3,032 Night Flood 159 (5.2)
3,009 Night Ebb 46 (1.5)
3,281 Day Flood 15 (0.5)
3,008 Day Ebb 62 (2.1)
Total 12,330 282 2.3)
Second Releases (25 & 26 April)
2,990 Night Flood 71 (2.4)
3,000 Night Ebb 10 (0.3)
3,000 Day Flood 39 (1.3)
3,000 Day Ebb 5 (0.2)
Total 11,990 125 1.0)

Salmon entrainment through the middle culvert was high this year (Table 2-3). The
remaining culverts entrained a similar amount of salmon, although the outside culverts
(numbers 1 and 6) had a slightly lower overall entrainment. Similarly, threadfin shad
(Dorosoma petensense) had the highest entrainment through the middle culverts. Catfish
entrainment differed from salmon entrainment in that roughly half of the white catfish
were entrained in culvert number 2 and very few were entrained in the adjacent culverts.
Approximately 40 % of the channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus) were entrained in
culvert number 6, the culvert closest to the channel.

Table 2-3. The percentage of the total catch, by species, entrained in each culvert.
Chinook salmon is divided into marked and unmarked fish. The total catch was
adjusted for missing culvert data.

Culvert Number
1 2 3 4 5 6 Total

Chinook Salmon
CWT (VAMP only) 10% 19% 15% 29% 17% 11% 4,490

Color-marked 6% 17% 14% 27% 21% 14% 406

No mark 16% 11% 23% 25% 14% 11% 2,798

Threadfin shad 15% 12% 35% 22% 13% 4% 1,240
White catfish 2% 51% 8% 4% 16% 19% 6,932
Channel catfish 5% 20% 12% 10% 11% 41% 563

A current velocity meter (Swoffer Instruments, Inc., model 2100) was used on three
occasions to get estimates of flows through each of the culverts. Between 4 and 10
replicate flow measurement were made per culvert. Velocity measurements were made
near a low slack tide, a high slack tide, and on the ebb that was close to high slack. Due
to the staff shortage and time constraints, only the ebb flow estimates occurred while we
were monitoring the fyke nets. The other two measurements took place after the fyke nets
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were removed at the end of the monitoring period. Results from the limited data gathered
suggest culverts 2 through 6 had similar flows, and that culvert 1 averaged a little over 10
cfs less than the others (Table 2-4). Flows through the culverts were twice as high during
low tide than high tide.

Table 2-4. The average flow per culvert (cfs) taken on three separate occasions at

the HORB.
Culvert number
Date Tide 1 2 3 4 5 6 Average
16-May  High slack 34 42 46 43 42 44 42
15-May  Ebb 48 55 57 53 63 58 56
7-May Low slack 70 92 88 92 91 90 87
Discussion

Despite a staff shortage and some sampling difficulties, the DFG successfully
monitored fish entrainment at the HORB. Although the culvert monitoring duration
increased 38 % over 2001, the amount of fish entrained tripled. The increased catch was
due primarily to Chinook salmon, white catfish and threadfin shad which together
comprised 93 % of the total entrainment. More CWT salmon were released this year than
in previous years and the proportion of salmon entrained (loss index) was higher than in
previous years. The higher loss index this year could be due, in part, to less accumulation
of debris in front of the culverts; the lower VAMP flows on the San Joaquin River which
results in a higher proportion of the river flowing through the culverts; other
environmental factors; and factors related to the barrier configuration and operation
which may affect the hydraulics surrounding the barrier.

The loss indices within the two 2002 VAMP salmon releases varied. The loss
indices for the first VAMP salmon release at Durham Ferry and Mossdale were similar.
The loss indices for the second VAMP release were considerably different. The second
Durham Ferry salmon release had a low loss index (1.0 %) whereas the second Mossdale
release, the following day, had a relatively high loss index (2.3 %). The low loss index of
the second Durham Ferry release was due to the low entrainment of salmon on the night
of their release. In contrast, most of the entrained Mossdale salmon were caught the night
of their release and they had a relatively high loss index. Typically, VAMP salmon
entrainment is highest the night of their release.

The difference in the second VAMP loss indices could be due to slightly different
salmon migration routes down the San Joaquin River, differential mortality, temporary
debris obstruction of the culverts, and a combination of other environmental and
behavioral factors. The majority of the Durham Ferry salmon could have migrated down
the center or far side of the channel and avoided the HORB, and the Mossdale fish could
have migrated closer to the HORB and were entrained. However, the Mossdale Kodiak
Trawl (MKT) results indicate a similar catch trend between releases that were observed at
the HORB. The MKT samples for fish in the middle of the San Joaquin River, just
upstream of the HORB. The MKT caught 573 CWT salmon from the first Durham Ferry
release and only 250 salmon from the second release. The MKT caught fewer Mossdale
CWT salmon from the first release (24) compared to the second release (41). The MKT
data suggests the lower loss indices at the HORB could be reflective of fewer salmon
migrating pass the barrier. It is possible the second Durham Ferry released salmon
experienced a high rate of mortality before reaching the HORB. The potential source of
mortality affecting the second release group is unknown.
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In contrast with the loss indices at the HORB, survival estimates from Chipps
Island and Antioch (San Joaquin River Group Authority 2002) suggest the second VAMP
salmon release at Durham Ferry had a slightly higher survival than the release at
Mossdale. The apparently higher numbers of Mossdale salmon at the HORB did not
translate to higher survival through the Delta. Conversely, the lower number of Durham
Ferry salmon did not translate into a lower survival estimate through the Delta.

More CWT salmon were caught at night than during the day, and more were
caught on the flood than the ebb tide. Both the VAMP salmon and unmarked salmon
entrainment was relatively low in the afternoon. The larger catch of VAMP salmon at
night could be confounded by their daytime release upstream of the barrier. Due to the
timing of the VAMP release and the distance of the release sites from the HORB, most of
these fish probably reach the barrier at night.

Tidal stage may effect entrainment. The river stage gage near the HORB on Old
River (data available at http://cdec.water.ca.gov), indicated a relatively low tide near dusk
during the first VAMP releases. The low tide creates a large head difference between
water levels upstream and downstream of the barrier. The amount of water passing
through the culverts depends on this head difference. Although the head difference at the
HORB was shrinking on the ensuing flood tide after dusk, the CWT salmon approaching
the barrier were still experiencing a large head difference. Over the next seven hours, on
both nights (the ensuing high tide was still relatively low), entrainment of VAMP salmon
was high. During the second VAMP release, the high tides occurred at dusk which
resulted in less head difference as the smolts were approaching the barrier. This may have
affected the number of smolts entrained at the barrier. Even with this smaller head
difference, more smolts were still entrained at night than during the day.

Results from the Entrainment Special Study are similar to last year’s Entrainment
Special Study results. More color-marked salmon were entrained on a flood tide than on
an ebb tide, and more were entrained at night than during the day. Marked salmon were
entrained at the highest rate during a night-flood, although a large number of color-
marked salmon were entrained on the day-ebb during the first release. As with the VAMP
released salmon, more salmon were entrained during the first release than the second
release. However, some color-marked salmon escaping their live-cages confounded the
lower entrainment index for the second release.

Results from the 2002 Entrainment Monitoring Study and the Entrainment Special
Study suggest salmon are more vulnerable to entrainment at night and on the flood tide.
Even the unmarked salmon entrainment is higher at night than during the day. However,
the VAMP salmon releases are not timed to address tidal-diel effects and their daytime
releases may confound the diel results. The tidal effects on entrainment are still unclear.
Water velocities through the culverts are greatest near a low slack tide which should
result in the highest entrainment. This was not always the case. Some of the highest
catches occurred during the flood. The changing hydraulics surrounding the barrier as the
tide changes effects flows near the culverts which could affect entrainment. Salmon smolt
behavior and relative abundance near the barrier probably plays an important role in
entrainment vulnerability.

Overall, the highest salmon entrainment occurred in culvert number 4 and the
lowest in culvert numbers land 6. In contrast, in 2001, culvert number 6 entrained the
most fish and entrainment in each culvert decreased as the culverts got closer to shore.
The lower flow through culvert number 1 agrees with the lower catch of salmon. Since
the remaining culverts had similar flows, the reason for the high entrainment in culvert
number 4 and the low entrainment in culvert number 6 is still unclear. Another pelagic
fish, the threadfin shad, also had higher entrainment in the middle culverts. In contrast,
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the more benthic catfish had the highest entrainment in the outer culverts, in particular
culvert numbers 2 and 6.

The reason for the difference in culvert entrainment this year from last year is also
unclear. Lower flows on the San Joaquin River and slight differences in culvert angles
could affect the flow through the culvert and thus, entrainment. The high entrainment of
white catfish this year compared to last year was also unexpected. Some of the white
catfish were ripe with eggs suggesting that they could have been trying to spawn near the
culverts and were entrained.

Recommendations for future studies: unfortunately, the first VAMP release
occurred while the HORB was under construction. A lot of time was wasted and several
samples lost due to gravel accumulation in the nets. Future VAMP salmon studies should
schedule their salmon releases after the completion of the barrier, typically 5 days after
the HORB is “closed”. To better address diel affects, VAMP should schedule one of the
Mossdale releases at night. A night release, instead of the usual day release, could tease
out some the diel effects. A more systematic monitoring of flows through the culverts
during future VAMP salmon releases would also help us understand salmon entrainment
as related to tide. Future studies should also assess juvenile Chinook salmon mortality
associated with the barrier.
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Chapter 3. Salmon Smolt Survival
Investigations

This chapter discusses salmon smolt survival investigations that were conducted as part of
the 2002 Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan (VAMP 2002). One of the primary objectives of
the VAMP program is to identify the respective roles of San Joaquin River flow, and SWP and
CVP export rates with the HORB in place on the survival of juvenile Chinook salmon emigrating
from San Joaquin River tributaries. This section describes the methods used in conducting the
VAMP 2002 Chinook salmon smolt survival investigations, and presents results of the calculated
survival indices and absolute survival estimates for juvenile Chinook salmon during the VAMP
2002 test period. Additional data and information related to the salmon survival investigations are
presented in Appendix A.

Coded-Wire Tagging

Merced River Hatchery Chinook salmon smolts, released as part of VAMP 2002, were
coded-wire tagged (CWT) between March and early April. After the salmon were tagged, they
were held in the hatchery for up to 21 days before being released. A sub-sample of the salmon
were measured for length and checked for retention of the CWTs a day or two prior to release.
The sub-sample was typically comprised of 100 to 300 salmon collected from the top, middle,
and bottom of the release group’s raceway. Each tag code within a release group was held
separately at the hatchery with the exception of the two Durham Ferry releases, where each
release was made up of four tag codes that were held together in one section of the raceway.

Although tag retention is usually quite high, as a double check on the tag detector, all
salmon from the sub-sample that had no tag detected were sacrificed. These sacrificed salmon
were dissected to determine whether they contained an un-magnetized tag. A separate sub-sample
of 25 salmon was sacrificed from each release group; the tags were removed and read to detect
any incorrect tag codes in the raceways. Table 3-1 summarizes results of the CWT retention rate
and the estimate of the effective numbers of salmon released to calculate survival indices. Tag
retention rates were determined to be similar to last year, with an overall loss rate of 9.5% among
all VAMP groups. The tag retention loss rates varied from 0.5% to 15%. It is recommended that
this loss rate be reduced for future VAMP studies.

CWT Releases

Two sets of CWT salmon releases were made as part of the 2002 VAMP experiment. The
first set occurred at 1215 hours on April 18 at Durham Ferry, at 1535 hours on April 19 at
Mossdale and at 1010 hours on April 22 at Jersey Point. The second set of releases was made at
Durham Ferry at 1050 hours on April 25, Mossdale at 1620 hours on April 26, and Jersey Point at
1535 hours on April 30.

3-1
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Table 3-1 Coded Wire Tag Retention Rates and Effective Release Numbers for Juvenile

Salmon Released for VAMP 2002

Release Tag Release Site Avg FL Number Total Tag Number Effect
Date Code (mm) Tagged Loss Retention Released Release
4/18/02  06-44-71 Durham Ferry 83 25251 123 95.19% 25128 23919
4/18/02  06-44-72 Durham Ferry 83 26576 129 95.19% 26447 25175
4/18/02  06-44-73 Durham Ferry 83 25201 123 95.19% 25078 23872
4/18/02  06-44-74 Durham Ferry 83 26124 127 95.19% 25997 24747
4/19/02  06-44-57 Mossdale 84 25864 227 99.52% 25637 25514
4/19/02  06-44-58 Mossdale 82 26301 251 97.01% 26050 25271
4/22/02  06-44-59 Jersey Point 85 25793 262 97.14% 25531 24801
4/22/02  06-44-60 Jersey Point 83 25339 269 96.24% 25070 24127
4/25/02  06-44-70 Durham Ferry 80 25969 138 95.54% 25831 24679
4/25/02  06-44-75 Durham Ferry 80 25947 138 95.54% 25809 24658
4/25/02  06-44-76 Durham Ferry 80 26078 139 95.54% 25939 24782
4/25/02  06-44-77 Durham Ferry 80 25654 136 95.54% 25518 24380
4/26/02  06-44-78 Mossdale 79 26357 281 94.03% 26076 24519
4/26/02  06-44-79 Mossdale 81 25977 261 96.52% 25716 24821
4/30/02  06-44-80 Jersey Point 82 25328 295 96.00% 25033 24032
4/30/02  06-44-81 Jersey Point 82 25483 289 90.82% 25194 22881

Approximately 100,000 salmon, in four distinct tag lots of about 25,000 fish, were released

at Durham Ferry, while approximately 50,000 fish, in two tag lots, were used at each Mossdale
and Jersey Point release (Table 3-1). Prior to VAMP 2000, each release was made such that all
tag lots were trucked from the hatchery mixed and released as a single group. However, during
VAMP 2000, 2001 and 2002, a new transport trailer with three tanks allowed each separate CWT
lot to be transported to its release site in a separate tank and distinctly released. As mentioned
earlier, the four tag lots comprising each of the groups released at Durham Ferry were already
mixed at the hatchery and were therefore transported in a large single tank release truck. This
year both Durham Ferry releases were made from the more desirable location alongside the river,
instead of from the top of the levee. The nearby agricultural diversion was turned off from the
time of the releases until several hours after the release to allow the tagged salmon time to
disperse from the release site.

Releases at Jersey Point were made at the beginning of the flood tide to increase dispersion
of the tagged fish before they passed Antioch and Chipps Island. Releases at Mossdale and
Durham Ferry were not made on any specific tidal condition.

The water temperature both in the hatchery truck and in the receiving waters was measured
at the release site immediately prior to release. These, as well as additional release and recovery
data, are provided in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2 Release and Recovery Information for Coded Wire Tag Groups Released for
VAMP 2002

(See oversized table at the end of the chapter.)



Chapter 3. Salmon Smolt Survival Investigations

Water Temperature Monitoring

Water temperature was monitored during the VAMP 2002 study using individual
computerized temperature recorders (e.g., Onset Stowaway Temperature Monitoring/Data
Loggers). The water temperature was measured at locations along the longitudinal gradient of the
San Joaquin River and interior delta channels between Durham Ferry and Chipps Island —
locations along the migratory pathway for the juvenile Chinook salmon released as part of these
tests (Appendix A). Water temperature was recorded at 24-minute intervals throughout the period
of the VAMP 2002 investigations. Water temperature was also recorded within the hatchery
raceways at the Merced River Hatchery coincident with the period when juvenile Chinook
salmon were being tagged.

