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GLOSSARY

Terms Used in the EIR

The following definitions apply only to the terms used in this Environmental Impact
Report.

ACTIVE DIVERSION: A surface water diversion that has been operated at least one out
of the last five years.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT: The process of adaptive management is defined with three
basic elements: (i) an initial operational decision or program design made in the face of
uncertainty about the impacts of the action; (i) monitoring and research to determine
impacts of actions; and (iii) changes to operations or program in response to new
information.

AGGRADATION: The geologic process in which streambeds, floodplains, and the
bottoms of other water bodies are raised in elevation by the deposition of material
eroded and transported from other areas. It is the opposite of degradation.

AGRICULTURAL OPERATOR: Any natural person or any partnership, corporation,
limited liability company, trust, or other type of association or any public agency, as
defined in CEQA Guidelines, 8 15379, who diverts water from a stream by means of an
active diversion in the Program Area for an agricultural purpose, or is involved in an
agricultural operation on property in the Program Area through which or adjacent to
which a stream flows.

ALEVIN: Stage in the life cycle of salmon following emergence from the egg stage,
characterized by the presence of a yolk sac attached to the body.

ALLUVIUM: A general term for all deposits resulting directly or indirectly from the
sediment transport of streams, thus including the sediments laid down in riverbeds,
floodplains, lakes, fans, and estuaries. ALLUVIAL adj.

ANADROMOUS: Pertaining to fish that spend part of their life cycle in the ocean and
return to freshwater streams to spawn, such as salmon, steelhead, and American shad.

ANADROMY: Noun form of the term anadromous (see above), often used to refer to the
special reach of anadromous fish in a watershed (e.g., fish barriers may represent the
upstream extent of anadromy).

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program iv ESA / D206063
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AQUIFER: A geological formation, group of formations, or portion of a formation capable
of yielding significant quantities of groundwater to wells or springs.

BANKFULL DISCHARGE: The discharge corresponding to the stage at which the
floodplain of a particular stream reach begins to be flooded; the point at which bank
overflow begins. Also Bankfull Flow.

BEDLOAD: Sediment too large to be suspended that moves along or near the
streambed by sliding, rolling, or hopping.

BED MATERIAL LOAD: Sediment found in the streambed.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs): Methods, measures, or practices
designed to reduce adverse impacts, usually applied as a system of practices rather
than a single practice.

BIODIVERSITY/BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY: The ensemble and the interactions of
natural genetic, species, and ecological diversity in a given place at a given time.

BOULDER: Stream substrate particle larger than 10 inches (256 millimeters) in
diameter.

BROOD YEAR: Population of coho salmon that perpetuates itself by spawning in three-
year intervals. Due to the rigid three-year life cycle of coho salmon, any given stream
may provide habitat for three temporally separated populations, or brood years, that are
largely reproductively independent from each other (with the exception of precocious
males and females, called jacks and jills, respectively, that engage in spawning after two
years and thus provide gene flow between brood years). When the spawning season
spans portions of more than one year, as it does for coho salmon, the brood year is
identified by the year in which spawning began. For example, offspring of coho salmon
that spawned in 1996-1997 are identified as “brood year 1996.” Because most coho
salmon of a brood year return to spawn after one summer of freshwater life and two
summers of ocean life, a brood year tends to form a distinct genetic lineage.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA): California law requiring the
disclosure of environmental effects of proposed projects before discretionary approval
can be issued by a public or local agency (California Public Resources Code, Division
13, § 21000 - § 21177 and California code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, § 15000 —
§ 15387).

CDFG SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN (SSC): Animals not listed under the
California Endangered Species Act, but which nonetheless 1) are declining at a rate that
could result in listing, or 2) historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to
their persistence currently exist. SSC share one or more of the following criteria:

1. They occur in small, isolated populations or in fragmented habitat, and are
threatened by further isolation and population reduction.

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program v ESA / D206063
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2. They show marked population declines. Population estimates are unavailable for
the vast majority of taxa. Species that show a marked population decline, yet are
still abundant, do not meet the Special Concern definition, whereas marked
population decline in uncommon or rare species is an inclusion criterion.

3. They depend on a habitat that has shown substantial historical or recent declines
in size. This criterion infers the population viability of a species based on trends
in the habitats upon which it specializes. Coastal wetlands, particularly in the
urbanized San Francisco Bay and south-coastal areas, alluvial fan sage scrub
and coastal sage scrub in the southern coastal basins, and arid scrub in the
San Joaquin Valley, are examples of California habitats that have seen dramatic
reductions in size in recent history. Species that specialize in these habitats
generally meet the criteria for threatened or endangered status or special
concern status.

4. They occur only in or adjacent to an area where habitat is being converted to
land uses incompatible with the animal's survival.

5. They have few California records, or which historically occurred here but for
which there are no recent records.

6. They occur largely on public lands, but where current management practices are
inconsistent with the animal's persistence.

This designation is intended to result in special consideration for these animals by
CDFG, land managers, consulting biologists, and others, and is intended to focus
attention on the species to help avert the need for costly listing under CESA and/or the
federal Endangered Species Act, and cumbersome recovery efforts that might ultimately
be required. This designation also is intended to stimulate collection of additional
information on the biology, distribution, and status of poorly known at-risk species, and
focus research and management attention on them.

CDFG’s Wildlife Branch, Nongame Wildlife Program is responsible for producing and
updating SSC publications for mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians. The Fisheries
Branch is responsible for updates to the Fish Species of Special Concern document.
Each report includes a methods, results and discussion section followed by species
accounts which may include data on population and range trend, population size,
threats, ecological considerations, management recommendations, taxonomic remarks,
and life history information relevant to status. A range or distribution map accompanies
each account.

Some CDFG species of special concern meet the definition of “endangered, rare, or
threatened” in CEQA Guidelines, section 15380 defined below. For the purpose of this
document these species are referred to as “special status species.”

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program Vi ESA / D206063
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



Glossary

CEQA GUIDELINES: The regulations that implement CEQA (California Code of
Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq.).

CHANNEL: A natural or artificial waterway of perceptible extent that periodically or
continuously contains moving water. It has a definite bed and banks, which serve to
confine the water.

COBBLE: Stream substrate particles between 2.5 and 10 inches (64 and 256
millimeters) in diameter.

COLLUVIUM: A general term for loose deposits of soil and rock moved by gravity, e.g.,
talus. COLLUVIAL Adj.

COVERED ACTIVITY: An activity the Program covers.

DISCHARGE: Volume of water flowing in a given stream at a given place and within a
given period of time, usually expressed as cubic meters per second (m3/sec), or cubic
feet per second (cfs). Often symbolized as Q.

ENDANGERED, RARE, OR THREATENED SPECIES: As defined in CEQA
Guidelines, § 15380 (California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15380),

(a) “Species” . . . means a species or subspecies of animal or plant or a
variety of plant.

(b) A species of animal or plant is:

(1) “Endangered” when its survival and reproduction in the wild are in
immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat,
change in habitat, overexploitation, predation, competition, disease, or other
factors; or

(2) “Rare” when either:

(A) Although not presently threatened with extinction, the species is existing
in such small numbers throughout all or a significant portion of its range that it
may become endangered if its environment worsens; or

(B) The species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant portion of its range and may be considered
"threatened" as that term is used in the Federal Endangered Species Act.

(c) A species of animal or plant shall be presumed to be endangered, rare or
threatened, as it is listed in:

(1) California Code of Regulations, Title 14, § 670.2 or 670.5, or

(2) Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations Section 17.11 or 17.12 pursuant to
the Federal Endangered Species Act as rare, threatened, or endangered.

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program Vii ESA / D206063
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(d) A species not included in any listing identified in subdivision (c) shall
nevertheless be considered to be endangered, rare or threatened, if the
species can be shown to meet the criteria in subdivision (b).

(e) This definition shall not include any species of the Class Insecta which is
a pest whose protection under the provisions of CEQA would present an
overwhelming and overriding risk to man as determined by:

(1) The Director of Food and Agriculture with regard to economic pests; or
(2) The Director of Health Services with regard to health risks.

EROSION: The group of natural processes, including weathering, dissolution, abrasion,
corrosion, and transportation, by which material is worn away from the earth's surface.
EROSIONAL ad;.

ESCAPEMENT: In reference to Pacific salmon, the number of fish of a population that
return to a stream to spawn (spawning escapement).

EVOLUTIONARILY SIGNIFICANT UNIT (ESU): A population or group of populations
that is considered distinct, and hence a species, for purposes of the federal Endangered
Species Act. An ESU must be reproductively isolated from other populations of the same
species and must represent an important component in the evolutionary legacy of the
species.

FEASIBLE: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological
factors (CEQA Statutes, § 21061.1)

FINE SEDIMENT: The fine-grained particles in stream banks and substrate. The
particles are defined by diameter, varying downward from 0.24 inch (6 millimeters). Also
Fines.

FISH SCREEN: A porous barrier placed across the inlet or outlet of a lake or stream or
across the opening of a water diversion structure in a stream to prevent the passage of
fish.

FLOOD: Any flow that exceeds the bankfull capacity of a stream or channel and flows
out of the floodplain; greater than bankfull discharge.

FLOODPLAIN: The area bordering a stream over which water spreads when the stream
overflows its banks at flood stages.

