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Here are my comments: 

 (-) Page 5 states "The prevalence of invasive plants and predatory bass make the area poor 
habitat for native species such as Delta smelt and juvenile salmon.” Please cite the study 
where bass are predatory for salmon. Studies I have read say bass and salmon have lived 
side by side for over 100 years. Impacts that harm salmon also harm bass. I can send 
references if needed. The only studies I have found citing any predation are locations where 
salmon are entrapped, such as behind dams (e.g., Head of Old River Barrier) where then 
they are attacked by predators taking advantage of the situation, but not in open waters.  I 
realize that is the position of Westlands Water District law suits and, I imagine, MWD who is 
funding this project, but I think that is not a universally accepted theory. Are there studies 
that are within Franks Tract showing the bass harm salmon in that area? Also what is the 
population of Delta Smelt now in Franks Tract and are the bass a threat to them? Are they 
there? If the answer is no, then this project should be broken into two segments: 

1. How to control salinity. 
2. Where is the best place for a tidal marsh. From an economic impact, there are other 

areas that are similar to Franks Tract without causing the huge negative impact. 

(-) In general, the bass are referred to extremely negatively throughout this report. I suppose 
calling them “non-native” is true, but then all non-Native Americans referred to in this report 
should also be labeled “non-native humans” for consistency. That’s kind of a joke, but does 
point out how slanted this report is, especially the caption where they are even called “alien 
species.”  

(-) Related to the above, since the effect of this project will be to significantly impact (if not 
ruin) the main bass fishery in Northern California, the report needs to include the economic 
value of the bass fishing industry in Northern California and the economic losses projected to 
occur if this project goes through as planned.  

(-) Page 5 states that a “problem” with Franks Tract is that it is a conduit for salt water influx. 
The stated standard for the X2 salinity line has always been Pittsburg, at least that is what 
the state’s formal position has been. I suppose some years ago the exporters dropped the 
pretense that they were going to manage to that commitment and now talk about D-1641 
compliance. In this report, there are references to infringing on that even. The water exports 
are supposed to be “excess water for beneficial use” as stated in the Delta Reform Act. Once 
the exporters went over the 3-3.5 MAF level, now over 5 MAF for decades, we know the X2 
line continues to creep, especially during drought years, as indicated by 
the desperate installation of the False River Dam two years ago, which as this report says 
later, was not as successful as hoped.  Where is the balanced discussion about properly 
managing the export pumps as an alternative to controlling the X2 line? That should at least 
be referenced somewhere, unless the fact that MWD is funding this project means it cannot 
be a balanced scientific project. Or maybe, recognizing it isn’t going to be balanced, can an 
“Assumption” at the start be that exports must be maintained at the current levels. At least it 
would be a written assumption instead of the elephant in the room. 

(-) What alternatives for Delta Smelt have been considered? The Bethel Island “Alternate 
proposal” (referring to the alternative presented by Bethel Island representatives during the 
January meeting at the San Joaquin Yacht Club) would likely be equivalent as a salinity 
barrier and it would not be as devastating to the economy of Bethel Island as this proposal. 
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In fact, it could aid the economy by making it easier for boats to travel through Franks Tract 
and make it a draw for additional boaters with the new beach area and anchoring buoys as 
suggested. It would also improve some areas for Smelt. But not as much as desired by this 
project. HOWEVER, are there any other islands that have been studied for similar tidal 
marsh projects? There are four islands that MWD recently purchased. Right next to Franks 
Tract is Holland Tract. It was supposed to be restored as a wetlands. Wouldn’t the funds 
described here make more sense in making that Tract partially wetlands - and perhaps 
easier because it isn’t flooded yet. Or, if it is not as salty as Smelt prefer, there is Webb, also 
owned by MWD, slated to be a reservoir island but instead Holland could become the 
reservoir and Webb the smell habitat. Moving the tidal marsh part of the project to another 
location would not destroy the economy now related to Bass Fishing.  The combination of the 
salinity barrier and boat improvements in Franks, some restoration as proposed by the 
Bethel Island group, and use of Webb, for example, for the equivalent amount of habitat 
restoration would be a win-win for Northern California. 