Results of water temperature monitoring within the Merced River Hatchery showed that
juvenile Chinook salmon were reared in and acclimated to water temperatures of approximately
11-14 C (52-57 F) prior to release into the lower San Joaquin River Figure 3-1. Results of water
temperature monitoring at Durham Ferry, Mossdale, and Jersey Point following the first and
second sets of VAMP 2002 releases are compared in Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4. Results of water
temperature monitoring showed that water temperatures at the release locations and throughout
the lower San Joaquin River and delta (Appendix A) were higher than those at the hatchery.
Water temperatures measured within the lower San Joaquin River and delta were not expected to
result in mortality or adverse effects to emigrating juvenile Chinook salmon released as part of
the VAMP 2002 investigations (More complete temperature coverage for the Delta can be found
on the CDEC website. Temperatures at Jersey Point may have influence of tidal and Sacramento
River flows which may be lower than the interior of the Delta or the south Delta).

Figure 3-1 Results of Water Temperature Monitoring at the Merced River Fish Hatchery
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Figure 3-2 Water Temperature Monitoring Results at Durham Ferry
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Figure 3-3 Water Temperature Monitoring Results at Mossdale

Site 2 - Mossdale

28
26 |
24 -
22 |

20 4Mh, Y

i Il

18 -

16

Temperature (C)

14

12 1
Mossdale Mossdale
Rel 1(4/19) Rel 2 (4/26)
T

Jy

T T T T T T T

4/1/02 4/8/02 4/15/024/22/024/29/02 5/6/02 5/13/025/20/025/27/02 6/3/02 6/10/02

Date

3-4



Chapter 3. Salmon Smolt Survival Investigations

Figure 3-4 Water Temperature Monitoring Results at Jersey Point
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Post-Release-Live-Car Studies

Survival and Condition

The post-release survival and condition of marked salmon was evaluated as part of the
VAMP program using sub-samples of marked salmon from each release group. Approximately
200 salmon from each tag code were held at the respective release site in net pens for 48 hours
after release and were evaluated for overall short-term mortality which might be associated with
the handling, transport and release process. In addition to the 200 salmon held for 48 hours, 25
salmon from each tag code were evaluated for condition immediately after release. Another 25
salmon were held and evaluated using the same condition parameters after the 48-hour holding
period. The remaining salmon were measured, weighed and sacrificed for further coded wire tag
verification if necessary. Due to the mixed tag codes in the Durham Ferry releases two net pens
with approximately 200 fish each were held in order to maintain consistency with the other net
pen studies. To assess overall condition, fork length in millimeters, weight in grams, and six other
characteristics as described in Table 3-3 were examined. Obvious abnormalities or deformities
were also noted.
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Table 3-3 Smolt Condition Characteristics

Normal Abnormal
Eyes Normally shaped Bulging
Color High contrast dark dorsal surface and Low contrast dorsal surface and sides,
light sides coppery color
Fin Hemorrhaging No blood or red at base of fins Blood at base of fins

Percent Scale Loss lower relative numbers better based on  higher relative numbers worse based on

0-100% scale loss 0-100% scale loss
Gill Color Dark beet red to cherry red gill filaments Light red to gray gill filaments
Vigor Active swimming (prior to anesthesia) Lethargic or motionless (prior to

anesthesia)

Results of the evaluations of marked fish in the net pens, both immediately after release and
48 hours later, showed few abnormalities in the condition assessed characteristics, which are
shown in Appendix A. Scale loss ranged from 1-40% and averaged 5.7%. All fish examined were
noted to have normal coloration, no fin hemorrhaging, normal eye characteristics and normal gill
color. Of the 1,433 salmon assessed, four (0.3%) were found to have a poor or incomplete fin
clip. A total of three fish had some type of deformity, two of which had eroded pectoral fins (not
uncommon for hatchery raised fish) and one that had a partial operculum. The percentage of
salmon deformed within the sample group (0.2%) was within the normal range for hatchery-
raised fish.

Out of 2301 fish examined as part of this year’s VAMP net pen experiments, no mortalities
were observed.

Tag Quality Control

The subset of 25 salmon from each tag group (a total of 25 from each of the Durham Ferry
net pens) evaluated for condition as described above were sacrificed to verify purity of tag codes.
The additional 200+ fish from each release that were held were archived in a freezer. Though
rare, on few occasions in the past, salmon from different release groups have been mixed at some
point prior to release. While performing quality control checks on the April 18 Durham Ferry
releases, one errant tag code was discovered. A total of 201 tags were read to verify tag code
purity. After reading all tags, it was determined that the apparent error was likely the result of
tags being lost and found, and not reported as lost, in the lab. All remaining fish will be held for a
period to allow tag processing for further evaluation if necessary.

Physiology

Physiological studies were conducted on samples of the juvenile salmon used in the VAMP
study by the California-Nevada Fish Health Center (Nichols and Foot 2002). These results are
summarized below.

Physiological tests were conducted on a subset of the smolts released at Durham Ferry,
Mossdale and Jersey Point at the hatchery before transport to the release site and after they had
been held in the live cars for approximately 24 hours. At the hatchery, 144 fish were examined
for virus, systemic bacteria, gill Na '/ K © Adenosine TriPhosphotase (ATPase) activity, blood
hematocrit value, plasma total protein concentration, plasma chloride concentration, external and
internal signs of disease, and other abnormalities. From live cars, a total of 216 fish were assessed
for gill ATPase activity, plasma total protein concentration, plasma chloride concentration,
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internal and external abnormalities, and Tetracapsula bryosalmonae (Th) prevalence of infection.
No bacterial or viral pathogens were detected in any of the fish examined. Overall 93 of

201 (46%) of fish examined were infected with the kidney parasite 7b, the myxosporean causing
Proliferative Kidney Disease (PKD). Infection rates ranged from 29% to 70% among individual
release groups with 99% of infected fish in the early stage of PKD (Clifton-Hadley et. al. 1987).
This stage was characterized by the initial invasion of the kidney blood sinuses by the parasite
and minor inflammatory changes. No evidence of anemia was seen in the blood hematocrit values
from any of the live car groups but the disease may progress even after the fish enter salt water
(Hedrick and Aronstien 1987) and PKD related anemia could arise weeks after release.

Gill Na"/K'-ATPase activity levels were similar among and between hatchery and live car
groups. There was no significant change in the 1-6 days between hatchery and 24-hour post-
release samples. All sample groups demonstrated elevated gill ATPase activity consistent with
salmon in an advanced stage of smoltification.

Plasma total protein concentrations of some individual fish were slightly elevated, although
no protein values were outside of normal ranges for juvenile Chinook. Elevated plasma protein
values would not necessarily indicate reduced survival for the affected fish but rather exposure to
environmental stressors. Possible reasons for this site effect include variations in time since last
feeding (mild starvation), differences in transport, or site-specific water quality.

Plasma chloride values further supported the “stress event” observed in the hatchery total
protein values. All live car groups had depressed plasma chloride values relative to baseline
hatchery values (p<0.001, t-test) indicating they were under stress probably due to sampling.
Hatchery fish were dip netted directly from the raceway and quickly euthanized, while capture
from the live car took longer. Even with this added stress of sampling, plasma chloride values of
live car groups remained within the normal range for juvenile salmonids.

In summary, all 6 release groups were in good health and at a similar state of smolt
development when sampled at the hatchery and 24-hours post-release. No biologically significant
differences were observed in pathogen infections, gill Na'/K"-ATPase activities, or blood
chemistry values. Early infections of 7h were common, with clinical signs of Proliferative Kidney
Disease (PKD) in only 1% of fish examined. Short-term survival of all groups was not likely to
be impacted by their health. Health problems resulting from PKD (e.g. anemia) could have arisen
several weeks post-release but are not discussed as part of the report.

CWT Recovery Efforts

CWT salmon were recaptured at Antioch and Chipps Island, at CVP and SWP fish salvage
facilities and during sampling at upper Old River near the barrier (See Figure 1-1). CWT salmon
released upstream of, and at Mossdale were also recovered in DFG Kodiak trawls at Mossdale but
are not discussed in this report. Juvenile Chinook salmon with an adipose fin clip (which
identifies CWT salmon) caught at any of these sampling locations were sacrificed, labeled, and
frozen pending CWT processing. Coded-wire tag processing was done by USFWS (Stockton) for
fish recovered at Chipps Island, Antioch, and SWP/CVP salvage facilities. DFG Bay Delta
Branch and Region IV assisted in processing the fish captured at the HORB fyke nets.

Coded wire tag processing entails dissecting each tagged fish to obtain the half (0.5
millimeter) or full (1 millimeter) cylindrical tag from the snout. Tags are then placed under a
dissecting microscope and the numbers are read and recorded in a database. Tags were read
twice, with any discrepancies resolved by a third reader. All tags are archived for future
reference. It should be noted that many tags recovered at Chipps Island, Antioch, SWP/CVP
salvage, and other locations are from coded wire tag releases not affiliated with VAMP. Since it
is unknown until after reading the tag, which tags are from the VAMP study, all tags recovered
are read.
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SWP/CVP Salvage Recapture Sampling

Sampling at the CVP and SWP fish salvage facilities was conducted approximately every
two hours. The number of marked salmon collected (raw salvage) was “expanded” based on the
number of minutes sampled during each two hour time period. The estimated expanded total
number of CWT salmon, from each release group, was obtained by adding together the expanded
number of each tag group for all time periods. Only the CWT salmon recovered in the raw
salvage collections were sacrificed for tag decoding. Expanded salvage is only a portion of the
direct loss experienced by juvenile salmon at the facilities as it does not include losses prior to,
and associated with, pre-screen predation, screening, handling and trucking.

Expanded CVP and SWP salvage estimates of marked salmon released as part of the
VAMP 2002 studies are shown in Table 3-2. Salvage numbers at both the CVP and SWP were
higher in 2002 than in 2001 but continued to be lower than salvage numbers in years without the
HORB installed. It is likely that the smolts migrated to the CVP and SWP via Turner or
Columbia Cuts; the downstream confluences of Middle River with the lower San Joaquin River
downstream of the head of Old River.

Antioch Recapture Sampling

Fishery sampling was conducted in the vicinity of Antioch on the lower San Joaquin River
using a Kodiak trawl. The Kodiak trawl has a graded stretch mesh, from 2-inch mesh at the
mouth to 1/2-inch mesh at the cod-end. Its overall length is 65 feet, and the mouth opening is six
feet deep and 25 feet wide. The net was towed between two skiffs, sampling in an upstream
direction. Trawls were performed parallel to the left bank, mid-channel, and right bank to sample
CWT salmon emigrating from the San Joaquin River. Each sample was approximately 20 minutes
in duration.

All fish collected were transferred immediately from the Kodiak trawl to buckets filled with
river water, where the fish were held during processing. Data collected during each trawl included
fish identification, measuring the fork length of fish collected, tow start time, duration and
location in the channel. Mortality and damage to fish collected was documented to comply with
the Endangered Species Act permit requirements.

Juvenile Chinook salmon with an adipose fin clip were retained for later CWT processing
while unmarked salmon, steelhead, delta smelt, splittail, and other fish were released at a location
downstream of the sampling site immediately after identification, enumeration and measurement.

Sampling at Antioch was initiated April 4 and continued through May 15. Each day
between 5:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., anywhere from 8 to 31, 20-minute tows were conducted. All
told, 1,088 Kodiak trawl samples were collected, representing a total sampling duration of 21,582
minutes. During the sampling, a total of 6,134 unmarked juvenile Chinook salmon and 1,822
salmon with an adipose fin clip (CWT) were collected. In addition, 963 Delta smelt, 195 splittail,
and 50 unmarked steelhead, and 52 adipose-clipped steelhead were caught in the sampling.

Chipps Island Recapture Sampling

As part of VAMP recovery efforts at Chipps Island, trawling shifts were conducted twice
daily between April 4 and May 28, once daily from May 29 to June 8, and once daily Monday
through Friday from June 9 through the end of the month. The first shift was begun just before
dawn, while the second shift ended at or after sunset in order to incorporate the crepuscular
periods of Chinook movement. It is hypothesized, based on an analysis of salmon smolts caught
during twenty-four hour sampling at Jersey Point in 1997, that a greater number of salmon would
be caught around dawn and dusk. Both targeting this crepuscular period and doubling the total
trawl effort at Chipps Island were intended to increase the numbers of CWT salmon recaptured
and reduce the variability in VAMP survival indices. This second shift has been conducted during
the spring releases since 1998.
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The trawl at Chipps Island was towed at the surface using a net with a mouth opening 10
feet deep by 30 feet wide, with a total net length of 82 feet. Aluminum hydrofoils were used on
the top bridles and steel depressors along with a weighted lead line were used on the bottom
bridles to keep the mouth of the net open. The net was variable mesh net starting with 4-inch
mesh at the mouth and ending with a % inch cod end.

To sample across the channel, trawling at Chipps Island was conducted in three distinct
lanes, one each in the north, south and middle of the channel. Each lane was generally sampled at
least three times per shift, with one lane sampled a fourth time during each shift. This lane was
chosen at random or selected by the boat operator based on flow conditions.

Coded wire tagged salmon released as part of the VAMP program were recovered at Chipps
Island between April 24 and May 19. A total of 182 VAMP CWT salmon were recovered at
Chipps Island. During the April 24 and May 19 VAMP recovery period, a total of 6,463
unmarked salmon, 1164 CWT salmon from other non-VAMP experiments, 165 delta smelt, 360
Sacramento splittail, 15 clipped steelhead, and 15 non-clipped steelhead, were also collected at
Chipps Island.

VAMP Chinook Salmon CWT Survival Indices

Survival indices were calculated for marked salmon released at Durham Ferry, Mossdale,
and Jersey Point and recovered at Antioch and Chipps Island. Survival indices were calculated by
dividing the number of CWT salmon recovered (R) by the effective number released (E) and
multiplying the fraction of time (T) and channel width (W) sampled as shown by the formula
(R/E)*T*W. The fraction of the channel width sampled at Chipps Island (0.00769) was the net
width (30 feet) divided by an estimate of the channel width (3,900 feet). The fraction of the
channel width sampled at Antioch (0.01388) was also based on the net width (25 feet) and an
estimate of the channel width (1,800 feet). The fraction of time sampled, at both locations, was
calculated based on the number of minutes sampled, between the first and last day of catching
each particular tag code or group, divided by the total number of minutes in the time period. The
percent of time sampled for the VAMP 2002 release groups at Chipps Island was about 27
percent, while at Antioch it averaged 39 percent.

Survival indices were calculated for each separate tag code to provide a sense of the
variability associated with the overall group survival index. To generate the group survival index,
the recovery numbers and release numbers are combined for the tag codes within a release group.
This results in a slightly different index than would be generated by taking the mean of the
survival indices of the individual tag codes within a group.