FLOW: 1) The movement of a stream of water and/or other mobile substances from
place to place; 2) the movement of water, and the moving water itself; or 3) the volume
of water passing a given point per unit of time. Also Discharge.

FLUVIAL: Relating to or produced by a river or the action of a river. Situated in or near a
river or stream.

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program viii ESA / D206063
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FRY: Stage in the life cycle of salmon following the “alevin” stage (see above),
characterized by the loss of the yolk sac and beginning of feeding on external prey.

GRADIENT: The slope of a streambed or hillside. For streams, gradient is quantified as
the vertical distance of descent over the horizontal distance the stream travels.

GRAVEL: Substrate particle size between 0.08 and 2.5 inches (2 and 64 millimeters) in
diameter.

GROUNDWATER: Water below the land surface.

GULLY: A deep ditch or channel cut in the earth by running water after a prolonged
downpour.

INCIDENTAL TAKE PERMIT (ITP): A permit issued by CDFG that authorizes the take
(see below) of a species listed as threatened, endangered, or candidate under the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) incidental to a lawful activity when specified
criteria are met. For the purposes of this document “ITP” will typically be referring to the
permit CDFG will issue to SVRCD in accordance with Fish and Game Code, § 2081(b)
and (c) to provide take authorization for the watershed-wide permitting Program.

INTERMITTENT STREAM: A stream in contact with the groundwater table that flows
only at certain times of the year when the groundwater table is high and/or when it
receives water from springs or from some surface source such as melting snow in
mountainous areas. It ceases to flow above the streambed when losses from
evaporation or seepage exceed the available stream flow. Seasonal.

LARGE WOODY DEBRIS (LWD): Large, relatively stable woody material usually having
a diameter greater than 30 cm (12 inches) and a length greater than 2 m (6 feet) that
intrudes into the stream channel.

MAINSTEM: The principal, largest, or dominating stream or channel of any given area or
drainage system.

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM: Federal requirement
under the Clean Water Act (CWA) that any discharge of a non-point source of pollution
into waters of the United States be in conformance with any established water quality
management plan developed under the CWA.

PERENNIAL STREAM: A stream that flows continuously throughout the year.
PROGRAM: The Program is the Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program

PROGRAM AREA: The Program Area is the Shasta River watershed, including the
Shasta River and its tributaries, in Siskiyou County.

POPULATION: A group of individuals of the same species that live in the same place at
the same time and exhibit some level of reproductive isolation from other such groups. In
some contexts, a randomly mating group of individuals that is reproductively isolated
from other groups. A population may consist of a single isolated run or more than one
connected run. Synonymous with “stock” in this document.

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program ix ESA / D206063
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REDD: Nest of a salmon, usually a depression within the gravel substrate of a stream,
into which the female deposits her eggs.

RIFFLE: A shallow rapids where the water flows swiftly over completely or partially
submerged obstructions to produce surface agitation. Substrate is usually composed of
gravel, pebble, and cobble-sized particles.

RILL: An erosion channel that typically forms where rainfall and surface runoff is
concentrated on slopes. If the channel is larger than one square foot in size, it is called a

gully.

RIPARIAN: Pertaining to anything connected with or immediately adjacent to the banks
of a stream or other body of water.

SCOUR: The localized removal of material from the streambed by flowing water. This is
the opposite of fill.

SEDIMENT: Fragmented material that originates from weathering of rocks and
decomposition of organic material that is transported by, suspended in, and eventually
deposited by water or air, or is accumulated in beds by other natural phenomena.

SMOLT: Stage in the life cycle of salmon following the “parr” stage, characterized by
hormonal and other physiological changes that prepare the fish for its seaward migration
and life in salt water, the loss of parr marks, and appearance of a silvery color.

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES For the purpose of this document it is any species that
meets the definition of “endangered, rare, or threatened” in CEQA Guidelines, § 15380
defined above. Some CDFG species of special concern meet this definition. For the
purpose of this document these species are referred to as “special status species.”

STAGE: The elevation of a water surface above or below an established datum or
reference.

STRANDING: As defined in the ITP, “stranding” is a situation in which coho salmon are
in a location with poor aquatic habitat conditions due to a reduction in flow from which
they cannot escape.

STREAM: A body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed
or channel having banks and supports, or could support, fish or other aquatic life. This
includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has
supported riparian vegetation. “Stream” includes creeks and rivers.

STREAMBANK: The banks of a stream are the elevations of land that confine the
waters of a stream when the waters rise to the highest point at which they remain
confined to a definite course and channel. The top of bank boundary will contain the
active channel, active floodplain, and the inner banks associated with these features.
Bank applies to both that portion of the channel adjacent to the water and the lateral or
horizontal distance necessary to protect the physical form and function of the bank.

STREAM REACH: A section of a stream between two points.
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SUB-PERMIT: A permit based on the ITP issued by CDFG to an Agricultural Operator or
DWR watermaster authorizing the take of coho salmon incidental to a Covered Activity.

SUB-PERMITTEE: An Agricultural Operator or DWR watermaster with a sub-permit
issued by CDFG. All sub-permits will require the sub-permittee to comply with the
specific avoidance and minimization measures included in the ITP and sub-permits for
the Covered Activity the sub-permit covers.

SUBSTRATE: Particulate material comprising the bottom of a body of water, such as
mud, silt, gravel, or rock.

SUB-WATERSHED: One of the smaller watersheds that combine to form a larger
watershed.

SUSPENDED SEDIMENT: Material (usually clay, silt, and sand) carried for a
considerable period of time in suspension without deposition on the bed of the body of
water.

TAKE: As defined by Fish and Game Code section 86 “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or
kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.”

TRIBUTARY: A stream feeding, joining, or flowing into a larger stream. Also called a
feeder stream or side stream.

TURBIDITY: Reduced clarity of a liquid due to the presence of suspended or dissolved
matter.

VADOSE ZONE: Sub-surface zone between the ground surface and the groundwater
level (water table) within the unsaturated zone. Soil voids in this zone contain air and
water.

WATERSHED: The topographic region drained by or contributing water to a stream,
river system, or lake. The total land area draining to any point in a stream, as measured
on a map, aerial photograph or other horizontal plane. Also called catchment area,
watershed, and basin.

WETLAND: Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Wetlands include, but are not limited to, swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas or
lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is
usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water.
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Acronyms Used in the EIR

5C Program: Five Counties Salmonid Conservation Program

AB: Assembly Bill

amsl: Above mean sea level

AF: Acre-feet

ASFMRA: American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers
AST: Aboveground storage tanks

BMPs: Best management practices

Cal/OSHA: California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Cal-EPA: California Environmental Protection Agency

Caltrans: California Department of Transportation

CAO: Corrective Action Order

CAP: Clean Air Plan

CARB: California Air Resources Board

CCAA: California Clean Air Act

CCR: California Code of Regulations

CDF: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

CDFG: California Department of Fish and Game

CDO: Cease and Desist Order

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act

CESA: California Endangered Species Act

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

CFS: Cubic feet per second

CFSP: California Forest Stewardship Program

CHP: California Highway Patrol

CNDDB: California Natural Diversity Data Base

CNPS: California Native Plant Society

Corps: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

CRP: Community-based Restoration Program

CUP: Conditional Use Permit

CUPA: Certified Unified Program Agency

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program Xii ESA / D206063

Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



Glossary

CWA: Clean Water Act

CWHR: California Wildlife Habitat Relationships

dBA: Decibels (measured on the “A” scale of frequency)
Draft EIR: Draft Environmental Impact Report

DIRT: Direct Inventory of Roads and Treatments

DOT: U.S. Department of Transportation

DPS: Distinct Population Segment

DPW: Siskiyou County Department of Public Works
DTSC: California Department of Toxic Substances Control
DWR: California Department of Water Resources

EDD: California Employment Development Department
EIR: Environmental Impact Report

EIS: Environmental Impact Statement

ESA: Environmental Science Associates

ESA: Endangered Species Act

ESU: Evolutionarily Significant Unit

Fed/OSHA: Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration
FEIR: Final Environmental Impact Report

FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Administration
FEMAT: Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team
FEPA: Federal Environmental Protection Act

FEW: Fresh Emergent Wetlands

FGSC Fruit Growers Supply Company

FMMP: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
FRGP: Fisheries Restoration Grant Program

HCP: Habitat Conservation Plan

HWCL: Hazardous Waste Control Law

ITP: Incidental Take Permit

KMC: Klamath Mixed Conifer

KNF: Klamath National Forest

JITW: Jobs in the Woods

LWD: Large Woody Debris

LTED: Long term economic distress

LUST: Leaking underground storage tank
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MLTC:
MMRP:
MOU:
MWAT:
NAAQS:
NE/CHRIS:

NECSBDC:
NEPA:
NESHAPs:
NGVD:
NIOSH:
NMFS:
NOAA:
NOP:
NPDES:
NRCS:
NWI:
NWFP:

NCRWQCB:

OSHA:
PM10:
PPN:
PPT:
RAP:
RCRA:
REL:
RM:
RWQCB:
SAA:
SAAQS:
SCEDC:
SLC:
SONCC:

Master List of Terms and Conditions
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Memorandum of Understanding

Moving weekly average temperature
National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Northeast Center of the California Historical Resources Information
System, California State University, Chico