 

 

According to the ESA, Interior must designate a reasonable amount of critical habitat that will 
allow the species to survive, but has discretion to locate those areas in economically friendly 
places, if available.  

(-) Page 7 “One of the alternative approaches further examined involved installing an 
operable barrier on West False River. The alternative aimed to create a longer path for salt 
water to reach south Delta export facilities via Old River. In general, when tidal flow in False 
River is unimpeded, Franks Tract acts to inject salt in the Delta and creates a shorter path for 
saline water to the export facilities. With the tidal flow in False River blocked, the high-salinity 
water is instead shunted on the flood tide farther up the San Joaquin River, and around 
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Bradford Island and Webb Tract.“ This then is another argument for Webb Tract being a 
viable salinity-level area for restoration.  

(-) Page 8 states “While it [referring to the False River Dam that was installed in 2015] 
blocked some salinity intrusion, it failed to produce all of the hoped-for benefits.” The side-bar 
that explains this is not included, but I’m interested in how it failed versus how opening a 
direct flow down Piper Slough will be an improvement. 

(-) Page 8 claims this plan meets the Delta Conservation Framework goals C and D but I 
disagree:  
GOAL C: Develop multi-benefit focused conservation and land management solutions to 
balance environmental and human needs.  
HOWEVER - this plan certainly does not meet the human needs, so it fails GOAL C. 
GOAL D: Conserve ecosystems and their ecological processes to promote function to 
benefit society and natural communities, and improve conditions for species recovery.  
HOWEVER - this plan does not really benefit society. It claims this plan is “supporting 
recreational boating, fishing, wildlife viewing, and waterfowl hunting, among other priorities“ 
yet instead it is destroying much of those instead of supporting them. True, the dredging 
helps boating in one corridor, but the entire project is a negative. 

(-) Delta Smelt spend breed in where salt and fresh water mix, then migrate into the fresh 
water channels. Currently, it sounds like they migrate through Franks Tract on their way to 
the fresh interior channels and end up in the South Delta and drawn towards the pumps. 
That is the problem that is trying to be solved. Doesn’t the current Franks Tract project block 
them significantly from their fresh water migration path? Are you assuming they would go up 
Fisherman Cut to the San Joaquin? That is going away from fresh water to get to it. Will 
they? On the other hand, if the habitat restoration were Webb, that would then allow their 
more normal migration towards fresh water and they would be further north than they now 
are if they migrate through Franks Tract. Hence another reason why Webb may be the better 
habitat restoration choice. (Webb is large, so a new levee would be needed and part of 
Webb could still be a reservoir island.) I understand it may be more subsided than Franks, so 
that is a consideration regarding size. I do not know how Little Franks is now considered for 
homes that look out on it, but if making it tidal marsh had no negative effect on the homes 
and businesses there, that may be still viable plus part of Webb. 

 (-) Page 10 states goals to: 

• Modify tidal circulation to create conditions similar to historic condition (pre-
reclamation) so that tides both enter and exit primarily through False River.  

• Eliminate tidal flow through Franks Tract into Old River.  

The current plan still leaves Piper Slough open. How is that better from a flow perspective 
than the 2015 False River Dam? Does the community of Bethel Island believe this new 
project is better from a boating perspective than a permanent lock on False River? A lock is 
annoying from a boater’s perspective, but has there been a study of the issues with this new 
plan versus that? 

(-) Another or additional alternative would be to create more marshy areas on Sherman 
Island. In fact, removing dirt from that island to create marshland would provide additional 
dirt to fill Webb Tract with.  
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(-) Page 16: This makes no sense at all to me, logically: “The restoration causes local 
changes in flow, particularly tidal flow. The most substantial increases occur in Fisherman’s 
Cut and on Old River between the San Joaquin River and Franks Tract.” 

Increased flow on Old River makes sense. But we were told there would be no additional 
flow in Piper Slough, yet this projects increased flow in Fisherman’s Cut?  I would re-run that 
model. It doesn’t sound logical that more water will come into Fisherman’s Cut but not go 
anywhere unless you’re saying the tidal marsh takes care of that. But then, there would be 
significantly more flow through Piper during outgoing tide. 

