MEMORANDUM

TO: 		COE/FFDRWG
FROM:	Tom Lorz, Hydraulic Engineer, Fisheries Management
DATE: 	August 18, 2025
RE:	Comments on McNary Avian Deterrence Systems.

Overall 
Staff appreciate the opportunity to review the initial alternatives and background review.  Overall, we feel this is a good start.  We believe that alternative 2A makes the most sense of the 4 options presented but were curious about potential modifications.  If the region is going to invest funds in a deterrence system, it makes sense that it covers the project and not just a portion of the project.  While the powerhouse does pass lower numbers of juvenile salmon other species such as lamprey also use this passage route and in higher numbers and should also be afforded the protection of the array since avian predation on lamprey can be an issue.  
Furthermore, the southern end of the spillway usually passes more juveniles especially at lower flows and spills.  At low flows and spills avian predators can access that area thus the wire arrays should cover that section as well.  This area is also very difficult for hazers and the boat hazers to cover so a passive system that does not require humans would make more sense.  

Specific Questions / Comments
We support the use of smaller wire if it’s needed, but do we have information that the larger diameter wire has the issues outlined.  The smaller wire will be more likely to break and will likely have a shorter life.  Staff is hoping to have a design that will last and not have a large impact on the maintenance side of the COE’s program.  Before a decision is made an additional review of the different wire diameters might be worthwhile.
Was using the pilings of the JBS or placing a tower or two downstream of the JBS considered as an option?  We understand that connecting to the pipe is not acceptable but what about the pilings (such as an extension on a piling) or placing a tower just downstream of the JBS system?  This would allow for shorter runs of wires that would be easier to install and maintain and likely lead to longer life spans of the wire.  It is our understanding that towers or placing an extension on one of the JBS pilings was deemed acceptable from a structural standpoint.  This might reduce costs even though there would be some work over the water but from an O&M standpoint this might make more sense.  
At this point, staff is unclear whether a floating deterrence system is needed and should be evaluated before it is added on.  The additional cost and requirements of removing seasonally may not be worth the effort, given that pelicans are very adaptable and would likely just move to any area outside of the floating deterrence but remain on site.  
Comments submitted to contractor with responses: 
1. From Tom Lorz (CRITFC): Do we have information that the larger diameter wire has the issues outlined? Is there opportunity for additional review of the different wire diameters?
Contractor Response: To prevent gulls from perching, wire should be <0.95mm and best if 0.7mm based on the Minnesota DNR. Wire cannot be that small due to many performance factors. Generally, the assumption is, the larger the wire size, the greater the perching. Wire diameters shown are minimum required to support structural loads and smaller wire sizes are not feasible. Opportunities for additional review of wire diameters remain with the AHJ.
-Ralph Field
Jacobs will update report to provide basis. 
2. From Tom Lorz (CRITFC): Was using the pilings of the JBS or placing a tower or two downstream of the JBS considered as an option? Why were they ruled out if they were considered?
Contractor Response: These options were considered and discussed in the Concept Design Workshop (CDW). Options which considered use of JBS pilings for tower structural support or placing towers downstream were analyzed as alternatives and ruled out. Discussed in the CDW, use of the JBS pier would add structural forces to the JBS that were not anticipated for in the JBS design thereby risking compromise of the JBS pier structural integrity. In-water towers were discussed throughout the development period. It was noted in-water towers were not preferred due to the increased chance of collecting river debris, and unfavorable conditions for tower constructability, wire installation, and operations and maintenance.
-Ralph Field