Northeastern California Small Business Development Center
National Environmental Policy Act

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Geodetic Vertical Datum

National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health
National Marine Fisheries Service (also known as “NOAA Fisheries”)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Notice of Preparation

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Natural Resources Conservation Service

National Wetlands Index

Northwest Forest Plan

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Particulate matter smaller than 10 microns

Ponderosa pine

Parts per thousand

Roads Analysis Process

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

NIOSH Recommended Exposure Limit

River mile

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Streambed Alteration Agreement

State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Siskiyou County Economic Development Center

State Lands Commission

Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast
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SQRCD: Siskiyou Resource Conservation District
SRWC: Shasta River Watershed Council

SSC: Species of Special Concern

SVAP: Shasta Valley Area Plan

SVID: Shasta Valley Irrigation District

SVRCD: Shasta Valley Resource Conservation District
SWPPP: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB: State Water Resources Control Board

TAC: Toxic Air Contaminant

TMDL.: Total maximum daily load

UCCE: University of California Cooperative Extension
UBC: Uniform Building Code

USBR: United States Bureau of Reclamation

USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFS: United States Forest Service

USFWS: United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS: United States Geological Survey

WY: Water year

WHR: Wildlife habitat relationships
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SUMMARY

S.1 Introduction

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) assesses the potential for adverse
environmental impacts from implementing the Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program
(Program) proposed by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the Shasta
Valley Resource Conservation District (SVRCD). For purposes of this Draft EIR the “Program”
is the “Project” being analyzed pursuant to CEQA. The Program Area is the Shasta River
watershed, including the Shasta River and its tributaries, in Siskiyou County. Figure S-1
identifies the Program Area, as well as nearby cities and major roadways in the vicinity of the
Program Area.

This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) statute and CEQA Guidelines. 1 CDFG is the lead agency. Inquiries about the Program
and this Draft EIR should be directed to:

Bob Williams, Staff Environmental Scientist
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001
SHASTADEIR@dfg.ca.gov

S.2 Background

In early 2002, the Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Coalition petitioned the California Fish and
Game Commission (Commission) to list coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), north of San
Francisco as an endangered species under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and
Game Code, § 2050 et seq.).2 In response, CDFG issued a coho salmon status report to the
Commission, recommending that coho salmon from San Francisco north to Punta Gorda be listed as
endangered, and that coho salmon from Punta Gorda north to the Oregon border be listed as
threatened pursuant to CESA (CDFG, 2004). The Commission found that coho salmon warranted
listing in accordance with CDFG’s recommendations. Also, the Commission required CDFG to
prepare a recovery strategy for coho salmon prior to their formal listing.

1 The CEQA Guidelines are the regulations that implement CEQA. They are in California Code of Regulations,
title 14, § 15000 et seq. and cited as “CEQA Guidelines” in this document.
2 The symbol “8” represents “section,” in reference to specific provisions in statutes and regulations.
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Summary

In February 2004, the Commission adopted the Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon
(Coho Recovery Strategy). The Coho Recovery Strategy emphasizes cooperation and
collaboration, and recognizes the need for funding, public and private support for restoration
actions, and maintaining a balance between regulatory and voluntary efforts to meet the goals of
the Coho Recovery Strategy. The Shasta and Scott River watersheds were identified for a pilot
program to address coho salmon recovery issues and solutions related to agriculture and
agricultural water use in Siskiyou County. On March 30, 2005, the Commission formally
designated coho salmon within the Program Area as a threatened species pursuant to CESA.3 As a
result, coho salmon within the Program Area may not be taken* except as authorized by CDFG in
accordance with CESA.

As part of its efforts to develop the Coho Recovery Strategy, CDFG convened the Shasta-Scott
Coho Recovery Team which, in addition to identifying recommendations for the pilot program,
identified the need to develop a programmatic implementation framework that works toward the
recovery of coho salmon, while providing authorization for the take coho salmon incidental to
otherwise lawful routine agricultural activities in the Shasta and Scott River watersheds. The
avoidance, minimization, and selected mitigation measures included in the proposed incidental
take permit (ITP) for the Program, and the sub-permits that will be issued in accordance with the
ITP, are consistent with the recovery tasks identified in the Shasta-Scott Pilot Program in the
Coho Recovery Strategy.

S.3 Summary Program Description

CDFG and SVRCD have worked together to develop the Program for the Shasta River watershed.
On March 29, 2005, SVRCD submitted an application to CDFG for a watershed-wide ITP
pursuant to California Fish and Game Code, § 2081 (b) and (c).> In addition, on April 1, 2005,
SVRCD submitted to CDFG an application for a streambed alteration agreement (SAA) pursuant
to Fish and Game Code, § 1602, also referred to as a “notification.” In response to the
application, CDFG in cooperation with SVRCD prepared the ITP and SAA Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) and Master List of Terms and Conditions (MLTC) between CDFG and
SVRCD (Appendices A and B, respectively).

The Program is intended to facilitate compliance by Agricultural Operators, California
Department of Water Resources (DWR), and SVRCD with CESA and Fish and Game Code,

8 1602 by streamlining the process to obtain take authorization and SAAs for any activity the
Program covers, referred to as a “Covered Activity.”8 Under the Program, SVRCD will
implement key coho salmon recovery projects identified in the Coho Recovery Strategy. Hence,
the Program will also further the objectives of that strategy.

3 Coho salmon north of Punta Gorda are within the Southern Oregon-Northern California Coast (SONCC) Coho
Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU).

4 «Take’ means hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill” (Fish and
Game Code, § 86).

5 CDFG deemed SVRCD’s ITP application complete on April 28, 2005.

6 Covered Activities are described in Chapter 2 and Appendices A and B.
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The Program consists of:

° Watershed-wide Streambed Alteration Agreement Program (SAA Program)

The SAA component of the Program will consist of separate SAAs issued by CDFG to
SVRCD and each Agricultural Operator. CDFG will include in each SAA the applicable
terms and conditions from the MLTC developed as part of the Program. The terms and
conditions protect existing fish and wildlife resources that the Covered Activity or
Activities could substantially adversely affect. The MLTC will be an attachment to the
MOU between CDFG and SVRCD that describes their roles and responsibilities in regard
to the SAA component of the Program.

. Watershed-wide Incidental Take Authorization for Coho Salmon

CDFG will issue an ITP to SVRCD in accordance with Fish and Game Code, § 2081(b)
and (c) to provide take authorization in the course of implementing coho salmon restoration
projects that are part of the Program. As mentioned above, the restoration projects
implement certain tasks identified in the Coho Recovery Strategy and at the same time fully
mitigate any take of coho salmon that may occur incidental to conducting a Covered
Activity, as CESA requires. CDFG will issue separate take authorization to each
Agricultural Operator who enrolls in the Program and DWR in the form of a “sub-permit.”
The Program uses the term “sub-permit” because each one will be based on SVRCD’s ITP,
but will still be enforceable as a “stand alone” permit. The separate obligations SVRCD
will have under its ITP and those the “sub-permittees” will have under their sub-permits are
discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description.

. Monitoring Program

The ITP will require SVRCD to establish a monitoring program to track the
implementation of the mitigation measures for which it is responsible, and to determine the

effectlveness of those measures in |mprovmq condltlons for coho salmon elete#mme

Pregtam-AFeer Sub permlttees are respon5|ble for monltormq the terms and condltlon of
their sub-permit. SVRCD will be available to assist sub-permittees in fulfilling monitoring
responsibilities related to the diversion of water and livestock or vehicle crossings. CDFG
is responsible for any and all compliance monitoring.

Each of these components is described in greater detail in Chapter 2, Project Description.

CDFG and the Siskiyou Resource Conservation District have developed a watershed-wide
permitting program for the Scott River watershed similar to the Program for the Shasta River
watershed. CDFG is conducting a separate environmental review of that Program under CEQA.
However, the potential for cumulative effects of the two programs combined is considered in
Chapter 4.

Program Timeline

The term of the ITP will be ten years. During the first five years of the Program, the original term
of any SAA CDFG issues under the Program will be five years. CDFG may extend the term one
time for a period of up to five years if the SAA holder requests an extension prior to the SAA’s
expiration. All SAAs issued or extended after the first five years of the Program will expire on the
expiration date of the ITP (i.e., the expiration date of the Program).
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S.4 Summary of Impacts

Table S-1, at the end of this Chapter presents a summary of the impacts and mitigation measures
identified for the Program. The complete impact statements and mitigation measures are
presented in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, and Chapter 4,
Cumulative Effects and Other Required Topics. The level of significance for each impact was
determined using significance criteria (thresholds) developed for each category of impacts. These
criteria are presented in the appropriate sections of Chapters 3 and 4. Significant impacts are
adverse environmental impacts that meet or exceed the significance thresholds; less-than-
significant impacts are impacts which do not exceed the significance thresholds. Table S-1
indicates the measures that will be implemented to avoid, minimize, or otherwise reduce (i.e.,
mitigate) significant impacts, and shows the level of significance after mitigation.

S.5 Summary of Alternatives

Alternatives to the Program are described in detail in Chapter 5. The potential impacts of each
Alternative are compared with those of the Program. The following summarizes the description
and conclusions regarding each Alternative.