The individual and group survival indices to Antioch and Chipps Island of the CWT salmon
released as part of VAMP 2002 are shown in Table 3-3. As in past years, survival indices from
the release locations to Antioch were sometimes lower than to Chipps Island. It is expected that
indices to Antioch would be greater than to Chipps Island since Antioch is closer to the release
locations and the percent of time sampled is greater and the channel width is narrower at Antioch.
It may be the inherent variability associated with catching the marked fish that sometimes causes
more to be caught at Chipps Island.

The first and second Durham Ferry releases had survival indices to Antioch of 0.12 and
0.04, respectively. Survival indices to Chipps Island were 0.11 for the first group and 0.08 for the
second. While differences between the two groups at Chipps Island did not appear meaningful,
those at Antioch did. The individual tag code survival indices at Antioch for the two groups did
not overlap thus there appeared to be a difference in survival between the first and second
Durham Ferry groups.

The two Mossdale releases showed similar differences between the first and second
releases. The first and second releases had survival indices to Antioch of 0.15 and 0.03 and 0.12
and 0.05 to Chipps Island, respectively. Again none of the individual tag code survival indices
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overlapped between groups indicating a real difference between the two groups at both recovery
locations.

Similarly, the two Jersey Point groups also appeared to survive at different rates; with the
first group surviving at a higher rate than the second. The first group released on April 22 had a
survival index to Antioch of 0.72. The second group released on April 30 had an index to Antioch
0f 0.29. Chipps Island recoveries demonstrated the same apparent difference between groups with
the first group having an index of 0.83 and the second group having an index of 0.48.

Why survival was lower for the second groups (releases at Durham Ferry, Mossdale, and
Jersey Point), relative to the first groups is unknown. Flow and export conditions were similar for
both sets of releases. Water temperatures increased for the releases in the second group, but
increases were small and all temperatures at release were below 65 degrees Fahrenheit
(Table 3-3).

Absolute Chinook Salmon Survival Estimates And Differential
Combined Recovery Rates

More important than the difference in survival indices between sets of releases is the
comparison of absolute survival estimates, where the survival indices of the upstream release
groups are divided by the survival indices of the downstream groups (recovered at the same
location). It is most useful for comparisons between groups, recovery locations and years.

In 2002, we have also used the differential combined recovery rates as an estimate of
survival. The combined recovery rate for each release group was obtained by summing the
recoveries from Antioch and Chipps Island and dividing by the number released. The differential
combined recovery rate was the combined recovery rate of an upstream group relative to the
downstream group and is another way to estimate survival between release locations. The
differential recovery rate is similar to calculating absolute survival estimates, but does not expand
each estimate by the fraction of the time and space sampled. The differential recovery rates and
the absolute survival estimates should not be very different, as; 1) the fraction of the time
sampled is similar between groups within a recovery location; and 2) the fraction of space
sampled at each recovery location is a constant. Neither would change the relative differences
between groups. However, combining the recovery numbers from Antioch and Chipps Island may
result in differences using the two methods in estimating survival.

Variance and standard errors were also calculated for the differential combined recovery
rates based on the Delta method provided by Dr. Ken Newman (pers. comm). The differential
recovery rates plus or minus two standard errors are roughly equivalent to the 95% confidence
intervals. Plus or minus one standard error equates to roughly the 68% confidence intervals. (Ken
Newman, personal communication). It is not clear how similar variances, standard errors or
confidence intervals could be generated using the absolute survival estimates.

In comparing survival between reaches and replicates the confidence intervals were used to
determine if estimates were significantly different. If the 95% confidence intervals overlapped
they were not considered statistically different. Differences observed using the lower level of
confidence 68% are noted.

The use of absolute survival estimates and differential combined recovery rates are more
powerful for use in comparing survival rates, since the use of ratios between upstream and
downstream groups theoretically standardizes for differences in catch efficiency between
recovery locations and/or years. Both types of estimates of survival have been calculated for
VAMP 2002. An additional estimate of absolute survival will be possible from recoveries in the
ocean fishery, 2 to 4 years following release.

Although the survival indices indicated that the first groups released survived at a higher
rate than the second group, comparisons using the absolute estimates of survival moderated this
difference (Table 3-2). Absolute survival between Durham Ferry and Mossdale and Jersey Point
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was still somewhat higher for the first releases using the Antioch recovery information. Absolute
survival for the two sets of releases was similar using the Chipps Island recovery information, but
it is uncertain if these differences are significant.

Results using the differential combined recovery rates also indicated the first groups
appeared to survive at a higher rate than the second groups, with the first Durham Ferry and
Mossdale groups relative to Jersey Point being higher than the second groups (Table 3-4).
Estimates of 95% confidence intervals indicated differences were not significant at the p<0.05
level. The first Mossdale to Jersey Point estimate was greater than the second using the lower
level of confidence (68%) (Table 3-4 and Figure 3-5).

Table 3-4. 2002 Smolt Survival Differential Recovery Rates

See oversized table at the end of the chapter.

Figure 3-5 Differential Recovery Rates of CWT Smolts Released at Mossdale and Jersey
Point (MD-JP) and Durham Ferry and Jersey Point (DF-JP) for the First (1) and Second (2)
Groups in 2002. The Estimate and Plus and Minus 1 and 2 Standard Error(s) is Provided.
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One surprise was that the second group released at Durham Ferry appeared to survive at a
higher rate than the second group released at Mossdale. This result was shown using both
absolute survival estimates and differential combined recovery rates of the Durham Ferry groups
relative to the Mossdale groups (Tables 3-2 and 3-4). However, the difference in recovery rates
was not significant at either the 68 percent or 95 percent confidence level. Durham Ferry is 11
miles further upstream than Mossdale and is expected to include additional mortality.

Both differential recovery rate estimates of survival between Durham Ferry and Mossdale
were not significantly different from each other using either confidence levels (Table 3-4). Thus
the differential recovery rates of the two groups were combined and survival between Durham
Ferry and Mossdale was estimated at 0.89. These data appear to show that there is substantial
variability within recovery rate estimates and that survival was relatively high between the two
locations.

In 2000 it did appear that survival was less for groups released at Durham Ferry relative to
those released at Mossdale using the absolute survival estimates generated from information at
Antioch. This difference led to the recommendation of making releases at both Durham Ferry and
Mossdale in future years. When looking at the 2000 data using combined differential recovery
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rates, the variability was such it was not clear that survival was greater for the Mossdale group.
The recovery rate of the first Mossdale group relative to the first Jersey Point group was not
significantly different (at the p<0.05 level) from the first Durham Ferry group relative to the first
Jersey Point group. The same was true for the second set of releases. The first Mossdale / Jersey
Point recovery rate was significantly different than the second Durham Ferry / Jersey Point group
at both levels of significance (Figure 3-6).

Figure 3-6 Differential Recovery Rates of CWT Smolts Released at Mossdale and Jersey

Point (MD-JP) and Durham Ferry and Jersey Point (DF-JP) for the First (1) and Second (2)
groups in 2000. The Estimate and Plus and Minus 1 and 2 Standard Error(s) is Provided.
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In 2001 and 2002 differential recovery rates indicated that survival between Durham Ferry
and Jersey Point and Mossdale and Jersey Point was not statistically different (p<0.05), thus we
can infer survival between Durham Ferry and Mossdale was high in these years. Surprisingly, the
survival was higher in 2001 for the first Durham Ferry group relative to the Jersey Point group
than the first Mossdale group relative to the Jersey Point group using the lower level of
significance (Figure 3-7). It is uncertain how the Durham Ferry groups could survive at a higher
rate than the Mossdale groups, but it probably is possible. Continuation of releasing groups at
both sites will allow detection of mortality between Durham Ferry and Mossdale if it does occur
and becomes significant in the future. If survival between locations is shown not to be statistically
significant then groups can be combined.

In 2002, absolute survival for the Durham Ferry and Mossdale groups relative to the Jersey
Point groups ranged between 0.09 and 0.21 and averaged 0.14. Differential recovery rates ranged
between 0.09 and 0.19. As mentioned earlier, the combined recovery rates relative to the Jersey
Point groups were not significantly different between the Durham Ferry and Mossdale groups
using the 95% confidence levels. Thus it may be appropriate to combine these recovery rate
estimates. Similarly, if replicates are not statistically different, they could be combined. The
confidence intervals around each differential recovery rate provides a means to assess whether
groups should be combined.
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Figure 3-7 Differential Recovery Rates of CWT smolts released at Mossdale and Jersey
Point (MD-JP) and Durham Ferry and Jersey Point (DF-JP) for the first (1) and second (2)
groups in 2001. The estimate and plus and minus 1 and 2 standard error(s) is provided.
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Differential Recovery Rates

Differential recovery rates of the first and second Durham Ferry groups relative to the
Jersey Point releases were not statistically different. Similarly, differential recovery rates for the
first and second Mossdale groups relative to the Jersey Point groups were also not significantly
different. (Note the two replicates from Mossdale to Jersey Point were significantly different
using a 68% confidence interval.) In addition, the differential recovery rates of the Durham Ferry
/ Jersey Point estimates were not significantly different than the Mossdale / Jersey Point
estimates, thus a combined estimate was generated (Table 3-4). The combined Durham
Ferry/Mossdale to Jersey Point estimate of survival using the combined differential recovery rates
was 0.15 — not much different than the average absolute estimate of survival (0.14).

Similar estimates of differential recovery rates with the 95% confidence intervals were
calculated for past VAMP years (2000 and 2001)(Tables 3-5 and 3-6). (Note there was an error in
the 2001 Annual Report in reporting these estimates. They have been recalculated and included in
this report.) Differential recovery rate replicates in those years were also not significantly
different from each other at the 95 percent confidence level. Thus they were combined into one
estimate of recovery rate for the Durham Ferry/Mossdale groups relative to the Jersey Point
groups. Some replicates were significantly different at a lower significance level (~68% or one
standard deviation from the mean). For instance, the Mossdale to Jersey Point and Durham Ferry
to Jersey Point replicates in 2000 were significantly different at this lower level of significance. In
addition, the combined Durham Ferry / Jersey Point estimates were significantly lower than the
Mossdale / Jersey Point estimates in 2001 at this lower level of confidence.

Table 3-5. 2000 Smolt Survival Differential Recovery Rates (see table at end of chapter.)

Table 3-6. 2001 Smolt Survival Differential Recovery Rates (see table at end of chapter.)
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Transit Time

Data on transit times for marked salmon from the release to recapture sites during VAMP
2001 is summarized in graphic form in Appendix A. CWT salmon released April 18 at Durham
Ferry took between 7 and 19 days to arrive at Antioch and 8 to 22 days to arrive at Chipps Island.
The April 19" release at Mossdale release took between 6 and 11 days to arrive at Antioch and 7
and 17 days to reach Chipps Island. Jersey Point release groups were recovered between 2 and 14
days after release at Antioch and between 2 and 21 days at Chipps Island. The April 25 Durham
Ferry release group arrived at Antioch between 7 and 18 days and between 7 and 15 days at
Chipps Island. The April 26 release group at Mossdale was recovered at Antioch between 7 and
14 days and between 9 and 19 days at Chipps Island. The second Jersey Point release group was
recovered between 1 and 14 days after release at Antioch and 1 and 19 days after release at
Chipps Island. The transit time from release location to Antioch and Chipps Island of both sets of
releases was similar. It is interesting that the Jersey Point groups were recovered over as long or
longer period than those released upstream.

Transit times appeared slower in 2002, than in 2001. In 2001, recovery dates were as early
as 4 days after releases were made at Durham Ferry and Mossdale. River flows were lower in
2002 than in 2001 (approximately 3,300 cfs versus 4,200 cfs, respectively), which may have
increased travel time in 2002. The number of individual recoveries by tag code and the number of
minutes towed per day for both Antioch and Chipps Island recoveries are shown in Appendix
A-4.

Role of Flow and Exports on Absolute Survival and Recovery Rates

The historical April through June San Joaquin River flows and flows relative to exports
were correlated to adult escapement in the San Joaquin basin 2 % years later (Figures 3-8 and 3-
9). Both relationships are statistically significant (p<0.01) with the flow/exports variable
accounting for slightly more of the variability than the relationship with flow alone (r*= 0.44 vs.
1> = 0.58, respectively). These relationships appear to indicate that adult escapement in the San
Joaquin basin was affected by the amount of flow in the San Joaquin River and exports from the
CVP and SWP during the spring months when the juveniles migrated through the river and Delta
to the ocean. VAMP was designed to further define the mechanisms behind this relationship
using smolt survival through the Delta and testing lower San Joaquin River flows with the
presence of the HORB.
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Figure 3-8 Flow at Vernalis (Mean April 15-June 15) Between 1951-1998 Versus San
Joaquin Basin Escapement (2 1/2 Years Later).
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Figure 3-9 Mean Spring Flows/Delta Exports (Mean April 15-June 15) Between 1951-1998
and San Joaquin Basin Escapement (2 1/2 Years Later).
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Vernalis Flow/Delta Exports

Survival of juvenile Chinook salmon emigrating from the San Joaquin River system has
been evaluated within the framework established by the VAMP experimental design since the
spring of 2000. Similar and complementary studies in the south delta were conducted prior to the

official implementation of VAMP.

The differential relative recovery rates of all releases each year were combined, as they
were not significantly different from each other at the 95 percent confidence level. These
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combined estimates and their 95 percent confidence intervals for the three years of VAMP
releases (2000 — 2002) are shown in relation to the log of the average San Joaquin River flow at
Vernalis on Figure 3-10. The average river flow was from the two-10 day periods after release.
Data obtained in 1994 and 1997 are added but do not have comparable confidence intervals at this
time. The relative recovery rates with the confidence intervals are also shown in comparison to
average Vernalis flow/combined exports for the 10 days after release (Figure 3-11). The
relationship of relative recovery rate to San Joaquin River flow is improved by incorporating
exports. Relationships without the 1994 and 1997 are similar (Figures 3-10 and 3-11). While
recovery rates do appear to increase as flows and flows relative to exports increase (p<0.05) data
points that have confidence intervals around them do not appear significantly different from each
other.

Figure 3-10 Survival (Plus and Minus 1 and 2 SE) From Durham Ferry/Mossdale to Jersey
Point With HORB in Place Versus Flow at Vernalis, 2000-2002. 2000-2002 Vernalis Flows
Were Averaged for Both 10 day Periods After Release. 1994 and 1997 Data are Added but
do not Have SE. The Equation Without the 1994 and 1997 Data Added is Similar at
y=0.0621Ln(x) — 0.3445 (R?>=0.6371).
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Figure 3-11 Survival (Plus and Minus 1 and 2 SE) From Durham Ferry/Mossdale to Jersey
Point With HORB in Place, Versus Inflow at Vernalis/exports, Average of Both 10 day
Periods After Release, 2000-2002. 1994 and 1997 Data are Added but do not Have SE. The
Equation Without 1994 and 1997 is y=0.0857x — 0.0462, R?=0.9643.
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Vernalis Flow/Exports

Given the relatively high variability inherent in conducting salmon smolt survival studies
within the lower San Joaquin River and Delta, and modeling conducting by Ken Newman
(November, 2001) the lack of statistically significant differences between relative recovery rates
from similar flow-export conditions was not unexpected. Results of these analyses underscore the
importance of collecting salmon smolt survival data under the most extreme flow-export
conditions identified as VAMP targets. Flows of 7,000 cfs and exports of 1,500 cfs would provide
the highest flow/export ratio (4.7) to test and increase our chances of detecting significant
differences in recovery rates between VAMP targets.

