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Ohjective:

IHIghlight the differences hetween: the
PreJects” operatens In the 1995 anadl the
2004 Biolegical Opiniens for delta smelt

Changes inrapproachiand eUtconmes



Endangered Species Act
Requirements

Conserve threatenead and endangered
S[PECIEs
Sectionl 7- determing It Federal action

Jeopardizes listed species and authoerize
Incidental take

Coeperate with' state'and local agencies; to
[eselve water resource ISsues



OCAP: and the' Evelution oif the
1995, Bielegical ©Opinion

Smelt listed in 1993

Eederall project needed section 7 biolegical
epInIien ter authorze incidental taker by the
Prejects; State jeined i te receive: althorzaoen

PA'S unwilling teraddress in OCAR EWSH concern
Off Indirect efifects ofi pumpIng on smelt



1995, Bielogical Opinien Outcomes

ESA‘reguires minimizing incidental take

NO-jeopardy: BOWwithi ternms and conditions
that enly minimized measuread take at the
pPUMPS

Only able te act When yellew light™ was
[eached

x Reduce: experts

x Shift exports

Very difficult precess



ACCORD, SIRA/NAMP. and
CVPIA (b)(2)

Mainly: addressed salimoenid Issues yet aid
penefit smelt

Delta smelt

» Barrier at head off old river added to Indirect
effect concerns fior smelt

s Lacked real-time moeniterng
s Smelt distrpution Unknoewn uAtl 20-mm



CALEED ROD: Protection and
[RECOVENY.

fhe Envirenmentali\Water AcCount Was
clieated 1o provide assets (Water) fior MA'S
10 Use for fish actions Instead of forced
fegulateny actions- fiexikle appreach

s AUgment streamifilow: & Delta ouithiiow

s Reduce expoert pumping



Environmental Water Account

Implemented VANP shoulders: (jpre- and
POSt-) 10) pretect delta smelt

De-emphasized take limits

Enakled use of real-timer distrbution: te
manage: exports: Indirect effects

EXpertS return ter haseline When surveys
ndicate that smelt have meved West



2004 OCAP! Process

A collaborativer effort between USBR:
PDWR, USEWS, CDEG and NOAA EIsheries



T'he New: Decision Process

Based! onllatest knewledge: ofi snelt

Updated and modified freom' the existing
delta smelt decision: tree

Developed! using ani iterative, Consensus
PrOCESS

Codified fiexiple rather thanl prescrpuive
APPreach
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Distribution off Delta Smelt, Durng and
Post-VVAMP, 2004

Survey 3 Apr 26-30 Survey 5 May 24-28
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Old vs New Decision Process

Criteria trigger meetings; Not actions
ACHIONS taken proactively.

MA'SFand PA'S WOrKing cCooperatively

A sulte off petential tools

Alble to Infuse new Infe/science

Workingr Group meets prier ter the DAY call
Planning for Independent peer review
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Moedifying| the Decision Process

Fhe DSRAVIcan e changed without
feinitiating onl the entirer ©CARP delta simelt
pielegical epinion

Fhe: Delta Smelt Woerking Grouprcan: easily,
INcorporate the latest science and
menitering outcomes Into; the DSRAM
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Conclusion

Needs ofF smelt better met
Science Integral to Precess
MUuch better for Water USers; south of delta

Collaborative Interface between Water
exports and fiSh protective actions
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