No Program Alternative

Under the No Program Alternative, CDFG would not issue a watershed-wide ITP or enter into a
watershed-wide SAA MOU and MLTC. Instead, SVRCD, DWR, and each Agricultural Operator
would need to comply with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. and CESA on an individual
basis. CDFG would prepare individual ITPs and SAAs as it received notifications and ITP
applications. Under this approach, CDFG would need to conduct an appropriate level of CEQA
review prior to issuing each individual ITP and SAA.

Individual applicants would be responsible for reimbursing CDFG for the cost of preparing the
CEQA document for their ITPs and SAAs. The time required to prepare individual CEQA
documents for a large number of agricultural diversions in the Shasta River watershed could
cause delays and disruptions for Agricultural Operators. It is likely that many Agricultural
Operators could not afford or would choose not to go through an individual permitting process,
resulting in some Agricultural Operators operating either out of compliance with Fish and Game
Code, § 1600 et seq. and CESA or terminating their usual operations.

Although the implementation of the No Program Alternative would meet several of the stated
objectives of the Program (see Table 5-2 in Chapter 5), it would not be as effective or efficient at
bringing existing agricultural water diverters into compliance with Fish and Game Code, 8 1600
et seg. and CESA. Most importantly, the No Program Alternative would be less effective at
accomplishing or implementing mitigation measures identified in the ITP, accomplishing
watershed-wide coordination and implementation of selected key coho salmon recovery tasks,
and would not be consistent with commitments identified in the Coho Recovery Strategy.
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Instream Flow Alternative

The Instream Flow Alternative would include the Program as proposed and also include the
development of surface-water storage reservoirs to capture winter runoff. The stored water would
be used to benefit the cold water fisheries by increasing streamflow as necessary to assist fish
migration, increase rearing habitat, maintain cooler water temperatures, and improve the potential
for riparian vegetation survival. All of these issues are identified in the Limiting Factors Analysis
in Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources: Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat, as major factors limiting
coho salmon production in the Shasta River watershed. Where practical, water may be piped or
pumped from reservoirs directly into existing water conveyance systems in exchange for
reductions in the volume of water diverted from the Shasta River and tributaries. The stored water
would not be used to increase the existing irrigated acreage or allow for additional water to be
diverted for agricultural purposes.

The Program already contains several provisions to increase instream flows, including SVRCD’s
ITP Flow Enhancement Mitigation Obligation (Article XI1I1.E.2(a)), Additional SVRCD and Sub-
Permittee Avoidance and Minimization Obligation A: Water Management (Article XV), and
MLTC Conditions 26 25 (bypass flows at diversions).

The Shasta-Scott Pilot Program of the Coho Recovery Strategy contains additional
recommendations for “water augmentation” actions for the Shasta River watershed, including the
following:

. If feasible, construct large (off-stream) surface-water storage reservoirs;

. If feasible, raise the level of existing small lakes or create storage using small off-stream
reservoirs rather than one large reservoir; and

. If legal and feasible, create a new diversion from the Klamath River above Irongate Dam to
the Shasta Valley, to provide irrigation water to the Shasta Valley and reduce local surface
water diversions and groundwater pumping.

The Instream Flow Alternative would be identical to the Program except that it would also
include the additional measures from the Coho Recovery Strategy listed above. Specifically, this
alternative would involve implementing those Coho Recovery Strategy recommendations
regarding water augmentation which are found to be feasible and appropriate. While no single
alternative water supply may be sufficient to result in significant gains in instream flows, a
combination of the potential sources discussed above may provide for more suitable water flows
and temperatures for rearing coho during the summer and fall months. Furthermore, until the
studies are conducted to determine the feasibility of the various measures considered for
development of new water supplies, the type and extent of physical impacts of this alternative
cannot be determined. Therefore, the analysis in Chapter 5 assumes that all of the additional
measures listed above would be found to be feasible and appropriate, and would be implemented
under this alternative in addition to all of the flow enhancement provisions of the Program as
proposed.
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Under the Instream Flow Alternative, all of the objectives of the Program would be met and, if
feasible, water augmentation measures identified in the Coho Recovery Strategy would be
implemented. Where the potential for take of coho salmon still existed, such as ongoing surface
water diversion and other agricultural activities and restoration actions undertaken by SVRCD,
ITPs and SAAs still would be required. As discussed in Chapter 5, impacts from this alternative,
particularly those associated with reservoir and Klamath pipeline construction would be greater
than those of the Program.

Parks Creek - Upper Shasta River Fish Bypass Channel
Alternative

This alternative would add to the Program the additional element of fish passage to the Shasta
River above Lake Shastina. Under this alternative, the Montague Water Conservation District
(MWCD) would be required to work with CDFG and other agencies and, if necessary, private
landowners, to construct a fish bypass channel from Parks Creek to the Shasta River above the
lake. The intent of this alternative is to provide a means for coho salmon and other anadromous
fish to reach the upper Shasta River, while avoiding the technical and biological issues associated
with providing fish passage at Dwinnell Dam.

The bypass channel could be in the vicinity and upstream of the existing Parks Creek diversion
operated by MWCD, but would flow in the opposite direction. The Parks Creek Diversion flows
from Parks Creek into the Shasta River; the fish bypass channel would flow from the Shasta
River into Parks Creek. The channel would be operated during spawning migration and smolt
out-migration, i.e., approximately October 1 to June 1. During spawning migration coho salmon
and other anadromous species could migrate up Parks Creek to the point where the bypass
channel would enter Parks Creek as a tributary. Fish would have the opportunity to continue up
Parks Creek, or into the bypass channel and thence into the upper Shasta River. During smolt out-
migration, fish would travel down the bypass channel into Parks Creek, and from there to the
mainstem Shasta River below Dwinnell Dam. It would be necessary to place fish screens on the
mainstem Shasta just downstream of the bypass channel to prevent smolts from entering Lake
Shastina, and to prevent spawners from straying downstream. Assuming the channel would enter
Parks Creek above the existing diversion, a fish screen would be necessary on the Parks Creek
diversion to prevent smolts from returning to the Shasta River. MWCD is currently investigating
the feasibility of installing a fish screen at this location. A preliminary conceptual alignment for
the Parks Creek-Upper Shasta River Fish Bypass Channel is shown in Figure 5-1 in Chapter 5. In
this figure, the channel crosses Interstate 5 at an existing underpass (at the Edgewood-Gazelle
exit off of Interstate-5) and continues along Old Highway 99 for most of its length.

A determination of the technical feasibility of a Parks Creek-Upper Shasta River Fish Bypass
Channel is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR. Preliminarily, there appear to be two major
technical issues: 1) maintenance of an adequate flow through the channel during the fall spawning
migration to attract fish and to sustain adequate conditions for fish survival and passage within
the channel itself; and 2) screening both the mainstem Shasta below the bypass channel and also
the existing Parks Creek diversion channel. In addition, this alternative would require
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establishment of a right-of-way for the channel; the land through which the by-pass would flow is
in both public and private ownership. While these are potentially substantial impediments to the
implementation of this alternative, they do not necessarily render it infeasible. While this
alternative could affect existing water rights, it is assumed that water diverted out of the mainstem
Shasta into Parks Creek would be diverted back to the mainstem Shasta through the existing
diversion channel.

Because the Parks Creek-Upper Shasta River Fish Bypass Alternative would simply add a new
element to the Program (i.e., a bypass channel), it would meet the same objectives as the
Program, including reducing take while allowing for the continuation of agricultural operations.
In addition, if the technical and legal hurdles could be overcome to implement this alternative, it
would likely have a substantially greater benefit for coho salmon and other native fisheries in the
Shasta River watershed by restoring access to habitat currently unavailable due to Dwinnell Dam
and Lake Shastina.

These alternatives, along with seven other alternatives considered but rejected, are discussed
further in Chapter 5, Analysis of Alternatives.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

As part of evaluation and comparison of alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines require that if the “no
project” alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also
identify the environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines,
8 15126.6(¢)(2)). The No Program Alternative is not identified in this Draft EIR as the
environmentally superior alternative and, as a result, no environmentally superior alternative is
identified. However, for the reasons highlighted in chapter 5, Alternatives to the Program, CDFG
generally believes the Program is environmentally superior to the alternatives considered here.

Program Alternatives Considered and Rejected

CDFG considered and rejected seven other possible alternatives, as follows: 1) Rejected
Alternative 1 — Consistency Determination; 2) Rejected Alternative 2 - Adjudication of Water
Rights; 3) Rejected Alternative 3 — Hatcheries; 4) Rejected Alternative 4 — Expanded Program
Area; 5) Rejected Alternative 5 — Trap and Truck; 6) Rejected Alternative 6 — Expanded Range of
Covered Activities; and Rejected Alternative 7 — Dwinnell Dam Removal. The rejected
alternatives and the specific reason they were rejected are discussed in Chapter 5.

S.6 Areas of Controversy

In the fall of 2006, CDFG prepared and released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) (Appendix C) of
a Draft EIR and an initial study (Appendix D). Comments submitted during the NOP review
period raised issues on the scope and content of the Draft EIR, including:

. alternatives to the Program such as re-adjudication of water rights, and removal of
Dwinnell Dam;
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. determination of the proper baseline for the environmental analysis;
. information gaps on minimum flow needs for coho salmon;
. information gaps on inter-connectivity between groundwater and surface water; and

. socio-economic effects of Program requirements on farming and ranching in the Shasta
Valley.