The role of HORB on survival

The relationship to date between absolute survival between Mossdale and Jersey Point and
San Joaquin River flow at Vernalis and exports with and without the barrier in upper Old River is
shown in Figure 3-12. Differential recovery rates are not reported since without barrier releases
do not have comparable estimates. Thus while comparisons can be made between regression
lines, variance around each data point is not yet available. Two regression lines have been
developed based on survival data with and without the HORB. Statistically neither regression line
is significant, although prior to adding the data from 1999, the without barrier relationship was
significant. The barrier appears to generally increase survival at any one flow or export level,
although the survival was high in 1999 without a barrier. We have hypothesized that data
collected in 1999, could be biased high as sampling was interrupted during collection of the
downstream control group (Brandes, 2000).
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Figure 3-12 Estimates of Survival Versus Vernalis Flow/Exports With and Without a HORB.
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Figure 3-12 shows the relationship between absolute salmon smolt survival and San Joaquin
River flow at Vernalis with the HORB. A better estimate of flow would be the net flow on the
San Joaquin River downstream of upper Old River because of the different permeability of the
HORB (culvert operations) over the years. The estimated flow in the San Joaquin River
downstream of upper Old River would better reflect the river flow the juvenile salmon experience
as they migrate down the San Joaquin River. This estimate has been calculated in past years by
subtracting the estimated mean daily flow in upper Old River 840 feet downstream of the barrier
from the USGS gaged mean daily flow at Vernalis.

It appears as exports increase relative to flow, survival (differential recovery rates)
decreases. Although the relationship is significant the individual recovery rates are not
significantly different from one another. One source of variability that could be reduced is the
variable permeability of the HORB within and among years. During the five years the barrier has
been installed (and comparable survival studies conducted) the design and permeability has
changed. In 1994, the HORB was installed without culverts, while in 1997 the barrier had two
open culverts that diverted approximately 300 cfs into upper Old River. In 2000, the HORB had
six gated culverts, with two culverts open during the first Mossdale and Durham Ferry releases
and four culverts open during the second Durham Ferry release. In 2001 and 2002, six culverts
were installed and operated throughout the VAMP test period. It is estimated that approximately
400 cfs of San Joaquin River flow moved through the culverts in 2001 and 2002 (Simon Kwan,
personal communication). The amount of water flowing through the culverts is based on the head
differential between the San Joaquin River and Old River. This changes as flow/stage on the river
changes and as the tide changes, even if all 6 culverts remain open for the remaining 9 years of
the study. The varying designs and changes in the culvert operations of the barrier add variability
to the survival measurements, making it more difficult to detect significant differences between
closely related flow/export ratios.
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In the five years of measuring survival with the barrier in place, the flow/export ratio has
only varied from 1.5 (1994) to 2.9. These are very small differences in target conditions of which
to measure survival. The ratios in the relationship between flow/export and adult escapement vary
from 0.1 to 1000.

Ocean Recovery Information from Recent Years

Ocean recovery data of CWT salmon groups can contribute to a more complete
understanding and evaluation of salmon smolt survival studies. These data can provide another
independent estimate of the ratio of survival of a test release group relative to a control release
group, or "absolute survival", and can be compared with estimates based on juvenile salmon
recoveries at Chipps Island and Antioch. Past recoveries at Jersey Point (1997-1999) can not be
compared since the Jersey Point trawling site was located upstream of the Jersey Point release site
and a ratio between the upstream and downstream sites can not be generated. Recovery from
trawling at Antioch began in 2000. The ocean harvest data may be particularly reliable due to the
number of tag recoveries and the extended recovery period.

Adult recovery data are gathered from commercial and sport ocean harvest checked at
various ports by DFG. The Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission database of ocean harvest
CWT data was the source of recoveries through 2001. The ocean CWT recovery data accumulate
over a 1-4 year period following the year a study release is made as nearly all of a given year
class of salmon have either been harvested or spawned by age 5. Consequently, these data are
essentially complete for releases made through 1996 and 1997 and partially available for CWT
releases made from 1998-2000. Once the data for these and later releases are available they will
be used to compare the three independent estimates of survival (using Antioch, Chipps Island,
and ocean recoveries) based on VAMP releases starting in 2000.

Survival estimates based on ocean recoveries for salmon produced at the Merced River
Hatchery, and released as part of south delta survival evaluations from 1996-2000 were compared
to survival estimates based on Chipps Island and Antioch recoveries (Table 3-7). Releases over
that period were made at several locations: Dos Reis (on the San Joaquin River downstream of
the upper Old River junction), Mossdale, Durham Ferry, and Jersey Point. Ocean absolute
survival ratios were very similar to those at Chipps Island for the releases made in 1996, and
1999, and 2000 and at Antioch for the Mossdale and second Durham Ferry releases in 2000.
Although ocean absolute survival ratios were higher than those to Chipps Island were for releases
in 1997 and 1998 and to Antioch for the first Durham Ferry release in 2000, they were generally
similar (in the mid-range of survival).

Results of this comparative analysis of survival estimates for Chinook salmon produced in
the Merced River Hatchery show: (1) there is generally good agreement between survival
estimates based on juvenile CWT salmon recoveries in Chipps Island and Antioch trawling and
adult recoveries from the ocean fishery, (2) survival estimates using Chipps Island or Antioch
recoveries were lower in some years than estimates based on ocean recoveries, and (3) additional
comparisons need to be made, as more data becomes available from VAMP releases for
recoveries at Antioch, Chipps Island, and the ocean fishery. Information on survival of juvenile
salmon and the contribution to the adult salmon population will be valuable in evaluating the
biological benefits of changes in flow and export rates under VAMP.

3-19



2002 South Delta Temporary Barriers Monitoring Report

Table 3-7. Survival Indices Based on Chipps Island, Antioch and Ocean Recoveries of
Merced Hatchery Salmon Released as Part of South Delta Studies Between 1996 and 2000

Release  San Joaquin Release Release Site Release  Chippsls. Antioch Expanded Chipps  Antioch  Ocean
Year River (Merced Number Date Recovs.  Recovs. Adult Ocean Island Catch
River Origin) Juvenile Salmon CWT Releases Recovs. (Age  Juvenile Salmon CWT Survival
Tag No. 1+ To 4+) Estimates
1996 H61110412 25,633 DOS REIS 01MAY9% 2 3
H61110413 28,192 DOS REIS 01MAY96 3 37
H61110414 18,533 DOS REIS 01MAY96 1 8
H61110415 36,037 DOS REIS 01MAY9% 5 10
H61110501 53,337 JERSEY PT 03MAY% 39 187
Effective Release 107,961 DOS REIS 11 58 0.14 0.15
Effective Release 51,737 JERSEY PT 39 187
1997 H62545 50,695 DOS REIS 29APR97 9 183
H62546 55,315 DOS REIS 29APR97 7 167
H62547 51,588 JERSEY PT 02MAY97 27 351
Effective Release 106,010 DOS REIS 16 350 0.29 0.49
Effective Release 51,588 JERSEY PT 27 351
H62548 46,728 DOS REIS 08MAY97 5 91 0.28 0.48
H62549 47,254 JERSEY PT 12MAY97 18 191
1998 61110809 26,465 MOSSDALE 16APR98 25 61
61110810 25,264 MOSSDALE 16APR98 31 40
61110811 25,926 MOSSDALE 16APR98 32 58
61110806 26,215 DOS REIS 17APR98 33 47
61110807 26,366 DOS REIS 17APR98 23 35
61110808 24,792 DOS REIS 17APR98 34 61
61110812 24,598 JERSEY PT 20APR98 87 110
61110813 25,673 JERSEY PT 20APR98 100 90
Effective Release 77,655 MOSSDALE 88 159 0.30 0.51
Effective Release 77,373 DOS REIS 90 143 0.31 0.46
Effective Release 50,271 JERSEY PT 187 200
1999 064606 25,005 MOSSDALE 20APR99 2 57
062642 24,715 MOSSDALE 19APR99 8 101
062643 24,725 MOSSDALE 19APR99 15 119
062644 25,433 MOSSDALE 19APR99 13 112
062645 25,014 DOS REIS 19APR99 20 138
062646 24,841 DOS REIS 19APR99 19 191
0601110815 24,927 JERSEY PT 21APR99 34 244
062647 24,193 JERSEY PT 21APR99 25 302
Effective Release 99,878 MOSSDALE 38 389 0.32 0.35
Effective Release 49,855 DOS REIS 39 329 0.65 0.59
Effective Release 49,120 JERSEY PT 59 546
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Release  San Joaquin Release Release Site Release  Chippsls. Antioch Expanded Chipps  Antioch  Ocean
Year River (Merced ~ Number Date Recovs.  Recovs. Adult Ocean Island Catch
River Origin) Recovs. (Age
Tag No. 1+ To 4+)
Juvenile Salmon CWT Releases Juvenile Salmon CWT Survival
Estimates
06-45-63 24,457 DURHAM 17-Apr-00 11 1" 10
FERRY
2000
06-04-01 23,529 DURHAM 17-Apr-00 7 6 10
FERRY
06-04-02 24177 DURHAM 17-Apr-00 10 10 20
FERRY
06-44-01 23,465 MOSSDALE 18-Apr-00 9 14 10
06-04-02 22,784 MOSSDALE 18-Apr-00 9 16 9
06-44-03 25527 JERSEYPT 20-Apr-00 24 50 50
06-04-04 25,824 JERSEY PT 20-Apr-00 41 47 24
Effective Release 72,163 DURHAM 28 27 40 0.31 0.20 0.38
FERRY
Effective Release 46,249 MOSSDALE 18 30 19 0.31 0.34 0.29
Effective Release 51,351 JERSEY PT 65 97 74
601060914 23,698 DURHAM 28-Apr-00 7 8 4
FERRY
601060915 26,805 DURHAM 28-Apr-00 5 15 4
FERRY
0601110814 23,889 DURHAM 28-Apr-00 10 8 0
FERRY
0601061001 25,572 JERSEY PT 1-May-00 48 76 14
0601061002 24,661 JERSEY PT 1-May-00 30 76 32
Effective Release 74,392 DURHAM 22 3 8 0.19 0.14 0.12
FERRY
Effective Release 50,233 JERSEY PT 78 152 46

Note: Ocean recoveries are based on data through 2001

San Joaquin River Salmon Protection

One of the VAMP objectives is to provide improved conditions and increased survival of
juvenile Chinook salmon smolts produced in the San Joaquin River tributaries during their
downstream migration through the lower river and delta. It is hoped that these actions to improve
conditions for the juveniles would translate to greater adult escapement in future years, especially
during low flows, when escapement 2 ' years later has been extremely low in the San Joaquin
basin (Figure 3-13).
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Figure 3-13 Natural and Hatchery Escapement Returning to the San Joaquin Basin
Between 1953 and 2001.
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To determine if VAMP in 2002 was successful in protecting juvenile salmon emigrating
from the San Joaquin River tributaries, estimates of survival were compared with VAMP and in
the absence of VAMP. Catches of unmarked salmon at Mossdale and in salvage at the CVP and
SWP facilities were also compared prior to and during the VAMP period.

Unmarked Salmon Recovered at Mossdale

In assessing VAMP’s objective to provide increased protection for the natural production of
juvenile salmon migrating from the San Joaquin River tributaries, an estimate of survival was
calculated with VAMP and in the absence of VAMP. The equation of survival to flow/exports
was used to estimate survival under both conditions (Figure 3-11). With VAMP the flow/export
ratio during the VAMP period was 2.3. This flow/export ratio generated a survival of 0.15.
Without the export curtailments and flow augmentation due to VAMP the flow/export rate was
estimated to be 0.35 (given the barrier was still in without the VAMP flow and exports). At this
level of flow/export rate survival was estimated to have been 0.08. The export curtailments and
increase in flows from VAMP essentially doubled survival from 0.08 to 0.15.

The original time period for VAMP (April 15 to May 15) was chosen based on historical
data that indicated a high percentage of the juvenile salmon emigrating from the San Joaquin
tributaries were passing into the delta at Mossdale during that time period. The average catch per
minute per day of unmarked juvenile salmon caught in Kodiak trawling at Mossdale between
March 15 and June 30, 2002 is shown in Figure 3-14. Unmarked salmon do not have an adipose
clip and could be fish from the Merced River Hatchery or juveniles from natural spawning. An
assessment of the percent of catch per unit effort over time indicated that the majority of juvenile
salmon (77%) migrated past Mossdale during the VAMP period. Delaying removal of the HORB
until May 24, continuing export curtailments and ramping exports into early June protected an
even greater percent of the population (91%). Reducing flows may stimulate movement of the
juvenile salmon out of the system. Continuing the export curtailments and keeping the barrier in
place for a week after the VAMP period provided some protection to these later out-migrants.
These additional protection measures after the VAMP period appear to have been beneficial to
protecting a greater proportion of the population of unmarked juvenile salmon emigrating from
the San Joaquin basin.
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Figure 3-14 Catch Per Cubic Meter of all Unmarked Juvenile Chinook Salmon in the
Mossdale Kodiak Trawl, March 15, 2002 Through June 30, 2002.
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Each unique size in millimeters of the juvenile salmon migrating past Mossdale between
March 15 and June 30 is shown in Figure 3-15. In early April there were large juvenile salmon
observed in the catch. These may be yearlings that have over-summered in the San Joaquin
tributaries. Additional protection in early April may be warranted for this component of the

population.
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Figure 3-15 Individual Fork Lengths for Unmarked Juvenile Chinook in the Mossdale
Kodiak Trawl, March 15, 2002 Through June 30, 2002.
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Salmon Salvage and Losses at Delta Export Pumps

Fish salvage operations at the CVP and SWP export facilities capture unmarked salmon for
transport by tanker truck and release downstream in the western Sacramento-San Joaquin delta.
The untagged salmon are either naturally produced or are untagged hatchery salmon, potentially
from any source in the Central Valley. It is not certain which unmarked salmon recovered are of
San Joaquin basin origin, although the timing of salvage and fish size can be compared with
Mossdale trawl data and CWT recovery data at the facilities to provide some general indications.

The salvage at the facilities is based on expansions from sub-samples taken throughout the
day. Approximately 4-5 salmon lost per salvaged salmon in the SWP Clifton Court Forebay
based on high predation rates. The CVP pumps divert directly from the Old River channel and the
loss estimates range from about 50-80% of the number salvaged, or about 6— 8 times less per
salvaged salmon than for the SWP. The loss estimates do not include any indirect mortality in the
delta due to water export operations or additional mortality associated with trucking and handling.
Salvage density of salmon is the number of salvaged fish per acre-foot of water pumped.

The number of juvenile salmon that migrated through the system, the placement of the
HORB, and the amount of water pumped by each facility are some of the factors that influence
the number and density of juvenile salmon salvaged and lost. Density may be the best indicator of
when the most juvenile salmon were moving through the salvage system.