(-) Page 17: “While the modeling only showed minor changes in velocity for Piper Slough 
from the restoration approach, the potential for erosion or scour along Piper Slough 
adversely affecting levees protecting Bethel Island may need to be investigated in more 
detail as part of future planning. “ 

The sentence above should be in bold letters. First, are the “minor changes in velocity” 
acceptable? There already is a flow through that area, at times making docking in the 
marinas, such as Bethel Harbor, challenging at times. Will an increased flow affect marinas 
and home docks, causing more accidents and boating concerns? Second and even more 
important, erosion or scour affecting Bethel Island levees is a life and death situation and 
would be cause to end this project right there. 

(-) Page 17: “Modeling also explored whether the project might change tidal velocity through 
Fisherman’s Cut. Results suggest it would increase velocity, but not as much as emergency 
barrier did in 2015.” 

Similar to the prior bullet, this is a huge concern. The increase during the 2015 barrier and 
any increase at all focuses the flow right at the point of the Bethel Island levee called the 
“horseshoe.” It is already a weak point in the Bethel Island levee, so even minor increases 
should have a resulting levee strengthening project and related cost, if it is not already 
included in the project. 

(-) Page 18: “some locations will experience significant changes in phase (timing) … high 
tide will arrive up to three hours later on the east side and this will produce instantaneous 
differences in water levels on the two sides. “ I haven’t found what specifically those 
locations are that will have “instantaneous differences in water levels on the two sides” and 
what is the impact? That sounds like a problem. 

(-) Pages 18/19 - The entire discussion around salinity intrusion in this report is very 
worrisome. It talks about “These changes can still be important if they occur at stations that 
are the controlling locations in D-1641 or contractual compliance. “ It sounds like the 
agencies are giving up on supporting or meeting their contractual obligations. Once again, 
discussion of export reductions should be included in some “alternatives considered” section 
of the report. And where are the negative impacts of this salinity intrusion discussed - the 
impacts on local Delta farms and other uses of the Delta as irrigation water (golf courses, 
community lawns, etc.)? Residents on Sandmound Slough in Oakley, for example, are 
required to use Delta water for all irrigation and outside use, since the local well is insufficient 
to handle those purposes. 

(-) Page 29: “Most stakeholders strongly objected to the location and configuration of the 
proposed tidal marsh restoration areas in Franks and Little Franks Tract because it would 
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block some marina and boat traffic to residential areas. Alternative configurations are 
possible that will have less impact on local communities and economies. “ 

Re-read that part please. “Strongly objected to the location and configuration.” To me, 
that should drive the conclusion, but the conclusion is full-speed ahead on the current 
location and configuration. THEREFORE, I’d strongly suggest you add to the 
recommendations (p. 31): 

Research alternative locations for the tidal marsh restoration area(s), for example, a 
combination of using Little Franks Tract and a portion of Webb Tract and/or Sherman 
Island. In addition, research the alternative tidal berm suggested by Bethel Island in 
conjunction with recreational improvements to upgrade Franks Tract and maintain it 
as a State Recreational Area.  

Another alternative: In addition to the Bethel Island suggestion, consider moving the location 
of the salinity barrier further west to improve the water quality of the entire Franks Tract and 
to aid recreation and use of Franks Tract.  

Another recommendation should be to study the adverse affects on the black bass from the 
desired recreational dredging (which should be done regardless of where the tidal marsh is 
located to supply dirt for the various tidal marsh restoration projects on Little Franks Tract, 
Webb, and/or Sherman Island) and then evaluate how some areas of Franks Tract could be 
altered to improve their habitat. If Little Franks, Webb, etc. were deemed as the Delta Smelt 
habitat and if a new salinity berm keeps their tidal marsh area separate from Franks, we 
should be able to improve black bass habitat in addition. Win-win. 