Comments submitted during the NOP comment period are provided in Appendix E, Scoping
Comments, and are addressed throughout this document.
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after Mitigation

3.1 Land Use and Agriculture

3.1-1: The Program could result in the conversion of agricultural
land within the Shasta River watershed to non-agricultural uses
(Less than Significant).

3.2 Geomorphology, Hydrology, and Water Quality

3.2-1: Certain construction activities performed under the
Program could result in increased erosion and sedimentation
and/or pollutant (e.g., fuels and lubricants) loading to surface
waterways, which could increase turbidity, suspended solids,
settleable solids, or otherwise decrease water quality in surface
waterways (Significant).

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.2-1a: ITP General Condition (b) (Article XIII.E.1) requires the
immediate containment and clean-up of any fuel, lubricants, or other
hazardous materials that leak or spill during a Covered Activity.

3.2-1b: ITP Additional SVRCD and Sub-Permittee Avoidance and
Minimization Obligation F. — Push-Up Dams and Obligation G. -
Other Temporary Diversion Structures (Article XV) requires
preparation and adoption of a set of Best Management Practices
(BMP) governing the construction, operation, and removal of push-up
dams and other temporary diversion structures other than push-up
dams.

3.2-1c: The MLTC includes the following conditions which will reduce
the potential for construction-related impacts to water quality:

A. Water Diversions: Conditions 33, 36, and 41 31,-34,-anrd-39;
C B. Instream Structures: Conditions 62, 64-66 58-60;

E €. Use of Vehicles in Wetted Portions of Streams: Conditions 73-
75 65-6%;

E B. Pollution Control: Conditions 76-84 68-75;
G E. Erosion and Sediment Control: Conditions 85-93 76-84;

| £. Dewatering: Conditions 98-101, 103, 105-107 89-92,-94,-96-98;
and

J 6. Ground-Disturbing Activities: Condition 122 108.
Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.2-1d: The season for instream construction activities and
equipment operations shall be limited to the period from July 1 to
October 15. If weather conditions permit and the stream is dry or at
its lowest flow, instream construction activities and equipment
operations may continue after October 15, provided a written request
is made to CDFG at least five days before the proposed work period
variance. Written approval from CDFG for the proposed work period

Less-than-significant
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Summary

TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.2 Geomorphology, Hydrology, and Water Quality (cont.)
3.2-1 (cont.)

3.2-2: Certain instream structures proposed to improve fish
habitat as part of the Program would be installed within a flood
hazard area and could impede or redirect flood flows (Less than
Significant).

3.2-3: Installation and operation of instream structures permitted
under the Program could alter channel stability and degrade
water quality by increasing turbidity downstream (Significant).

variance must be received by the SVRCD or Agricultural Operator
prior to the start or continuation of work after October 15.

If work is performed after October 15 as provided above, the SVRCD
or Agricultural Operator will do all of the following:

A. Monitor the 72 hour forecast from the National Weather Service.
When there is a forecast of more than 30 percent chance of rain,
or at the onset of any precipitation, the work shall cease.

B. Stage erosion and sediment control materials at the work site.
When there is a forecast of more than 30 percent chance of rain,
or at the onset of any precipitation, implement erosion and
sediment control measures.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.2-3a: ITP Additional SVRCD and Sub-Permittee Avoidance and
Minimization Obligation D.4. - Livestock and Vehicle Crossings
(Article XV) requires annual monitoring of all livestock and vehicle
crossings installed under the Program. If the crossing is exacerbating
erosion and contributing fine sediment to the stream, SVRCD shall
note that in its Annual Report and the sub-permittee shall be
responsible for remediation of the problem.

3.2-3b: MLTC Conditions 37, 43, 47, and 55 354445;,and-53
would ensure that boulder weirs are sized to resist wash-out and do
not create lifts in the stream channel that exceed twelve (12) inches,
and that instream structures shall be designed and implemented in
accordance with CDFG’s Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration
Manual.

Less-than-significant

Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.2-3c: CDFG and SVRCD shall establish performance criteria for
new and replacement instream structures including boulder weirs,
angular rock for bank protection, bioengineered habitat structures,
large woody debris, fish ladders, and other channel restoration or
protection measures, The performance criteria shall include, but not
be limited to, the following:

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program
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Summary

TABLE S-1 (continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.2 Geomorphology, Hydrology, and Water Quality (cont.)

3.2-3 (cont.) e Sediment deposition upstream and erosion/scour and
subsequent deposition downstream of these instream structures,
during bankfull flow conditions, would be avoided to the extent
feasible, unless the intent of the particular structure is to facilitate
such processes (e.g., gravel trapping);

e Instream structures shall not alter channel hydraulics such that
the project reach can no longer move the imposed sediment load
(e.g., upstream supply) with the available range of sediment-
transporting flows; this criterion shall focus on the transport of
bed-material load;

e Instream structures shall not lead to a permanent increase in the
downstream transport of sediments that is outside the historical
range of sediment flux; and

e Instream structures shall be designed to withstand a given range
of flows (e.g., some structures are permanent, such as fish
ladders, while other structures are “semi-permanent,” such as
placement of LWD). The range of flows that a particular structure
will be designed to handle shall be quantified and rationalized.

Engineered structures such as fish ladders, or boulder weirs
designed for grade control or for fish passage in proximity of a water
diversion, require design and assessment by a qualified hydrologist,
geologist, engineer, or other similarly qualified individual using
methods and levels of rigor that have been established in the
engineering or scientific community. Based on the assessment, if the
proposed structure would fail to meet the performance criteria, then
the structure shall not be installed within that particular reach.

The performance criteria shall be included in the SVRCD ITP
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (ITP Attachment 3) and
their verification and effectiveness shall be included in the Monitoring
(ITP Covered Activity 13) or Research (ITP Covered Activity 14)
activities of the Program.

3.2-4: The Program could result in an increase in the extraction of  This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
groundwater, which could contribute to decreased baseflows and mitigation measures required.

increased ambient water temperatures in the Shasta River and its

tributaries (Less than Significant).
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Summary

TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after Mitigation

3.3 Biological Resources: Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat

3.3-1: Construction, maintenance, and other instream activities
associated with various Covered Activities may result in impacts
to fisheries resources and their habitat (Significant).

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.3-1a: Implementation of ITP General Conditions (g) Instream work
period, (h) Instream equipment work period, and (i) Compliance with
Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. (Article XIII.E.1) would avoid or
minimize potential direct and indirect impacts to coho salmon and
CDFG fish species of special concern resulting from instream
construction and maintenance activities.

3.3-1b: Implementation of numerous applicable conditions in the
MLTC would further avoid or minimize potential direct and indirect
impacts to coho salmon and CDFG fish species of special concern
resulting from instream and upland construction and maintenance
activities.

Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.3-1c: ITP General Conditions (g) and (h) (Article XIII.E.1) limit the
season for instream equipment operations and work related to
structural restoration projects to the period from July 1 to October 15
3. Similarly, ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measure D
(Livestock and Vehicle Crossings) (Article XV.D.) and conditions in the

October15: If weather conditions permit and the stream is dry or at its
lowest flow, instream construction activities and equipment operations
may continue after October 15, provided a written request is made to
CDFG at least five days before the proposed work period variance.
Written approval from CDFG for the proposed work period variance
must be received by SVRCD or Agricultural Operator prior to the start
or continuation of work after October 15.

If work is performed after October 15 as provided above, SVRCD or
Agricultural Operator will do all of the following:

e Monitor the 72 hour forecast from the National Weather Service.
When there is a forecast of more than 30 percent chance of rain,
or at the onset of any precipitation, the work shall cease.

Less-than-significant
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Summary

TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.3 Biological Resources: Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat (cont.)
3.3-1 (cont.)

3.3-2: Increased extraction of groundwater could contribute to
decreased baseflows and increased ambient water temperatures
in the Shasta River and its tributaries, thereby impacting
coldwater fish habitat (Less than Significant).

3.4 Biological Resources: Botany, Wildlife, and Wetlands

3.4-1: The Program could result in impacts to special-status plant
or animal species (Significant).

e Stage erosion and sediment control materials at the work site.
When there is a forecast of more than 30 percent chance of rain,
or at the onset of any precipitation, implement erosion and
sediment control measures.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.4-1a: ITP General Conditions (g) and (h) (Article XIII.E.1) stipulate Less than significant
that instream work on structural restoration projects and instream

equipment operations shall occur from July 1 to October 15 3. This

restricts noise and other sources of disturbance during most of the

nesting season for special-status riparian birds.

3.4-1b: ITP Additional SVRCD and Sub-Permittee Avoidance and
Minimization Obligation B.1 (Article XV) requires that water removed
directly from the stream by means of a pump shall have inlets
properly screened per CDFG/National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) fish screen standards (NMFS, 1997). These standards
specify a mesh size that would avoid entrainment of special-status
species in pumps.