A review of the weekly salvage data around the 2002 VAMP period indicates that the
highest salvage and losses occurred during the second week of May at the SWP and in the second
week prior to the VAMP period at the CVP (Figures 3-16 and 3-17). Salmon density was highest
in the first week of the VAMP period at the CVP facility, which also had high densities in the two
preceding weeks, and in the fourth week of the VAMP period at the SWP facility (Figure 3-18).
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The salvage, loss and density information indicates that the salmon protection measures of
VAMP may have been beneficial if they were implemented in the first half of April, similar to
2000 and 2001. Reducing exports during this earlier period of time would not only provide better
conditions for juvenile salmon emigrating from the San Joaquin River basin, but from the
Sacramento River basin as well. Juvenile spring-, winter-, and fall- run Chinook salmon migrate
through the Delta in early April from the Sacramento River basin. Compared to the previous two
years, salvage, losses, and density were several times lower in 2002, indicating that overall
juvenile abundance was much less this year at the fish facilities.

Figure 3-16 2002 SWP Salmon Salvage and Loss.
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Figure 3-17 2002 CVP Salmon Salvage and Loss.
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Figure 3-18 2002 SWP & CVP Expanded Salmon Salvage Density.
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The size distribution of unmarked salmon during April and May in the Mossdale trawl
(Figure 3-15) and at the salvage facilities (Figure 3-19: Source E. Chappell, DWR) were
generally similar in 2002, as was observed in 2001.

Figure 3-19 Observed Chinook Salvage at the SWP & CVP Delta Fish Facilities 8/01/01
through 7/31/02.

250 -

- o
n =)
=) =

FORK LENGTH MM
g
=

STHONI HIDNIAT A 04

n
=]

] WINTER
0 ] 1 1

|
I | |
| | |
I | I |
I | | |
1 1 1 1 1 1% 1 1 1 1.6 1 1 1 15 1 16 1 16 1 1 1 1 1 16 31
AUGO1 SEPO1 OCTO01 NOVOl DECOl1 JANO2 FEBO2 MARO2 APRO2 MAY02 JUNO2 JULO2

Date

Results of this analysis showed that the 2002 VAMP experiment coincided with the
majority of the salmon smolt emigration. Reductions in SWP and CVP exports and increased San
Joaquin River flow provided improved conditions for salmon survival, although starting the
VAMP period two weeks earlier may have had substantial benefits. Additional VAMP studies are
required, however, to improve quantification of biological benefits over a broader range of
environmental conditions.
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Summary and Recommendations

The variability in survival (recovery rates) at any one flow or flow/export level with the
HORB makes any preliminary conclusions uncertain based on VAMP results to date. Measuring
survival within the narrow ranges of flow and export targets within the VAMP design further
limits our ability to detect significant differences between targets. Future studies should prioritize,
to the extent possible, flows of 7000 cfs and exports of 1500 cfs to achieve the highest target ratio
(4.7) within the VAMP design to better enable us to determine the role of flow and export on
salmon smolt survival. It is recommended that these conditions be tested as soon as possible to
determine if VAMP should continue or if the study design needs to be changed. It is uncertain
how such a condition can be prescribed independently of the hydrology within the existing San
Joaquin River Agreement, but the idea should be explored by the VAMP Management Team.
Also continued assessment of past data is recommended such that other methodologies or criteria
for determining statistical differences between groups may be developed.
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Chapter 4. Annual Summary Report
of SWP and CVP Salvage

In an attempt to better examine the effect of the Temporary Barriers Project (TBP) on fish
entrainment at the Skinner (State Water Project) and Tracy (Central Valley Project) fish facilities,
a comparison of barrier operations, Delta hydrodynamics, project exports and daily salvage
densities for 2002 was made. Graphic representations of weekly averaged data were created as a
tool for the visual comparison of changes in each variable. Each species chart was studied in
order to determine a possible method to be used in a future retroactive analysis of temporary
barrier operations and fish salvage in the south Delta.

Data Collection

The USGS provided hydrodynamics data in the form of tidally averaged daily net flow for
Middle and Old rivers (at Bacon Island) for 2002. These will be referred to as “central Delta
flows”. Delta fish facility salvage and associated water volumes were downloaded from the DFG
Bay-Delta Office ftp Web site (ftp:/ftp.delta.dfg.ca.gov). Water exports for the SWP (Banks
Pumping Plant only) and the CVP were queried from the IEP online “Data Vaults”
(http://www.iep.ca.gov/data.html). Barrier operations were obtained from the Temporary Barriers
Project “Weekly Updates” and “Schedule of Operations”, which are posted on the DWR’s South
Delta section website (http://sdelta.water.ca.gov). In some cases, the specific time of barrier
closure and/or breech was estimated based on this information.

Methods

The TBP barriers include the Head of Old River barrier (HORB) and the three agricultural
barriers: Old River barrier near the Delta Mendota Canal (OR barrier); Middle River barrier (MR
barrier); and the Grant Line Canal barrier (GLC barrier). Barrier operations are graphically
represented by vertical lines that identify relative points in time when specific barriers were put
into operation (closed) and when each was removed (breeched). Barrier-specific operational
adjustments are discussed here, but were not included in the figures.

The figures only take into consideration complete barrier installations. Incomplete
structures and changes in configuration were not included. Despite this simplification of TBP
operations, several uncharted adjustments in barrier structure and operation altered flow by an
unknown degree. Such changes were assumed to be insignificant variables relating to fish
salvage. The most notable alterations are listed below.

° The Grant Line Canal Barrier installation began April 1, but its center portion was left open
due to sufficient water levels upstream. The barrier was closed on June 12 when warm
weather and increased diversion rates in the area resulted in significantly lower water levels.
The incomplete structure altered flow characteristics in Grant Line Canal from the pre-
barrier condition, however, it was likely very slight, and therefore insignificant.

. The Old River and Middle River barriers were notched on September 16 to allow passage of
migrating adult salmon over the top of the weir. Flashboards on the Grant Line Canal
Barrier were adjusted accordingly for the same purpose.

. The tidal flap gates on the Old River and Middle River barriers were tied open from May

° 22 and 23 through June 1 and 2 respectively, in order to help reduce salvage of delta
smelt at the Delta fish facilities.
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. The six culverts on the Head of Old River Barrier were left open throughout the spring and
fall operation periods in order to protect downstream water levels. No adjustments were
made to this configuration in 2002.

Central Delta flows and project exports were plotted as cubic feet per second (cfs) (Figure

4-1). It is important to note that their respective curves respond differently to increased upstream

flow rates. Exports represent water being pumped upstream out of the Delta through the Skinner

and Tracy fish salvage facilities by the Banks and Tracy (CVP) pumping plants. These flow rates
are greater than or equal to zero since water is pumped in only one direction. Central Delta (net)
flows can be bi-directional with positive downstream flows and negative upstream flows. In

2002, central Delta flows were always negative, having exhibited daily net movement only in the

upstream direction toward the Delta fish facilities. An increase in the intensity of central Delta

flows in this direction was plotted as a lower value, and thus a lower position graphically.

Practically speaking, export curves and central Delta flow curves respond inversely when

upstream flow occurs.

Figure 4-1 Seven-day running averages of daily SWP (Banks Pumping Plant only) and CVP
exports, central Delta flows and Temporary Barriers Project operations in 2002
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The Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan (VAMP) was implemented during the spring of
2002 to protect juvenile Chinook salmon and evaluate the relationship between San Joaquin River
flow and SWP and CVP exports on survival of juvenile Chinook salmon migrating through the
Sacramento — San Joaquin Delta (VAMP, 2002 Annual Technical Report). VAMP maintained
moderate central Delta flows from April 15 through May 15.

Salvage densities for each species were plotted as the number of fish per acre feet of water
(#fish/AF) pumped through the project facility. One species chart was created for each of several
special concern fishes including delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), Chinook salmon
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus), steelhead (Oncorhyncus
mykiss) and longfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys). Each chart focuses on the salvage season, or
the time of the year when salvage of the particular species occurred. Dates when salvage occurred
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outside of the TBP operation season may not have been plotted since the data was not important
to this report. For instance, steelhead salvage densities reached relatively low to mid levels during
the last two weeks of December. Green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris) were only salvaged on
3/9/02, and therefore were not included in this report.

Data used in the species charts were averaged weekly in order to enhance the visual
characterization of significant changes. This modification removed timing discrepancies from
barrier operations and SWP and CVP salvage data. It also afforded some continuity to the central
Delta flow curves where a few daily data points were missing.

Fish Salvage Concerns

An examination of fish salvage is complicated by the fact that different fishes and age
groups behave differently to environmental conditions. The Skinner and Tracy fish salvage
facilities are not geared to effectively sample every group of fish equally. Salvage efficiency can
be related to the size and swimming ability of specific fishes or age groups. Significantly large
proportions of populations may be entrained in certain years because of their inability to escape
the pumps’ zone of influence. Larval fishes are especially susceptible to entrainment. Nobriga
and others (2000) explained that salvage of young delta smelt at the Delta fish facilities begins to
be quantified each spring when the smelt reach a length of about 25 mm. Although smaller fish
were salvaged, their numbers would not offer a reasonable estimate of the population entrained
since an unknown quantity simply pass through the screens undetected.

Differences in SWP and CVP fish collection configurations further complicate a
comparison of project salvage data. For example, the Clifton Court Forebay (CCF) may delay
salvage of fishes entrained by the SWP for up to several days relative to the CVP, which does not
have a similar holding basin. In addition, pre-screening loss of fish in the CCF is unknown. This
further complicates a daily comparison of salvage between the two facilities and other variables,
and so project-specific salvage data were not combined for the purpose of this report.

DWR performed a Banks pumping experiment on 5/25/2002 (DAT conference call,
5/28/02). The purpose of the experiment was to try to determine if an increase in delta smelt
salvage density at the end of the VAMP export reduction may be caused by the population
growing in the Clifton Court Forebay during the month of VAMP. DWR pumped at a relatively
high rate (4500 cfs from 0:00 until 06:00, then 3300 cfs until 07:00) from the CCF with the radial
gates closed. By not pumping during the rest of the day, the average daily pumping rate averaged
out to only 700 cfs. The result was an 8-fold increase in the density of delta smelt salvaged. The
management agencies (DFG, USFWS and NMFS) decided that the high salvage density on
5/25/2002 was due primarily to the resident population in the CCF, and also to an increasing delta
smelt density outside the Forebay, indicated by the higher salvage density on 5/24/2002.

Since all four races of Chinook salmon are of special concern, they were not separated by
race in this comparison. Winter-run length salmon were salvaged from December 2001 through
April 2002 (Greene, 2002). This data may be readily compared to the salmon species chart if
wanted.

Salvage Observations

After an initial examination, the plots seemed to illustrate that weekly total salvage density
appeared normally distributed for most species. This indicates that populations moved, as a
whole, through the projects’ zone of influence in the south Delta.

An obvious exception was splittail, which exhibited an uneven, bimodal distribution of
weekly total salvage densities (Figure 4-2). This pattern is especially discernable in the CVP
salvage data, among which, peaks relatively close in value occurred during the weeks of April 5
and June 7. The first of these coincided with the closure of the OR barrier and a moderate rise in
SWP exports. The second coincided with a moderate rise in pumping from both projects, and then
dropped off significantly as the GLC barrier was finally closed during the week of June 14.
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Together, the two peaks in salvage appear to bracket the moderate central Delta flows of the
VAMP. This indicates that a significant relationship may exist between splittail salvage (CVP),
moderate central Delta flows and low exports. In addition, the Middle River barrier and spring
H.O.R.B. were closed during the week prior to the start of the VAMP, and preceded steep drops
in total salvage. While the Skinner fish facility salvaged substantial splittail during the VAMP,
the Tracy facility salvaged none. By the end of this period, SWP salvage of splittail had decreased
to zero, and exhibited only a modest increase as exports and net Delta upstream flows increased.
This change in exports and Delta flows followed the breech of the spring H.O.R.B. during the
week of May 24. The complete lack of salvage during the May 25 pumping experiment indicates
that the splittail density in CCF was very low, if present at all. Together, these observations of
splittail salvage are suggestive of several potentially significant relationships within the data. A
further examination is warranted.

Figure 4-2 Weekly averaged splittail salvage densities, SWP and CVP exports, central Delta
flows and Temporary Barriers Project operations for the weeks beginning 3/15 — 6/28/02
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Delta smelt densities dropped from low levels at the start of the year to very low levels
during January. These were mostly adults, which predominantly move upstream into fresh water
areas to spawn in the months from January through March (DWR and USBR, 2003). Typically,
young fish are entrained as they hatch and disperse from March through June. These made up the
bulk of salvaged delta smelt, which began to show up in mid-April as the population entered the
projects’ zone of influence, and reached some minimum length necessary for fish to be screened
by the facilities (Figure 4-3).

Averaged total salvage density reached its peak during the week of May 24. This peak can
be attributed to a single day, 8-fold increase in salvage, during the May 25, 2002 salvage test at
the Skinner fish facility. It is also very indicative of a large resident population of delta smelt that
held up in the CCF (DAT conference call, 5/28/02).
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Figure 4-3 Weekly averaged delta smelt salvage densities, SWP and CVP exports, central
Delta flows and Temporary Barriers Project operations for the weeks beginning 3/19 —

6/18/02
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The spring H.O.R.B was breeched on the same day; however, because the CCF radial gates
were closed during the test, it could not have influenced salvage on this day. By dropping the
high and low salvage density values for the week of May 24, the weekly averaged density drops
from 1.68 to 0.65 fish/AF. If the study had not taken place, perhaps SWP salvage of delta smelt
would have shown an alternative, moderate increase, to a peak value of 0.86 fish/AF for the week
of May 31 (Figure 4-3). Given this estimate, it doesn’t appear that any obvious changes in salvage
or Delta flows occurred with the breech of the spring H.O.R.B. By the time the GLC barrier was
finally closed on June 12, delta smelt salvage was relatively over for the season. This likely
indicates that the population moved out of the south Delta and the projects’ zone of influence.

Observations of the remaining species plots were not made here, but will be utilized for
future analyses of TBP operations (Figures 4-4 through 4-6).

Recommendation

From these observations, it appears that significant correlations may exist between species
densities and changes in hydrodynamics brought about by TBP operations. This report recognizes
the fact that appearance does not prove significance. This assessment of perceived relationships
between TBP operations, central Delta hydrodynamics and species salvage acts as a starting point
for future analyses.

The next step in analysis is to test for correlations between daily salvage densities and
central Delta flows during periods defined by specific barrier operations. Instead of testing an
entire salvage season for significant relationships among the variables, it should be broken down
into segments based on individual barrier operations. The vertical lines that illustrate TBP
operations on the species charts will serve as landmarks for dividing up each species’ salvage
season. Depending on the successfulness of this process, such examinations will be part of a
retrospective salvage analysis in subsequent monitoring reports.
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Figure 4-4 Weekly averaged Chinook salmon salvage densities, SWP and CVP exports,
central Delta flows and Temporary Barriers Project operations for the weeks beginning
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Figure 4-5 Weekly averaged steelhead salvage densities, SWP and CVP exports, central
Delta flows and Temporary Barriers Project operations for the weeks beginning
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Figure 4-6 Weekly averaged longfin smelt salvage densities, SWP and CVP exports, central
Delta flows and Temporary Barriers Project operations for the weeks beginning 3/19 —
6/18/02
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Resources

Nobriga and others, 2000. Spring 2000 delta smelt salvage and delta hydrodynamics and an introduction of
the delta smelt working group’s decision tree. [IEP Newsletter 14 (2): 42-44.

