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Motivation

DWR & USGS OMR Flow Models
QOMR (CfS) =A* Qvernalis +B* Qexports +C

Water Supply Impacts Water Supply Impacts
OMR > -750 cfs OMR > -5000 cfs
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Model Development
South Delta Water Balance

OMR = San Joaquin River @ Vernalis
+ Indian Slough @ Old River
__-San Joaquin River d/s HOR
y 5 - Clifton Court Forebay diversions

~ South - Jones Pumping Plant diversions

“Delta T _ _ |
‘Diversions - CCWD Old River diversions

e - South Delta net channel depletions
oo —
* e + Change-in-storage




Model Development
Indian Slough @ Old River
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Model Development
San Joaquin River d/s HOR
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g Model Development
'n Joaquin River d/s HOR (HORB & GLC Out)
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Model Development
OMR Flow Model Constants

B -

" 1 . 5
‘?' :Q;IIR (CfS) B A Qvernalis + B Qsouth delta diversions + C

b- : HORB GLC Vernalis C
- Barrier (cfs)
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1 Tidal Effects

_ ,,.. IS = 1000 cfs; South Delta Diversions = 1000 cfs; No Barriers
i Historical Delta Inflows for Calendar Year 2001

. 7d OMR = -300 cfs £ 500 cfs S



N)e Delta Net Channel Depletions

,‘ﬂjl | 5“1 20, 75t & 90" Percentile DICU Model Estimates: 1990-2006
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Averag Average Deviation (cfs)

#
e OMR [ Hhwr MWD
'(:(':‘f’;")’ Model Model
| 469 | -6040 | 310 | 710 240
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3 Conclusions
“Model Development & Application

IS Superior. validation to observed data
B o

. ‘,‘.'_f S “‘—';'-"mbre robust sensitivity to key hydrologic variables
P‘imitétions
i el
h.__ PIEN tidaliunfluences are ignored

== - «— netichannel depletion estimates are highly uncertain
‘p)F' <

- m Recommendations
| ,?,—.r,,réca-librate with wider.range of operations data
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Conclusions
Potential Control Measures

AAAAA

_.'.'1'—-:. south Delta net.channel depletions

m Barrier operations
e A
r— Grantilline Canal appears to be the only temporary barrier that has a

- ~ significant impact on OMR flow. Additional studies should be conducted to
e o Confirm this finding.

e Water savings may result from delaying installation of the GLC temporary
- ""‘*Marrler But will delayed installation require export.curtailments to meet
e south Delta water levels?

.'-

'n Upstream flow augmentation

ot
W «‘— Measures that increase San Joaquin River flows at Vernalis would be
/éffective in controlling OMR flow.
= Such measures would be even more effective if the Paradise Cut weir.was
. A modified to divert. more water: into the south Delta.
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