3.4-1c: Master List of Terms and Conditions (MLTC) Condition 109
100 stipulates that, prior to ground-disturbing activities, work sites
shall be surveyed for special-status plant species by a qualified
botanist. Special-status plant surveys shall be conducted following
the Guidelines for Assessing Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare,
Threatened and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities
(CDFG, 2000). The survey report, including the methodology and
survey findings, shall be provided to CDFG for review and approval
prior to any ground-disturbing activities. MLTC condition 110 161
further states that if any special-status plant species are identified at
a work site, CDFG shall identify one or more of the following
protective measures, but not limited to these measures, to be
implemented at the project site before work may proceed:

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR

S-14 ESA / D206063

August 2009



Summary

TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.4 Biological Resources: Botany, Wildlife, and Wetlands (cont.)
3.4-1 (cont.)

e Fencing to prevent accidental disturbance of special-status
plants during construction;

* On-site monitoring by a qualified botanist during construction to
assure that special-status plants are not disturbed; and/or

e Redesign of proposed work to avoid disturbance of special-status
plant species.

Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.4-1d: The permissible work window for individual work sites shall
be further constrained as necessary to avoid the nesting or breeding
seasons of special-status birds and terrestrial animals for which
CDFG determines impacts could be significant. At most sites with the
potential for significant impacts to nesting special-status birds work
shall be conditioned to start after July 31 when the young have
fledged, potential impacts will be avoided, and no surveys will be
required. Where work after July 31 would still have the potential to
significantly impact nesting special-status birds work shall not begin
until the potential for impacts no longer exists. CDFG may advance
the window at individual work sites if:

e There is no suitable habitat present. “Suitable habitat” in this
sense varies between species and would be determined by
CDFG, for example for the willow flycatcher in accordance with
Figura (2007); or,

e Surveys determine nesting birds will not be affected, either
because the animals are not present or the nests are safely
distant or otherwise screened from the activity.

In addition, to prevent impacts to bank swallow nesting areas, no
fencing or planting action will be allowed to change the cross-
sectional profile of the stream (e.qg., lay a cutbank back to an angle of
repose for riparian planting) until after a survey is conducted that
establishes that bank swallows are not using the area to be affected.
No area supporting bank swallows shall be manipulated in any way.

To avoid potential impacts to sandhill crane nesting and rearing
activities, surveys for active nests shall be performed by a qualified
biologist prior to the start of a Covered Activity when a known
sandhill crane nesting territory is located within 0.5 mile of the project
site and the activity will occur during the typical nesting and rearing
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TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after Mitigation

3.4 Biological Resources: Botany, Wildlife, and Wetlands (cont.)
3.4-1 (cont.)

3.4-2: Construction of new and maintenance and repair of
existing stream access and crossings could result in impacts to
special-status plant or animal species (Less than Significant).

season (March 1 to August 15). If active nests are found, a no-
disturbance buffer radius of up to 0.5 mile will be required around the
nest. The actual size of the buffer may be modified based on an
evaluation by a qualified biologist of the sensitivity of the birds to the
level of project disturbance. The no-disturbance buffer may be lifted
prior to August 15, if it is determined safe to do so by a qualified
biologist and approved by CDFG. Any reduction in the 0.5 mile buffer
radius will be approved in writing by CDFG.

To avoid potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk nesting and rearing
activities, surveys for active nests within 0.5 miles of a project site
shall be performed by a qualified biologist, when a Covered Activity
will occur in known Swainson’s hawk nesting territory during the
typical nesting and rearing season (March 15 to August 15). If one or
more active Swainson’s hawk nests are present within the 0.5 mile
survey area, the active nest(s) shall be monitored by a qualified
biologist prior to and during project activities. If, in the professional
opinion of the qualified biologist, the nesting pair's behavior suggests
agitation or disturbance by project activities, all activities in the area
shall immediately stop pending consultation with CDFG. Following a
review of the breeding pair's behavior, both as reported by the
biologist and independently verified by CDFG, CDFG will determine
whether the Covered Activity may continue during the nesting season
and, if so, the conditions under which they may continue. The no-
disturbance buffer may be lifted prior to August 15, if it is determined
safe to do so by a qualified biologist and approved by CDFG. Any
reduction in the 0.5 mile buffer radius will be approved in writing by
CDFG. If, during the non-breeding season, a Swainson’s hawk nest
is present in the project area and has been used within the past
breeding season, the nest site shall not be disturbed pending
consultation with CDFG.

To avoid potential impacts to willow flycatchers during the typical
nesting and rearing season (May 15 to August 30), no project related
activities shall occur within 300 feet of potential nesting habitat. A
Covered Activity may be performed within the 300-foot buffer zone if
surveys for active nests are performed prior to the start of the
Covered Activity and no active nests are present.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.
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TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.4 Biological Resources: Botany, Wildlife, and Wetlands (cont.)

3.4-3: ITP Covered Activity 10, the grazing of livestock within the
riparian exclusion zone bed;-bank-orchannel-ofastream
different from current operations (i.e., not part of baseline
conditions), could impact sensitive habitat and special-status
species (Significant).

3.4-4: ITP Covered Activities may result in incidental discharge of
fill into wetlands under federal jurisdiction causing temporary
direct and indirect impacts to wetland function (Less than
Significant).

3.4-5: Water efficiency measures required by the Program could
in some instances significantly impact nesting special-status birds
(Significant).

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.4-3a: ITP Additional SVRCD and Sub-Permittee Avoidance and Less than significant.
Minimization Obligation E.5 (Article XV) stipulates that livestock
grazing be done in accordance with a grazing management plan
prepared by the sub-permittee and approved by CDFG. The grazing
management plan shall address the timing, duration, and intensity
(number of livestock grazing per unit area [i.e., stocking rate]) of
livestock grazing within the riparian zone and shall explain how the
proposed management plan will result in improved riparian function
and enhanced aquatic habitat. Grazing plans completed in
accordance with the ITP shall include, in addition to other specified
requirements, a means to prohibit livestock from entering live
streams.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

None specified. Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.4-5: Where piping or lining of a diversion ditch is performed as a
water efficiency measure under the Program, any required woody
vegetation removal shall be considered an activity subject to the
same mitigation measure as prescribed for other riparian impacts
(Mitigation Measure 3.4-1d).
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TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after Mitigation

3.5 Cultural Resources

3.5-1: Impacts to known and unknown cultural resources may
result either directly or indirectly during the implementation and
operational phases of a Covered Activity under the Program
(Significant).

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.5-1a: Master List of Terms and Conditions (MLTC) Condition 111c
102 states that prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the
responsible party shall contract with at least one qualified
archaeologist and paleontologist to complete cultural and
paleontological resource surveys, to identify any previously recorded
and unknown historical resources, unique archeological resources, or
unique paleontological resources, using standard survey protocols.
The survey report must be provided to the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) for review and approval prior to any ground-
disturbing activities.

3.5-1b: MLTC Condition 112 183 notes that if any potentially
significant historical resources, unique archaeological resources
and/or paleontological resources are identified at the work site,
CDFG shall consult with the consulting archaeologist or
paleontologist to identify one or more of the following protective
measures, or site specific measures, to be implemented at the
project site before work may proceed:

o Redesign of proposed work to avoid disturbance of cultural or
paleontological resources;

e Fencing to prevent accidental disturbance of cultural or
paleontological resources during construction; and/or

e On-site monitoring by a cultural and/or paleontological resource
professional during construction to assure that resources are not
disturbed.

3.5-1c: MLTC Condition 116 1064 states that the responsible party
shall report any previously unknown historical resources, unique
archaeological resources, and paleontological remains discovered at
the site to CDFG and other appropriate agencies.

3.5-1d: MLTC Condition 117 105 states that if cultural resources
such as lithic debitage, groundstone, historic debris, building
foundations, or bone are discovered during ground-disturbing
activities, work shall cease within 20 meters (66 feet) of the
discovery. Furthermore, work near archaeological finds shall not
resume until a professional archaeologist has evaluated the materials
and offered recommendations for further action.

Less than significant level.
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Summary

TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.5 Cultural Resources (cont.)
3.5-1 (cont.)

3.5-1e: MLTC Condition 122 108 states that the responsible party
shall instruct all persons who will be completing any ground-
disturbing activity at a worksite to comply with conditions set forth in
the SAA MOU and to inspect each work site before, during and after
completion of ground-disturbing activity at the work site.

Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.5-1f: Prior to carrying out MLTC Condition 111c 402, the
archaeologist/paleontologist shall; a.) contact the Native American
Heritage Commission for a Sacred Lands File check and a list of
appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the
project site and, if necessary, to assist with the development of
mitigation measures; and b.) make a determination shal-first-be
made as to whether the area has had an adequate archaeological
survey by a professional archaeologist and whether any historic or
prehistoric sites have been recorded within a ¥-mile radius of the
project area. This records review may be conducted at NE/CHRIS on
a case-by-case basis for each project. Alternatively, a professional
archaeologist will be contracted to conduct a watershed-wide records
search at NE/CHRIS and prepare a map showing the previous
surveys and recorded sites. An update of this information would then
be prepared at least every two years. This map, which will show the
locations of archaeological sites, would be considered confidential
and made available only to individuals on an as-needed basis.