DWR and USBR, 2003. Draft Biological Assessment for delta smelt and Sacramento splittail for the CVP-
OCAP, prepared by the USBR and DWR

Greene, S. 2003. Observed Chinook salmon salvage at the SWP and CVP Delta Fish Facilities 8/1/01
through 7/31/02. San Joaquin River Group Authority 2002 Annual Technical Report, Figure 5-19.

Summary of DAT (Data Assessment Team) conference call, 5/28/02.
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Chapter 5. Swainson’s Hawk Monitoring and
Mitigation

Monitoring

Surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawks were initiated on March 22, 2002 within a radius of
% mile from all Temporary Barrier sites and project staging/storage facilities as required by the
DFG Incidental Take Permit. Surveys and monitoring were completed 5 and 3 days prior to the
initiation of construction activities to determine the status of and the potential to impact nesting
Swainson’s hawks.

Construction of the Head of Old River barrier was initiated on April 1; construction on each
of the three agricultural barriers was initiated between April 2 and 12. An Environmental
Education Session was provided at each barrier site for which there was potential to impact
protected terrestrial species.

Prior to the initiation of construction at the barriers, pre-nesting Swainson’s hawk pairs
were observed within ¥ mile of Grant Line Canal barrier and Head of Old River Barrier, as well
as about 2 mile from each of the rock storage areas; each pair was monitored through the
construction period of the respective barrier/storage area, as per the specifications listed within
the ITP. No pre-nesting Swainson’s hawks were observed within /2 mile of the Middle River
barrier.

A Swainson’s hawk pair initiated nesting activities about 700 meters downstream of the
Head of Old River Barrier on the San Joaquin River. The nest was constructed in a large
cottonwood on the east side of the river, but the female was never observed on the nest. This pair
has failed for each of the three years they have been observed, apparently unable to complete the
nesting cycle. There is no indication that construction activities affect this pair, as they are
buffered from almost all sound and visual disturbances originating at the barrier site.

The pair that traditionally nested closest to the barrier site was not observed this year. They
may have moved away from the nest site, or one or both of the pair may have died and the nest
site was abandoned. A Swainson’s hawk was observed in an old nest tree (Oak) 450 meters
downstream in which the before-mentioned pair nested in 1996, but no nest was constructed in
that tree to my knowledge.

Swainson’s hawks nested on Grant Line Canal 300 meters upstream of the barrier site in the
same oak tree used in 2000. One active young was last observed in the nest on June 26, two
weeks after the barrier was completed and activities at the site ended, and the young was
presumed to have fledged.

Swainson’s hawks were observed at the same nest tree used and abandoned in 2001, along
Tracy Boulevard, 600 meters south of the Grant Line Canal barrier rock storage site on Howard
Road. That nest site was likely abandoned in 2001 when the majority of the riparian corridor
burned. Although the pair began nesting in 2002, they disappeared sometime after May 8 and
were not observed at the nest site again.

There were no Swainson’s hawks observed nesting, or attempting to nest, within %2 mile of
either the Middle River Barrier or Old River (DMC) barrier.

Mitigation
Swainson’s hawk mitigation funds received for the 2002 construction season will be used

for a population genetics study to determine the genetic relationship between Central Valley
Swainson’s hawks and Swainson’s hawks in the Great Basin, Great Plains, Arizona, and Canada.
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Chapter 6. Water Elevations

The 2002 water elevation monitoring program included operation and maintenance of
sixteen tide gauging stations near the barriers as shown in Figure 6-1. The 2002 monitoring
program covers the period from October 2001 through December 2002, where stage is monitored
at various stations with remote sensors.

Figure 6-1. Tide Stations in the Southern Delta
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Instrumentation recorded water surface elevation daily at fifteen-minute intervals. Later, the
data records were retrieved and downloaded to a computer for subsequent analysis.

Data collected at these stations were used to determine effects of the barriers on the water
surface elevations and circulation patterns in the South Delta. Circulation patterns are estimated
using the water surface elevation data as an input to the hydrologic math model (DWRSM2).
Results of the model can be found elsewhere in this report.

Tides along the Pacific Coast exhibit a cycle of two high and two low tides over an
approximately 25- hour period (Figure 6-2). These cycles vary in height throughout the day. Two
elements make up a typical tidal curve.

. The tidal range is the difference between the highest and lowest tidal elevations.
. The daily inequality is the difference between the heights of successive high or low tides
and the time between corresponding high or low stands of sea level.
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Figure 6-2 Tide stage variation over a 25-hour cycle

Tide Stage along the Pacific Coast
over a 25 hour period
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A biweekly pattern of spring and neap tides is overlaid on top of the daily pattern.
Additional patterns occur at longer intervals throughout the year.

Typically, farmers in the south Delta encounter pumping difficulties due to low water
elevations during the irrigation season. One objective of the Old River at Tracy, Middle River,
and Grant Line Canal barriers is to improve water elevations for agricultural diversions. This goal
is achieved by installing barriers with culverts that restrict flow in the downstream direction
during (receding) ebb tides, resulting in increased water levels upstream of the barrier. During
periods of increasing (flood) tides, the open flap gates allow flow in the upstream direction.
Sometimes during high flood tides water also flows over the barrier, thereby further increasing
water level upstream of the barrier. The increasing tide replenishes water being lost or diverted
for agriculture and will maintain higher water levels during the next receding tide.

The agricultural barriers are constructed of rock with flap-gated culverts to allow flow in
the upstream direction. Design of the three barriers varies slightly due to differences in upstream
channel geometry.

The following are highlights of barrier installation effects:

. At low tide, water surface elevation upstream of the barrier is raised, but the elevation
downstream remains nearly the same.

. Extreme high tide water surface elevations upstream of the barrier may be slightly delayed
and reduced due to energy losses through the culverts.

. During ebb tides, culvert flap gates seal and retain water behind the barriers.

Middle River Barrier

The Middle River Barrier is constructed to an elevation of +3.0 feet National Geodetic
Vertical Datum (NGVD) and has six 48-inch diameter culverts. The center weir is 140 feet wide
and constructed to an elevation of +1.0 foot NGVD (Figure 6-3). The center portion of the barrier
is removed seasonally, while the culverts and the abutments remain in place year-round. (Three
culverts are located in the north abutment and three culverts are located in the south abutment.)
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Figure 6-3 Middle River Barrier Profile
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The Middle River (MR) barrier was installed between April 10 and April 15, 2002. The flap
gates were tidally operational until November. For the 2002 operation, all three agricultural
barriers were allowed to remain until late November. The MR barrier removal work began on
November 20, and was fully removed on November 23.

Water level monitoring is conducted at two nearby tide recording stations, B95500
downstream of this barrier at Borden Highway (Highway 4) and at B95503 just upstream of the

barrier.

Figure 6-4 shows the mean monthly high tides and mean monthly low tides upstream and
downstream of the Middle River barrier from April 2002 to November 2002, when the barrier
was operational. Figure 6-4 shows an increase in mean monthly low water levels of about one
foot on the upstream end while the barrier was operational. This is a positive effect for irrigators.
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Figure 6-4 Water levels upstream and downstream of Middle River barrier
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Old River at Tracy

The Old River at Tracy (ORT) barrier is constructed to an elevation of +4.0 feet NGVD and
has nine 48-inch diameter culverts. The center weir is 75 feet wide and constructed to an
elevation of +2.0 feet NGVD (Figure 6-5). The whole barrier structure is removed seasonally.

The ORT barrier was installed between April 1 and April 18, 2002. The flap gates were
operational until late November when the barrier was removed. The barrier removal work began
on November 16, and was fully removed on November 29, 2002.

Water level monitoring is conducted at two nearby tide stations, (1) B95365, downstream of
the ORT barrier; and (2) B95366 upstream of the barrier. Figure 6-6 shows stages upstream and
downstream of the Old River at Tracy barrier from April 2002 to November 2002, when the
barrier was operational. Figure 6-6 shows an increase in mean monthly low water levels of more
than 1.0 foot for the period between June and October on the upstream end when the barrier was
operational. This is positive effect for irrigators.
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Figure 6-5 Old River at Tracy barrier profile
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Figure 6-6 Water levels upstream and downstream of Old River at Tracy Barrier
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Grant Line Canal Barrier

The Grant Line Canal (GLC) barrier is constructed to an elevation of +4.0 NGVD and also
has six 48-inch diameter culverts at the southern abutment of the barrier. The center weir is 140
feet wide and constructed to an elevation of +1.0 foot NGVD. In 2002, a 10 feet wide weir was
constructed on the southern abutment to allow delta smelt passage (Figure 6-7). The culverts, fish
passage weir and the southern abutment of the Grant Line Canal barrier are designed to remain in
the channel year round. This will have less disruptive effects to the Swainson’s hawk during the
construction in spring.

The GLC barrier was installed between April 1 and June 12, 2002. Six flap gates were tied
open till June 12 the closure day of the middle portion of the barrier. After June 12, the flap gates
resumed normal tidal operation until late November when the barrier was removed. The barrier
removal work began on November 14, and was fully removed on November 25, 2002.

Water level monitoring is conducted at two nearby tide recording stations: (1) B95300 just
downstream of the barrier, and (2) B95310 upstream of the barrier.

Figure 6-7 Grant Line Canal barrier profile
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Figure 6-8 shows stages upstream and downstream of the GLC barrier from June 2002 to
November 2002, when the barrier was in operation. Figure 6-8 shows an increase in mean
monthly low water levels of about 2.0 feet while the barrier was operational.
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Figure 6-8 Water levels upstream and downstream of Grant Line Canal barrier
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Old River at Head Barrier

The head of Old River barrier (HORB) is designed as a fish barrier to prevent San Joaquin
River Chinook Salmon Smolt from migrating down through Old River toward the Central Valley
Project and State Water Project export facilities. The spring HORB was originally designed to
withstand a San Joaquin River flow of about 3,000 cfs. Through the years, the design and
installation of the HORB has been revised on several occasions to accommodate different needs.
For 2002 and future years, the barrier design includes two versions. A “low-flow” barrier would
be built to a height of ten feet mean sea level (MSL) when San Joaquin River target flows are
below 7,000 cfs. A “high-flow” barrier would be built to a height of 11 feet MSL for San Joaquin
River target flows of 7,000 cfs and above and additional material would be placed to raise the
abutments to 13 feet MSL. Both barrier versions are equipped with six 48-inch diameter operable
culverts and an overflow weir back-filled with clay. In 2002, the low-flow version was installed
(Figure 6-9).
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Figure 6-9 Spring head of Old River barrier profile
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The dimensions of the 2002 HORB were the same as the 2001 HORB. The base width of
the HORB was 100 feet and the crest elevation was ten feet MSL. The top of HORB was
constructed with a 75-foot wide notch, back filled with clay and protected with concrete grid
mats. This larger HORB was designed to safely operate with flows corresponding to stages up to
8.5 feet MSL.

To help mitigate anticipated low water levels in the south Delta (downstream of the HORB)
caused by the operation of the HORB, six operable culverts were installed in the barrier. During
2002, all six culverts were open during the barrier operation.

The spring barrier was installed between April 2 and April 18, 2002. Barrier removal began
on May 22 and was completed by June 7, 2002.

The fall HORB barrier was installed between September 24, 2001 and October 4, 2002.
Barrier removal November 11and was completed by November 21. It was constructed to an
elevation of +4.0 NGVD and had six 48-inch diameter culverts (Figure 6-10).

Figure 6-10 Fall head of Old River barrier profile
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Chapter 7. South Delta Water Quality

Chapter 7. 2002 South Delta Water Quality

Weekly Water Quality Sampling

During the spring, summer and fall of 2002, four temporary rock barriers were installed in
the South Delta as part of the South Delta Temporary Barriers Project. DWR implemented a
water quality sampling program to evaluate the potential impacts of barrier installations upon
South Delta water quality. The sampling program commenced on March 26™ and was completed
on December 3. The four barriers were all installed on or after April 15" and removed by
November 21*. The Head of Old River Barrier (HORB) differed from the three agricultural
barriers in its duration of operation. It was operated for 34 days in spring (April 18 to May 22)
and 38 days in fall (October 4 to November 11), having been breached for the intervening period.

There were ten sampling sites: one on the downstream side of each barrier, one on the
upstream side of each barrier, excluding the Old River at Head, and an additional site located
much further upstream on each of the main river channels (Old River, Middle River, and Grant
Line Canal). Figure 7-1 identifies the location of the four temporary barriers and the ten water
sampling sites.

The Middle River barrier is upstream of the confluence of Middle River, Trapper Slough,
and North Canal. The Old River at Tracy barrier is eight miles northwest of the town of Tracy
and about a mile east of the Delta Mendota Canal intake at the Tracy Pumping Plant. The Old
River at Head barrier is immediately downstream of the Old and San Joaquin River split. The
Grant Line Canal (GLC) barrier is located approximately 400 feet upstream of the Tracy Road
Bridge at the east end of the GLC.

The Middle River, Old River at Tracy, and Grant Line Canal barriers were primarily
installed to improve water circulation and to increase and stabilize water levels in the South Delta
during the agricultural irrigation season. The Old River at Head barrier was constructed to
increase net downstream flows in the lower San Joaquin River to aid salmon smolt out-migration
in the San Joaquin River, and ultimately through the Delta to the Pacific Ocean. The operation of
the HORB also benefits San Joaquin River basin steelhead during their emigration to the ocean.

Water sampling was conducted every Tuesday morning between 6:00 AM and 9:00 AM for
the entire operational period of the barriers. Channel water was tested at the ten sites using field
instruments for temperature, dissolved oxygen, specific electrical conductivity and turbidity.
Every other Tuesday, filtered samples were collected at the ten sites for analysis by Bryte Lab.
Constituents tested for were:

. Dissolved ammonia
Dissolved nitrite + nitrate
Dissolved organic nitrogen
Dissolved orthophosphate
Turbidity

Chlorophyll a

Pheophytin a

Middle River Barrier

The Middle River barrier was constructed on April 15", 2002 and removed on November
21*,2002. Monitoring of the Middle River was conducted at three sites: 1) the Undine Road
Bridge (site 3) just downstream of the split between Middle and Old Rivers, 2) Tracy Road bridge
over Middle River (site 2), and 3) at Union Point (site 1) immediately downstream of the Middle
River barrier. Figure 7-2 shows the results of the weekly water quality testing for the Middle
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River while the barrier was in place. In addition, the data are displayed in Tables 7-1 through 7-3,
which show pre-barrier, during and post-barrier sampling events.