(-) Page 29: One thing I think you captured incorrectly was in the Section 6, page 29 where it 
says, "Increasing project amenity value to local residents and users might bring it 
more public support  
The 4th bullet states: 
  o Increased fishery health across all native fisheries (not just Delta smelt); 

improvements to declining sport fish that are not deemed detrimental.   

I’m sure that no one at the Bethel Island meeting said improvements to fish “that are not 
deemed detrimental,” at least if you are putting the black bass in that category. Everyone 
there strongly wanted to protect the black bass which is a significant part of the economy and 
bass fishing in general.  

 (-) Page 30 states, "Finally, it should be acknowledged that 220 of 575 survey respondents 
indicated that they preferred the area to be left as it is. Please state if the others approved of 
the new design? Or the Bethel Island Alternative? Or what did they prefer? And were they 
stakeholders (i.e., citizens of Bethel Island)?  

(-) Page 30 - "Meetings and conversations about this proposed restoration approach have 
begun to build trust and more open communication between state agencies involved in 
restoration efforts and the general public.” - I’m curious how that was derived. I haven’t talked 
to anyone that has felt they trusted State agencies to look out for Northern California 
interests. The UCD researchers who attended the meeting appeared open to feedback, but 
the project seems to just continue on basically as it was before these meetings and I didn’t 
talk to anyone who felt there was trust there. 
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 (-) Also on Page 30, it talks about addressing the "balance environmental and human 
needs.” But what Carl said at the Bethel Island meeting was that the reason for focusing on 
the Delta Smelt wasn’t an environmental concern, it was because when the smelt get caught 
in the pumps, the pumps need to be shut down, so that is the issue MWD are trying to solve. 
It also explains why MWD is funding this study. Similarly, all of the salinity intrusion concerns 
are about continuing to export more from the pumps than the Legislature, Delta Flow 
Requirements, or Delta scientists say is all right. Everyone says that < 3.5 (or maybe even 
3.0) MAF/year average is max that should be exported from the Delta. But for decades, > 5 
MAF has been exported. If you were really balancing that need, a discussion about what the 
difference would be cutting back to 3.5 MAF. Yes, that means reducing the acreage of 
almonds on the west side, and both sides of I-5, but until that discussion is included in 
these “scientific” reports, they are suspicious and not truly “scientific."  

(-) p. 31 Conclusions: As stated previously, I am seeing that a conclusion needs to be that 
Franks Tract is not an appropriate place for the amount of tidal marsh creation currently 
planned because of the severe negative impact on the local community. And instead, an 
alternative plan needs to be developed. But you are listing all of the objections and just 
saying the equivalent of: “We like what we’ve written so we need to dump more money into 
this study instead of stepping back and seeing if there are better alternatives.” 

(-) p. 31 - "Restoration is generally consistent with the existing Management Plan for Franks 
Tract State Recreation Area.” - I thought I read it would require an amendment to the 
Management Plan because the current plan is focused on fishing and recreating and this 
plan ruins much of that. 

 (-) p. 31 - If the “Next Steps” where it says “based on a variety of scenarios considering 
restoration design and community and use group interest alternatives” is truly going to look at 
alternatives, that would be good. But I didn’t see any of that in the current write-up. Hopefully 
that is forthcoming. 

(-) Nowhere in the document do I see any reference to the homes and marinas that now look 
out on the portion of Franks Tract that is planned as a “tidal marsh” where the view is 
considered of value and probably part of the home value/worth. Two problems: (1) No where 
did I see any mention of how this wetlands will be created, except for dumping dirt there. 
What plant species will be planted? Will there be any larger trees, etc. to restore the area the 
way the Delta had more vegetation in the past. Will you plant tules, etc.? How long will it take 
before the view from the homes there is something other than a large, smelly muck pond? Or 
will they be doomed for years to look out on a field of mud? (2) Is there a difference between 
what is used as fill and the effect? We know tunnel muck is horribly smelly. Is that a 
consideration? How about mosquito abatement - marshy areas are breeding grounds for 
mosquitos. That should be discussed and addressed. 

Thank you for your consideration of comments. 

   

Janet McCleery  
5672 Drakes Drive 
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Submitted: March 24, 2018 