3.5-1g: If none of the protective measures described in MLTC
Condition 112 483 can be implemented, then an archaeological data
recovery program (ADRP) shall be implemented, unless the
professional archaeologist determines that the archaeological
resource is of greater interpretive use than research significance and
that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. The project
archaeologist and CDFG shall meet and consult to determine the
scope of the ADRP, and the project archaeologist shall prepare a
research design for the project which shall be submitted to CDFG for
review and approval. This document shall identify how the proposed
data recovery program would preserve the significant information the
archaeological resource is expected to contain. The document will
specifically identify the scientific/historical research questions being
asked, the archaeological resources’ expected data classes, and
how the expected data classes would address the applicable
research questions. Following approval of the plan by CDFG, the
ADRP shall be implemented and a report prepared.

Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the
historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed
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TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after Mitigation

3.5 Cultural Resources (cont.)
3.5-1 (cont.)

3.5-2: Covered Activities could adversely affect known or
unknown paleontological resources (Significant).

project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to
portions of the archaeological resources if nondestructive methods
are practical. All significant cultural materials recovered shall be, as
necessary, subject to scientific analysis, professional museum
curation, and a report shall be prepared by a qualified archaeologist
according to current professional standards. If the recovered artifacts
are from a prehistoric site, the local Native American groups will be
consulted relative to the disposition of these materials.

3.5-1h: If built historical resources (e.g., structures, buildings, or
similar) that qualify for listing in the California Register of Historic
Resources (CEQA Guidelines, 8 15064.5)) are identified through the
implementation of measure MLTC Condition 111c 302 and cannot be
avoided through implementation of measure MLTC Condition112 103,
SVRCD or the Agricultural Operator will comply with the Secretary of
the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(Standards) which would, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines,

§ 15064.5(b)(3), reduce potential impacts associated with the alteration
or modification of a historical resource (including historic districts and
individually eligible resources) to a less-than-significant level.

If both avoidance and compliance with the Standards are infeasible,
the Covered Activity in question shall be changed or not pursued,
such that the historical resource is not destroyed or altered. Activities
that would result in such disturbance are not authorized under the
Program because SVRCD or the Agricultural Operator would be
unable to mitigate the impact to a point where clearly no significant
effect on the environment would occur.

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.5-2a: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.5-1a — 3.5-1e (MLTC
Conditions 111, 112, 116, 117, and 122 102,-103,-104-105and
108), as described above.

Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.5-2b: MLTC Condition 117 105 (see Mitigation Measure 3.5-1d)
states that if cultural resources such as lithic debitage, groundstone,
historic debris, building foundations, or bone are discovered during
ground-disturbing activities, work shall cease within 20 meters

(66 feet) of the discovery. Work near the archaeological finds shall
not resume until a professional archaeologist has evaluated the
materials and offered recommendations for further action. This
measure does not, however, specify the criteria for protecting
paleontological resources. Therefore, in the event of an unanticipated
paleontological discovery during ground-disturbing activities, the
following measure shall be implemented:

Less than significant
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TABLE S-1 (continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts

Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.5 Cultural Resources (cont.)

3.5-2 (cont.)

3.5-3: Covered Activities could result in damage to previously
unidentified human remains (Less than Significant).

3.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

3.6-1: Construction activities could result in discovery and release
of previously unidentified hazardous materials into the
environment (Significant).

o  Temporarily halt or divert work within 20 meters (66 feet) of the
find until the discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist
(per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP, 1995
and SVP, 1996).

o Document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential
resource, and assess the significance of the find under the
criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.5.

« Notify the appropriate agencies to determine procedures that
would be followed before construction is allowed to resume at the
location of the find.

e If CDFG determines that avoidance is not feasible, the
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the
effect of the project on the qualities that make the resource
important, and such plan shall be implemented. The plan shall be
submitted to the CDFG for review and approval.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures are required.

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program

3.6-1a: The Program’s incidental take permit (ITP) General condition Less than significant
(b) (Article XIII.E.1) states that the Shasta Valley Resource
Conservation District (SVRCD) “and any sub-permittee shall
immediately stop, contain, and clean-up any fuel, lubricants, or other
hazardous materials that leak or spill while engaged in a Covered
Activity. SVRCD or the sub-permittee shall notify the Department
immediately of any leak or spill of hazardous materials into a stream
or in a place where it can pass into a stream. While engaged in a
covered activity, SVRCD and all sub-permittees shall store and
handle hazardous materials at least 150 feet away from the edge of
mean high water elevation of any stream and properly dispose any
unused or leftover hazardous materials offsite. Exceptions to this
provision may be provided in individual sub-permits for pre-existing
structures with adequate containment facilities.” MLTC Conditions 76
through 84 68-threugh—#5-of the Programs streambed alteration
agreement Master List of Terms and Conditions (MLTC) contain
similar provisions.
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Summary

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

TABLE S-1 (continued)

Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after Mitigation

3.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

3.6-1 (cont.)

3.6-2: Program construction activities could ignite dry vegetation
and start a wildland fire (Significant).

3.7 Public Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy

3.7-1: The Program could result in the modification or expansion
of existing water supply systems (Less than Significant).

3.7-2: Construction activities could inadvertently contact
underground utility lines and/or facilities during excavation and
other ground disturbance, possibly leading to short-term utility
service interruptions (Less than Significant).

3.7-3: Replacement of gravity-based surface water diversions
with diversions or wells utilizing pumps, would increase power
consumption and air emissions (Less than Significant).

Mitigation Measures Identified in this Draft EIR

3.6-1b: SVRCD shall prepare a standard Hazardous Substance
Discovery Plan that shall include provisions that would be implemented
if any subsurface hazardous materials are encountered during
construction. Provisions outlined in the Plan shall be followed by
SVRCD and/or any sub-permittee and shall include immediately
stopping work in a contaminated area and contacting appropriate
resource agencies, including the California Department of Fish and
Game'’s (CDFG) designated monitor, upon discovery of subsurface
hazardous materials. The plan shall include the phone numbers of
county and state agencies and primary, secondary, and final cleanup
procedures. The Hazardous Substance Discovery Plan shall be
submitted to CDFG for review and approval prior to the
commencement of Program construction activities.

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program
No mitigation measures are included in the proposed MLTC or ITP.
Mitigation Measures Identified in This Draft EIR

3.6-2: Water tanks and/or fire extinguishers shall be sited at Covered
Activity construction sites and shall be available for fire protection
during the fire season (approximately late spring to early fall). All
construction vehicles shall have fire suppression equipment and
construction personnel shall be required to park vehicles away from
dry vegetation. SVRCD and/or sub-permittees shall contact and
coordinate with CDF to determine the minimum amounts of fire
equipment to be carried on the vehicles and appropriate locations for
the water tanks/fire extinguishers. SVRCD and/or sub-permittees
shall submit verification of its consultation with CDF to the CDFG.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

Mitigation Measure 3.6.2 would
reduce this impact to a less-than-

significant level.
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Summary

TABLE S-1 (continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SHASTA RIVER WATERSHED-WIDE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Impacts Mitigation Measures Significance after Mitigation

3.7 Public Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy (cont.)

3.7-4: Construction activities and water pumping associated with Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Program
Covered Activities and ITP mitigation measures would generate
greenhouse gas emissions, which would make a contribution to
global warming (Less than Significant).

This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation measures required.

Mitigation Measures Identified in This Draft EIR

The mitigation measures discussed below were identified as part of
this Draft EIR. While these measures are not required to reduce this
impact to less than significant, they are technically feasible. Still,
CDFG does not have the statutory or regulatory authority to impose
these requirements. As a result, they will only be implemented
voluntarily or by another regulatory agency (e.g., CARB) that has the
authority to require them, whether now or in the future.

3.7-4a: Program participants are encouraged to fuel all diesel
equipment, including pumps, vehicles, and construction equipment,
with a minimum 20 percent biodiesel (maximum 80 percent
conventional diesel) blend (B-20). B-20 biodiesel is currently

available commercially in Siskiyou County.7 A blend of 20 percent
biodiesel will reduce CO, emissions by approximately 15 percent
(USDOE, 2005), although with a slight increase in NOx (the increase
in NOx emissions would not exceed significance thresholds
established by SQAPCD - see the emissions calculations in the
technical appendix to the Initial Study in Appendix D).

3.7-4b: Renewable energy sources such as photovoltaic or wind
power could be used to power some pumps installed to meet
Program requirements for stockwatering and moving points of
diversion downstream.

7 B-20 is currently available locally at Cross Petroleum, 1012 North Mount Shasta Boulevard, Mount Shasta, CA 96067.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Proposed Program

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the Shasta Valley Resource
Conservation District (SVRCD) are proposing a Watershed-wide Permitting Program for the
Shasta River watershed (Program). The purpose of the Program is to provide a streamlined and
comprehensive permitting framework to enable farmers and ranchers throughout the Shasta River
watershed (Program Area) to continue their routine agricultural activities while complying with
Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish
and Game Code, 8§ 2050 et seq.).

The agricultural water diversions, activities related to the diversions, and the other activities the
Program covers, referred to in the Program as the “Covered Activities,”! are subject to Fish and
Game Code, 8§ 1600 et seq. because they substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of rivers,
streams, or lakes in the Program Area; substantially change the beds, channels, or banks of rivers,
streams, or lakes in the Program Area; and/or use material from the beds, channels, or banks of
rivers, streams, or lakes in the Program Area. As discussed in greater detail below and in

Chapter 2, Program participants will comply with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. by
obtaining streambed alteration agreements (SAA).