Figure 7-1 Map of water quality sampling sites and temporary barriers in the South Delta
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Middle River water temperatures began to steadily increase in mid-spring and continued to
rise until early July, likely as an effect of increasing air temperatures and solar irradiation.
Summer temperatures were consistently high, averaging over 20°C. Temperatures gradually
declined in late summer and then sharply throughout fall with average temperatures decreasing
about 10°C. Mean water temperatures were within 1°C for all three sites, which indicates there
were only minor temperature differences between monitoring locations. In addition to localized
differences, variability in water temperature data for the Middle River monitoring stations may be
due to differences in sampling times. While the barrier was operational the highest recorded
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temperature was 25.7 °C on July 2™ and the lowest was 11.5 °C on November 19", both at the
Undine Road station.

There were no discernible trends in dissolved oxygen concentrations at the Undine Road
and Union Point sites, but there was an evident pattern at the Tracy Road site. Dissolved oxygen
(DO) readings at Tracy Road tended to decline beginning in mid-June and were consistently low
until early September, probably as a result of warm summer water temperatures and decreased
flow down the San Joaquin River. DO concentrations at Tracy Road during the summer were
consistently lower than at Undine Road and Union Point. Four field readings collected at Tracy
Road were less than 5 mg/L. No field readings at Undine Road and Union Point were less than
5.50 mg/L. The lowest DO reading was 4.0 mg/L on August 13" and the highest DO reading was
11.40 mg/L on November 5", both at Tracy Road. The mean DO values for Undine Road and
Union Point were 7.80 mg/L and 7.41, respectively. Tracy Road had the lowest DO concentration
in the Middle River with a mean of 6.68 mg/L. The barrier appeared to have an impact on
upstream DO levels in the Middle River during the summer since readings at Union Point (just
downstream of the barrier) were consistently higher than readings at the Tracy Road site (just
upstream of the barrier).

Specific electrical conductivity values were clearly higher upstream of the barrier at the
Undine Road site from the late spring through summer. Conversely, values at the Tracy Road and
Union Point sites were strikingly lower and comparable until late summer. Beginning in late
August specific conductance at Tracy Road tended to be noticeably higher than at Union Point
and in some instances higher than at Undine Road. Union Point had consistently lower and less
variable specific electrical conductivity readings than the two upstream sites with a mean of 377
uS/cm and a standard deviation of 88.0 uS/cm. Comparatively, Tracy Road and Undine Road had
means of 489 uS/cm and 700 uS/cm and standard deviations of 187.7 uS/cm and 145.6 uS/cm,
respectively. At the Undine Road site there was a marked increase in specific electrical
conductivity from mid-spring into early summer with values increasing from 374 pS/cm on April
30™ to 801 uS/cm on June 18™. Values were fairly constant the remainder of the summer and
began to fall slightly in late September before rising again in mid-November. At the Tracy Road
and Union Point sites specific conductance declined from late spring into early summer with
values rising again in early August. Overall, the minimum-recorded value was 240 pS/cm on July
23" at Union Point and the maximum-recorded value was 884 pS/cm on November 19™ at
Undine Road.

Water clarity seemed to diminish upstream of the barrier as turbidity values were higher at
the Tracy Road and Undine Road monitoring stations than at the Union Point site. Undine Road
was the most turbid site on the Middle River with values ranging from 4.4 to 43.0 NTU and a
mean of about 20.5 NTU. Turbidity readings at Undine Road tended to be higher in the summer
relative to the other two sites. During the spring and fall turbidity values at the three Middle River
sites were, comparatively, similar. Turbidity readings at Union Point were consistently the lowest
throughout the monitoring period ranging from 4.0 to 16.0 NTU with a mean of about 8.9 NTU.
Just upstream of the barrier at Tracy Road turbidity values ranged from 7.5 to 31.7 NTU with a
mean of about 15.5 NTU.
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Figure 7-2 2002 Weekly Water Quality Data with Middle River Barrier in Place
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Table 7-1 Middle River at Union Point: 2002 Water Quality Data

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES - CENTRAL DISTRICT

MIDDLE RIVER @ TRACY ROAD (B9D75291273)
South Delta Temporary Barriers Project - 2002 Weekly Water Quality Sampling Data

FIELD READINGS BRYTE LAB RESULTS
DATE & TIME TEMP.| D.O. E.C. TURB. | GAGE HEIGHT | NH3-N| NO,+NO3-N|ORG.-N| PO, [ TURB.|CHL.-A| PHEO.-A
(mmvddlyy PST) (°C) |(mg/L)] (uSicm) | (NTU) (ft) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) | (mg/L)] (NTU) | (ug/l) | (ug/L)
3/26/02 6:25 12.9 92 514 10.2 4.75
4/2/02 6:43 17.4 8.2 467 5.30 0.15 0.79 06 007 | 11.0 | 287 222
4/9/02 5:00 17.4 7.7 434 23.3 4.91
4/16/02 5:58 14.7 75 344 4.50 0.09 0.42 06 0.04 | 20.0 | 4.18 251
4/23/02 5:10 16.4 71 352 17.6 4.80
4/30/02 5:32 15.1 6.8 375 4.80 0.12 1.20 05 0.06 | 16.0 | 1.88 1.55
5/7/02 5:04 16.6 8.8 465 15.5 5.30
5/14/02 5:00 16.8 86 543 5.38 0.03 0.57 11 0.04 | 139 | 1.77 1.19
5/21/02 5:15 17.5 78 413 15.6 5.05
5/28/02 5:10 201 6.6 422 6.12 0.07 0.70 06 0.08 | 16.0 | 1.59 1.70
6/4/02 5:35 21.3 6.4 441 16.6 4.80
6/11/02 5:12 21.0 6.6 362 5.75 0.09 0.58 04 0.10 | 20.0 | 1.54 2.04
6/18/02 5:00 21.7 4.4 352 31.7 4.40
6/25/02 5:48 225 58 313 6.70 0.08 0.52 04 0.07 | 18.0 | 2.08 267
7/2/02 6:58 252 5.1 325 18.7 4.82
7/9/02 6:02 23.9 6.2 267 6.10 0.10 0.30 1.0 005 | 140 | 187 223
7/16/02 7:35 225 54 283 26.0 4.45
7/23/02 5:59 23.0 6.0 250 6.92 0.11 0.30 1.0 005 | 13.0 | 2.01 1.63
7/30/02 7:03 232 48 365 19.5 4.65
8/6/02 7:30 21.2 6.5 325 4.90 0.08 0.24 04 0.07 | 12.0 | 1.42 1.8
8/13/02 5:25 247 4.0 357 21.8
8/20/02 7:09 21.4 74 349 5.40 0.06 0.20 0.7 0.06 | 12.0 | 1.92 1.42
8/27/02 5:20 228 56 543 245
9/3/02 5:37 231 6.1 408 5.00 0.12 0.31 06 0.08 9.0 1.59 1.54
9/10/02 5:42 20.8 42 703 9.3 4.00
9/17/02 5:35 213 6.3 604 5.20 0.08 0.30 06 0.09 | 11.0 | 1.60 1.67
9/24/02 5:48 226 56 883 14.6 412
10/1/02 5:50 18.8 6.4 799 4.50 0.17 1.30 07 0.08 | 13.0 | 1.45 1.73
10/8/02 5:08 19.8 6.6 802 12.4 4.05
10/15/02 5:30 18.7 6.5 790 4.70 0.17 1.20 13 0.08 | 13.0 | 1.55 213
10/22/02 5:20 17.0 8.8 747 10.0 4.30
10/29/02 7:05 15.3 8.8 416 4.25 0.09 0.94 08 0.10 9.0 1.94 252
11/5/02 6:35 129 | 114 620 75 4.70
11/12/02 6:10 13.4 75 747 4.20 0.13 1.42 04 0.12 | 13.0 | 1.77 1.46
11/19/02 6:20 12.4 8.1 685 121 4.30
11/26/02 6:10 11.6 97 676 0.05 1.10 1.1 0.10 | 11.0 | 153 1.98
12/3/02 6:45 10.3 8.6 527 10.5 4.65
|= Middle River barrier in place from 4/15/02 - 11/21/02.
TEMP.| D.O. E.C. TURB. | GAGE HEIGHT | NH3-N| NO;+*NO3-N|ORG.-N| PO, [ TURB.|CHL.-A[ PHEO.-A
(°C) [(mg/L)| (uS/cm) | (NTU) (ft) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) |(mg/L)] (NTU) | (ug/L) | (ug/L)
MAXIMUM 2520 | 11.40| 883.00 | 31.70 6.92 0.17 1.42 1.30 | 0.12 | 20.00 | 4.18 267
MINIMUM 12.40 | 4.00 250.00 7.50 4.00 0.03 0.20 0.40 | 0.04 | 9.00 1.42 1.19
MEAN 19.62 | 6.68 489.06 | 17.09 4.94 0.10 0.66 069 | 0.07 | 1393 | 1.89 1.84
Range 12.80 | 7.40 633.00 | 24.20 2.92 0.14 1.22 090 | 0.08 | 11.00 | 2.76 1.48
Standard Deviation 362 | 1.56 187.70 6.53 0.75 0.04 0.42 028 | 0.02 | 334 | 0.65 0.45
Sample Variance 13.10 | 2.44 | 35,232.13 | 42.64 0.57 0.00 0.18 0.08 | 0.00 | 11.13 | 0.42 0.21
Standard Error 3.64 | 098 186.61 5.00 0.40 0.04 0.34 029 | 0.02 | 334 | 0.59 0.41
Median 20.90 | 6.50 414.50 16.10 4.80 0.09 0.55 060 | 0.08 | 13.00 | 1.77 1.69
Mode 21.30 | 8.80 352.00 #N/A 4.80 0.09 0.30 060 | 0.08 | 13.00 | 1.77 #N/A
Kurtosis -0.87 | 1.40 -0.90 0.20 0.94 0.44 -1.03 -0.12 | -0.34 | -0.24 | 12.32 -0.86
Skewness -0.49 | 0.76 0.71 0.66 1.16 0.46 0.72 0.85 | 030 | 0.51 3.34 0.61
Count 32 32 32 16 30 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
Confidence Level (95%)| 1.25 | 0.54 65.03 3.20 0.27 0.02 0.21 0.14 [ 0.01 ] 163 | 0.32 0.22

* All descriptive statistics were calculated from data recorded while the Middle River barrier was in place.
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Table 7-2 Middle River at Tracy Road: 2002 Water Quality Data

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES - CENTRAL DISTRICT

MIDDLE RIVER @ TRACY ROAD (B9D75291273)
South Delta Temporary Barriers Project - 2002 Weekly Water Quality Sampling Data

FIELD READINGS

BRYTE LAB RESULTS

DATE & TIME TEMP.| D.O. E.C. TURB. | GAGE HEIGHT | NH3-N| NO,+NO3-N|ORG.-N| PO, [ TURB.|CHL.-A| PHEO.-A
(mmvddlyy PST) (°C) |(mg/L)] (uSicm) | (NTU) (ft) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) | (mg/L)] (NTU) | (ug/l) | (ug/L)
3/26/02 6:25 12.9 92 514 10.2 4.75
4/2/02 6:43 17.4 8.2 467 5.30 0.15 0.79 06 007 | 11.0 | 287 222
4/9/02 5:00 17.4 7.7 434 23.3 4.91
4/16/02 5:58 14.7 75 344 4.50 0.09 0.42 06 0.04 | 20.0 | 4.18 251
4/23/02 5:10 16.4 71 352 17.6 4.80
4/30/02 5:32 15.1 6.8 375 4.80 0.12 1.20 05 0.06 | 16.0 | 1.88 1.55
5/7/02 5:04 16.6 8.8 465 15.5 5.30
5/14/02 5:00 16.8 86 543 5.38 0.03 0.57 11 0.04 | 139 | 1.77 1.19
5/21/02 5:15 17.5 78 413 15.6 5.05
5/28/02 5:10 201 6.6 422 6.12 0.07 0.70 06 0.08 | 16.0 | 1.59 1.70
6/4/02 5:35 21.3 6.4 441 16.6 4.80
6/11/02 5:12 21.0 6.6 362 5.75 0.09 0.58 04 0.10 | 20.0 | 1.54 2.04
6/18/02 5:00 21.7 4.4 352 31.7 4.40
6/25/02 5:48 225 58 313 6.70 0.08 0.52 04 0.07 | 18.0 | 2.08 267
7/2/02 6:58 252 5.1 325 18.7 4.82
7/9/02 6:02 23.9 6.2 267 6.10 0.10 0.30 1.0 005 | 140 | 187 223
7/16/02 7:35 225 54 283 26.0 4.45
7/23/02 5:59 23.0 6.0 250 6.92 0.11 0.30 1.0 005 | 13.0 | 2.01 1.63
7/30/02 7:03 232 48 365 19.5 4.65
8/6/02 7:30 21.2 6.5 325 4.90 0.08 0.24 04 0.07 | 12.0 | 1.42 1.8
8/13/02 5:25 247 4.0 357 21.8
8/20/02 7:09 21.4 74 349 5.40 0.06 0.20 0.7 0.06 | 12.0 | 1.92 1.42
8/27/02 5:20 228 56 543 245
9/3/02 5:37 231 6.1 408 5.00 0.12 0.31 06 0.08 9.0 1.59 1.54
9/10/02 5:42 20.8 42 703 9.3 4.00
9/17/02 5:35 213 6.3 604 5.20 0.08 0.30 06 0.09 | 11.0 | 1.60 1.67
9/24/02 5:48 226 56 883 14.6 412
10/1/02 5:50 18.8 6.4 799 4.50 0.17 1.30 07 0.08 | 13.0 | 1.45 1.73
10/8/02 5:08 19.8 6.6 802 12.4 4.05
10/15/02 5:30 18.7 6.5 790 4.70 0.17 1.20 13 0.08 | 13.0 | 1.55 213
10/22/02 5:20 17.0 8.8 747 10.0 4.30
10/29/02 7:05 15.3 8.8 416 4.25 0.09 0.94 08 0.10 9.0 1.94 252
11/5/02 6:35 129 | 114 620 75 4.70
11/12/02 6:10 13.4 75 747 4.20 0.13 1.42 04 0.12 | 13.0 | 1.77 1.46
11/19/02 6:20 12.4 8.1 685 121 4.30
11/26/02 6:10 11.6 97 676 0.05 1.10 1.1 0.10 | 11.0 | 153 1.98
12/3/02 6:45 10.3 8.6 527 10.5 4.65
|= Middle River barrier in place from 4/15/02 - 11/21/02.
TEMP.| D.O. E.C. TURB. | GAGE HEIGHT | NH3-N| NO;+*NO3-N|ORG.-N| PO, [ TURB.|CHL.-A[ PHEO.-A
(°C) [(mg/L)| (uS/cm) | (NTU) (ft) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) |(mg/L)] (NTU) | (ug/L) | (ug/L)
MAXIMUM 2520 | 11.40| 883.00 | 31.70 6.92 0.17 1.42 1.30 | 0.12 | 20.00 | 4.18 267
MINIMUM 12.40 | 4.00 250.00 7.50 4.00 0.03 0.20 0.40 | 0.04 | 9.00 1.42 1.19
MEAN 19.62 | 6.68 489.06 | 17.09 4.94 0.10 0.66 069 | 0.07 | 1393 | 1.89 1.84
Range 12.80 | 7.40 633.00 | 24.20 2.92 0.14 1.22 090 | 0.08 | 11.00 | 2.76 1.48
Standard Deviation 362 | 1.56 187.70 6.53 0.75 0.04 0.42 028 | 0.02 | 334 | 0.65 0.45
Sample Variance 13.10 | 2.44 | 35,232.13 | 42.64 0.57 0.00 0.18 0.08 | 0.00 | 11.13 | 0.42 0.21
Standard Error 3.64 | 098 186.61 5.00 0.40 0.04 0.34 029 | 0.02 | 334 | 0.59 0.41
Median 20.90 | 6.50 414.50 16.10 4.80 0.09 0.55 060 | 0.08 | 13.00 | 1.77 1.69
Mode 21.30 | 8.80 352.00 #N/A 4.80 0.09 0.30 060 | 0.08 | 13.00 | 1.77 #N/A
Kurtosis -0.87 | 1.40 -0.90 0.20 0.94 0.44 -1.03 -0.12 | -0.34 | -0.24 | 12.32 -0.86
Skewness -0.49 | 0.76 0.71 0.66 1.16 0.46 0.72 0.85 | 030 | 0.51 3.34 0.61
Count 32 32 32 16 30 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
Confidence Level (95%)| 1.25 | 0.54 65.03 3.20 0.27 0.02 0.21 0.14 [ 0.01 ] 163 | 0.32 0.22

* All descriptive statistics were calculated from data recorded while the Middle River barrier was in place.
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Table 7-3 Middle River at Undine Road: 2002 Water Quality Data

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES - CENTRAL DISTRICT

MIDDLE RIVER @ UNDINE ROAD (B9D75011230)
South Delta Temporary Barriers Project - 2002 Weekly Water Quality Sampling Data

FIELD READINGS BRYTE LAB RESULTS
DATE & TIME TEMP.| D.O. E.C. TURB. | GAGE HEIGHT | NH3-N| NO,+NO3-N|ORG.-N| PO, [ TURB.|CHL.-A| PHEO.-A
(mm/ddlyy PST) (°C) |(mg/L)| (uS/cm) | (NTU) (ft) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) | (mg/L)] (NTU) | (ug/l) | (ug/L)
3/26/02 7:23 13.2 75 946 10.8 5.02
4/2/02 6:54 17.7 7.8 993 4.86 0.06 1.30 1.0 0.09 | 26.0 | 57.80 15.30
4/9/02 5:31 171 8.1 866 20.6 4.62
4/16/02 6:21 16.0 9.2 653 4.53 0.03 1.30 1.2 0.09 | 13.0 | 36.70 10.90
4/23/02 5:35 16.5 8.0 393 10.3 4.60
4/30/02 5:30 13.1 8.4 374 4.41 0.13 0.96 05 022 | 260 | 7.43 3.60
5/7/02 5:33 15.7 8.8 391 12.2 5.20
5/14/02 5:50 15.8 7.9 419 5.30 0.05 0.97 03 0.08 | 11.0 | 7.75 3.37
5/21/02 5:31 16.8 76 548 8.9 5.43
5/28/02 5:53 19.4 8.7 561 6.00 0.02 1.20 03 0.07 | 22.0 | 41.40 11.60
6/4/02 5:40 211 85 692 243 5.35
6/11/02 5:40 196 | 104 764 5.44 0.04 0.90 07 0.06 | 43.0 | 57.10 | 28.00
6/18/02 5:55 21.0 72 801 248 5.00
6/25/02 5:34 224 8.2 764 5.94 0.11 0.75 1.0 0.03 | 35.0 | 83.80 | 42.30
7/2/02 7:41 257 6.3 732 20.0 4.35
7/9/02 6:30 23.9 (7 750 6.30 0.06 1.20 06 0.09 | 28.0 | 90.80 | 32.20
7/16/02 8:10 235 6.8 767 222 4.40
7/23/02 6:45 235 6.2 792 6.74 0.18 1.28 0.9 012 | 32.0 | 43.20 | 29.10
7/30/02 7:50 237 73 751 18.7 4.70
8/6/02 6:40 21.9 76 770 6.06 0.10 1.40 11 0.14 | 32.0 | 39.70 | 22.10
8/13/02 5:45 25.0 76 853 34.8 4.75
8/20/02 7:35 20.7 6.8 833 6.00 0.18 1.10 06 0.12 | 28.0 | 67.20 | 21.40
8/27/02 5:45 222 8.4 796 15.5 4.38
9/3/02 6:03 23.8 6.8 793 5.78 0.20 1.50 06 0.10 | 38.0 | 69.10 | 42.80
9/10/02 5:55 206 | 10.0 799 15.9 4.64
9/17/02 5:57 21.0 {2 831 5.81 0.17 1.80 05 0.11 | 25.0 | 66.30 | 25.90
9/24/02 6:30 222 56 846 11.8 4.85
10/1/02 6:05 19.1 6.6 767 5.64 0.14 2.10 0.9 012 | 17.0 | 13.20 9.22
10/8/02 5:50 19.4 86 747 19.0 4.80
10/15/02 6:16 18.0 8.8 757 5.37 0.15 1.70 11 0.11 | 14.0 | 27.10 11.60
10/22/02 5:40 16.6 8.3 493 10.8 5.02
10/29/02 7:34 14.5 78 718 5.04 0.14 1.17 04 011 | 10.0 | 8.81 3.91
11/5/02 7:10 12.2 8.2 701 6.3 5.10
11/12/02 6:45 14.2 8.1 666 5.10 0.16 1.16 07 017 | 21.0 | 5.16 3.17
11/19/02 7:15 11.5 6.1 884 4.4 8.43
11/26/02 6:40 11.4 77 922 3.30 0.25 1.60 1.1 0.14 8.0 7.04 231
12/3/02 6:25 10.1 9.3 924 33.7 4.35
|= Middle River barrier in place from 4/15/02 - 11/21/02.
TEMP.| D.O. E.C. TURB. | GAGE HEIGHT | NH3-N| NO;+*NO5;-N|ORG.-N| PO, [ TURB.|CHL.-A| PHEO.-A
(°C) [(mg/L)| (uS/cm) | (NTU) (ft) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) | (mg/L)] (NTU) | (ug/L) | (ug/L)
MAXIMUM 25.70 | 10.40| 884.00 | 34.80 8.43 0.20 2.10 120 | 022 | 43.00 | 90.80 | 42.80
MINIMUM 11.50 | 5.60 374.00 435 4.35 0.02 0.75 0.30 | 0.03 | 10.00 | 5.16 3.17
MEAN 19.39 | 7.80 700.19 | 16.24 5.33 0.12 1.28 0.71 0.11 | 24.69 | 41.55 18.82
Range 14.20 | 4.80 510.00 | 30.45 4.08 0.18 1.35 090 | 0.19 | 33.00 | 85.64 | 39.63
Standard Deviation 3.91 | 1.09 145.63 7.92 0.84 0.06 0.35 029 | 0.04 | 994 | 2855 13.56
Sample Variance 15.26 | 1.19 | 21,206.74 | 62.78 0.70 0.00 0.13 0.08 | 0.00 | 98.90 | 815.13| 183.97
Standard Error 394 | 1.07 138.65 7.65 0.88 0.06 0.34 0.29 | 0.05 | 10.17 | 22.24 6.15
Median 20.10 | 7.85 754.00 15.70 5.15 0.14 1.20 065 | 0.11 | 25.50 | 40.55 16.50
Mode 19.40 | 7.60 764.00 #N/A 6.00 0.18 1.20 060 | 0.12 | 28.00 | #N/A 11.60
Kurtosis -0.85 | 0.13 0.31 0.47 4.86 -1.29 0.61 -1.12 | 197 | -0.87 | -1.19 -0.98
Skewness -0.37 | 017 -1.19 0.65 1.74 -0.38 0.86 023 | 084 | 0.1 0.21 0.45
Count 32 32 32 16 32 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
Confidence Level (95%)] 1.35 | 0.38 50.46 3.88 0.29 0.03 0.17 0.14 [ 0.02 | 4.87 | 13.99 6.65

* All descriptive statistics were calculated from data recorded while the Middle River barrier was in place.
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Algal biomass, as represented by chlorophyll ¢ concentration, was considerably higher
upstream at the Undine Road site than at the monitoring sites near the barrier. Chlorophyll a
levels began to increase in mid-spring and continued to rise until early summer, reaching a peak
0f 90.8 ug/L on July 9", After peaking, chlorophyll a levels remained relatively high throughout
the summer and then declined sharply in fall, reaching a minimum of 5.16 pg/L on November
12", Overall, chlorophyll ¢ at Undine Road averaged 41.6 pg/L. Measured chlorophyll a
concentrations at Tracy Road and Union Point reached maximums of 4.18 pg/L and 8.39 ug/L on
April 16", respectively. There were not any noticeable differences in chlorophyll a levels at the
aforementioned stations, which averaged under 3 pg/L while the Middle River barrier was in
place.

When algae die, chlorophyll ¢ degrades into byproducts. Pheophytin a is a degradation
product of chlorophyll a. Pheophytin a concentrations were noticeably higher at the Undine Road
site in comparison to the downstream sites, which would be expected based on the high
chlorophyll a concentrations at Undine Road. The maximum recorded pheophytin a concentration
was 42.8 pg/L on September 3™ and the highest mean was 18.8 pg/L, both at the Undine Road
site. Measured pheophytin a concentrations in the Middle River at Union Point and Tracy Road
were relatively low compared to Undine Road while the barrier was in place averaging 1.39 ug/L
and 1.84 ng/L, respectively. Note that the minimum pheophytin a concentration at Undine Road
was greater than the maximum values at Union Point and Tracy Road.

The Middle River barrier, probably, did not have an effect on ammonia concentrations since
values at the three monitoring stations showed no discernible pattern and the means were within
0.02 mg/L of each other. The highest mean was 0.12 mg/L at Undine Road and the lowest was
0.10 mg/L at Tracy Road. Measured ammonia concentrations ranged from a maximum of 0.22
mg/L recorded on July 23" at Union Point to a minimum of 0.02 mg/L recorded on May 28" at
Undine Road.

Nitrite-Nitrate concentrations were greater upstream at the Undine Road site than at the
Union Point or Tracy Road sites. Nitrite-nitrate values at Undine Road began to increase in early
summer and peaked in early fall reaching a maximum of 2.10 mg/L on October 1*, after which
concentrations began to decrease. Conversely, at the Union Point and Tracy Road sites nitrite-
nitrate concentrations decreased slightly from early summer to early fall reaching a low of 0.20
mg/L on August 20™ at Tracy Road. Concentrations then tended to increase the remainder of the
monitoring period with Tracy Road and Union Point reaching maximum values of 1.42 mg/L and
1.03 mg/L, receptively, on November 12", The mean nitrite-nitrate concentration at Undine Road
was 1.28 mg/L, which was twice as high as the mean at Tracy Road, just upstream of the Middle
River barrier. Union Point had the lowest nitrite-nitrate concentration in the Middle River with an
average of 0.58 mg/L.

Organic nitrogen values fluctuated throughout the monitoring period ranging from 0.30 to
1.30 mg/L. The mean organic nitrogen concentration at Undine Road was 0.71 mg/L. Tracy Road
had slightly lower organic nitrogen values with an average of 0.69 mg/L. Downstream of the
barrier at Union Point organic nitrogen concentrations tended to be lower averaging 0.49 mg/L.

The Undine Road site tended to have higher orthophosphate values than Union Point and
Tracy Road sites for a majority of the monitoring period. Overall, orthophosphate concentrations
at Undine Road averaged 0.11 mg/L and reached a maximum of 0.22 mg/L on April 30",
Orthophosphate values at this site also had a far greater range (0.19 mg/L) than either Tracy Road
(0.08 mg/L) or Union Point (0.04 mg/L). Orthophosphate values at Union Point and Tracy Road
seemed to be fairly consistent and tracked relatively closely while the barriers where in place.
Overall, values at Union Point and Tracy Road averaged 0.06 mg/L and 0.07 mg/L and reached
maximums of 0.08 mg/L and 0.12 mg/L on November 12" respectively.

Overall, the Middle River barrier may have had an impact on water quality within the
immediate vicinity of barrier and the first few miles upstream. There were noticeable differences
in dissolved oxygen, specific electrical conductance, turbidity, and organic nitrogen at the
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monitoring sites just upstream and downstream of the barrier. There were also appreciable
differences in specific electrical conductance, turbidity, chlorophyll a, pheophytin a, nitrite-
nitrate, and orthophosphate at the Undine Road site in comparison to the Union Point and Tracy
Road sites. Differences may be due to barrier installations. When the sites just upstream and
downstream of the Middle River barrier show a pattern of differences for a water quality
constituent such as dissolved oxygen it may indicate the barrier, at least in part, is influencing that
constituent. However, they could also be due to some localized event(s), such as agricultural
return flows and/or tidal influence. Likely, a combination of influences is contributing to
differences seen in water quality constituents in the Middle River.

Old River Barrier

The Old River at Head barrier was constructed on April 15™, 2002 and removed on May
27" 2002, reinstalled on October 4™, 2002, and removed on November 15", 2002. This barrier
was installed during the spring and fall to aid fish migration in the San Joaquin River. The barrier
in the Old River near DMC was constructed on April 15" 2002, and removed on November 17",
2002. Monitoring of Old River was conducted at four sites: 1) Old River at Head (site 10), 2)
Tracy Road bridge over Old River (site 6), 3) immediately upstream of the barrier in Old River
near DMC (site 5), and 4) immediately downstream of the barrier in Old River near DMC (site 4).
Figure 7-3 and Tables 7-4 through 7-7 show the results of the weekly water quality testing on Old
River.

Water temperature data recorded for the Old River tended to follow seasonal patterns.
Generally, temperatures for all four sites increased steadily from spring into early summer,
remained elevated throughout the summer and decreased in the fall. Temperatures at the four
monitoring sites tracked well and there were not any notable temperature differences. The highest
mean temperature during the monitoring period was 20.23 °C at Old River at Tracy Road, which
was about 0.5 °C higher than the lowest mean temperature of 19.71 °C at the Upstream of DMC
Barrier site. While the barriers were operational the highest recorded temperature was 25.6 °C on
July 2™ and August 13", and the lowest was 11.7 °C on November 5™, both at the Old River at
Head site.

Dissolved oxygen levels began to decline in June and seemed to sag from early July through
mid-October at all the monitoring sites except Old River at Head. During this time period
nineteen field readings collected at the DMC sites, in the immediate vicinity of the barrier, were
less than 5 mg/L and three were less than 3 mg/L. The minimum dissolved oxygen recorded was
2.10 mg/L on September 24™ in the Old River downstream of the DMC barrier. Mean DO
concentrations immediately upstream and downstream of the DMC Barrier were 5.68 and 5.59
mg/L, respectively, showing little variation. Old River at Tracy Road tended to have slightly
higher DO concentrations then at the sites near the barrier with an average DO concentration of
6.23 mg/L. Six field readings collected at Tracy Road were less than 5 mg/L; none were lower
than 3 mg/L. Old River at Head had consistently higher DO concentrations in comparison to the
other three sites on Old River averaging 9.25 mg/L. The mean DO concentration at the Head site
was higher than the maximum values recorded at the other three monitoring locat