CESA prohibits take? of endangered, threatened, and candidate species unless the take is
authorized by CDFG. The Covered Activities are subject to CESA because they could result in
take of coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). Coho salmon that occur in the Program Area are
listed as threatened under CESA. As discussed in greater detail below and in Chapter 2 (Project
Description3), Program participants will comply with CESA by obtaining incidental take
authorization from CDFG pursuant to Fish and Game Code, § 2081(b) and (c).

Farmers and ranchers who are eligible to participate in the Program are referred to as
“Agricultural Operators.” An “Agricultural Operator” is defined in the Program as any natural
person or any partnership, corporation, limited liability company, trust, or other type of
association, or any public agency, as defined in CEQA Guidelines, § 15379, who diverts water
from a stream by means of an active diversion in the Program Area for an agricultural purpose, or

1 Covered Activities are described fully in Chapter 2, Project Description.

2 «Take’ means hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” (Fish and
Game Code, 86.)

3 For purposes of this Draft EIR the “Program” is the “Project” being analyzed pursuant to CEQA.
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1. Introduction

is involved in an agricultural operation on property in the Program Area through which or
adjacent to which a stream flows. “Active diversion” is defined as a surface water diversion that
has been operated at least one out of the last five years.

SVRCD and the Department of Water Resources (DWR) will also participate in the Program.
SVRCD wiill participate because, as part of the Program, it will be implementing coho salmon
restoration projects that are subject to Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. and those projects could
result in take of coho salmon in the Program Area. DWR will participate in the Program because it
currently provides watermastering service in the Program Area. Under the Program, the
watermaster in some instances will need to take certain actions to avoid or minimize the take of
coho salmon as it relates to operating water diversions and managing water in the Program Area.

The Program consists of:

e  Watershed-wide Streambed Alteration Agreement Program (SAA Program)

The SAA component of the Program will consist of separate SAAs issued by CDFG to
SVRCD and each Agricultural Operator. CDFG will include in each SAA the applicable
terms and conditions from the “Master List of Terms and Conditions” (MLTC) developed
as part of the Program. The terms and conditions are intended to protect existing fish and
wildlife resources that the Covered Activity or Activities could substantially adversely
affect. The MLTC will be an attachment to a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between CDFG and SVRCD that describes their roles and responsibilities in regards to the
SAA component of the Program.

. Watershed-wide Incidental Take Authorization for Coho Salmon

CDFG will issue an “incidental take permit” (ITP) to SVRCD in accordance with Fish and
Game Code, § 2081(b) and (c) to provide it take authorization in the course of
implementing coho salmon restoration projects that are part of the Program. The restoration
projects are intended to implement certain tasks identified in the Recovery Strategy for
California Coho Salmon the Fish and Game Commission adopted in 2004 (Coho Recovery
Strategy) and at the same time fully mitigate any take of coho salmon that occurs incidental
to conducting a Covered Activity, as CESA requires. CDFG will issue separate take
authorization to the Agricultural Operators who enroll in the Program and DWR in the
form of a “sub-permit.” The Program uses the term “sub-permit” because each will be
based on SVRCD’s ITP, but still enforceable as a “stand alone” permit. The separate
obligations SVRCD will have under its ITP and those the “sub-permittees” will have under
their sub-permits are discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description.

° Monitoring Program

The ITP will require SVRCD to establish a monitoring program to track the
implementation of the mitigation measures for which it is responsible, and to determine the

effectlveness of those measures in |mprovmq condltlons for coho salmon dete#mme

Pmg4ceuﬁn—.6v|t<-:«9r Sub permlttees are respon3|ble for monltormq the terms and condltlons of

their sub-permit. SVRCD will be available to assist sub-permittees in fulfilling monitoring
responsibilities related to the diversion of water and livestock or vehicle crossings. CDFG
is responsible for any and all compliance monitoring.

Each of these components is described in greater detail in Chapter 2, Project Description.
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CDFG and the Siskiyou Resource Conservation District have developed a watershed-wide
permitting program for the Scott River watershed similar to the Program for the Shasta River
watershed. CDFG is conducting a separate environmental review of that Program under CEQA.
However, the potential for cumulative effects of the two programs combined is considered in
Chapter 4.

1.2 Environmental Review of the Program

1.2.1 Lead Agency

CDFG is the public agency with the principal responsibility for approving and administering the
Program, and therefore as defined in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines,? is the “lead agency”
under CEQA for the purpose of preparing the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Program (Public Resources Code, § 21067; CEQA Guidelines, § 15367). CDFG has identified
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board,> the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB), and the Office of Historic Preservation as potential “responsible agencies”
under CEQA. A responsible agency is a state, local, or regional agency, or board or commission
other than the lead agency that has discretionary approval power over a project for which the lead
agency is preparing or has prepared an environmental document (Public Resources Code,

§ 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381).

The Covered Activities could affect the beds of navigable waters and other “state owned
‘sovereign’ land,” which are within the jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15386(b)). As a result, CDFG has identified the State Lands Commission as a
“trustee agency” for the Program. A trustee agency is a state agency that has jurisdiction over
natural resources held in trust for the people of the state that could be affected by a project or
program (Public Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines, § 15386).

Federal agencies that might have discretionary approval power over the Covered Activities
include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under the Clean Water Act and the National Marine
Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the federal Endangered Species
Act. However, if these or any other federal agencies must approve a Covered Activity, they will
not rely on the EIR for the Program. Instead, they will need to comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) either as the lead agency, in which case it will be responsible
for preparing its own environmental document, or as a cooperating agency, in which case it will
consider the NEPA lead agency’s environmental document in approving the Covered Activity.

4 The CEQA Guidelines are the regulations that implement CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines are in the California Code
of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq.

5 NCRWQCB informed CDFG that it may rely on this document as a responsible agency in issuing any required
permits for Covered Activities that are required as part of the Shasta River Total Maximum Daily Loads discussed in
Chapter 3.2. According to NCRWQCB, restoration activities that discharge waste to waters of the state will require
water quality certifications under Clean Water Act section 401 and/or Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
waste discharge requirements, both of which are discretionary actions subject to CEQA. If possible, NCRWQCB
staff intends to propose a general water quality certification/waste discharge requirements for restoration activities to
further streamline and coordinate permitting in the Shasta River watershed (Leland, 2008).
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1.2.2 Need for Environmental Review

The overall intent of the Program is to reduce the environmental impacts of historic, ongoing
agricultural water diversions and activities related to those diversions, and coho salmon
restoration projects in the Program Area. Nonetheless, CDFG determined it was necessary to
prepare this Draft EIR for the Program to comply with CEQA because 1) establishing and
implementing the Program by issuing SAAs, the ITP, and sub-permits for the Covered Activities
constitute discretionary approvals by CDFG; and 2) based on the Initial Study for the Program,
CDFG determined the Covered Activities have the potential to cause significant effects on the
environment, as defined in the CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines, § 15382).

The four purposes of this Draft EIR are:
1. To describe the Program;

2. To determine whether the Program has the potential to cause significant adverse effects on
the physical environment;

3. Where such effects are identified, to develop feasible mitigation measures to reduce or
eliminate the environmental impacts;

4. To consider feasible alternatives to the Program that could attain most of the Program’s
objectives, while reducing its environmental impacts.

1.2.3 Scope of the Draft EIR

This Draft EIR analyzes the Program by describing the Program and the Covered Activities; the
environmental setting where the Covered Activities will occur; an evaluation of the effects the
Covered Activities could have on the physical environment; for those effects that CDFG
determines could be significant, a description of any mitigation measures that can be incorporated
into the Covered Activities through the MLTC and ITP to reduce those effects to less than
significant; and a description of a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the
Program. If CDFG approves the Program, any mitigation measures identified in this Draft EIR
that are not in MLTC and ITP will be added to them.

Program EIR

This Draft EIR is a “program EIR,” i.e., an EIR for the Program at a project-specific level. As
described in CEQA Guidelines, § 15168(a), a program EIR is:

“An EIR . . . prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project
and are related either:

(1) Geographically;

(2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions;

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program 1-4 ESA / D206063
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



1. Introduction

(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to
govern the conduct of a continuing program; or

(4) Asindividual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated
in similar ways.”

A program EIR is appropriate in this case because the Program will comprise a series of actions
that can be characterized as one large project (i.e., the issuance by CDFG of SAAs to SVRCD
and Agricultural Operators and take authorization to SVRCD, Agricultural Operators, and DWR
for only those activities the Program covers) that are related geographically (i.e., within the
Shasta River watershed), carried out under the same authorizing statutory authority (i.e., Fish and
Game Code, 8§ 1600 et seg. and CESA), and have generally similar environmental impacts that
can be mitigated in similar ways.

Before CDFG issues a SAA and sub-permit, it will 1) confirm that the activity is a Covered
Activity, and, if so, 2) determine in light of the project-specific information whether the impacts
of the Covered Activity are adequately addressed in the EIR for the Program and its related
mitigation measures. CDFG will prepare subsequent or supplemental CEQA analysis if it
determines that the Covered Activity will result in new significant or more substantially severe
impacts than addressed in the EIR for the Program.

Effects Deemed Less Than Significant in the Initial Study

On October 20, 2006, CDFG published its Initial Study for the Program, a copy of which is
included as Appendix D. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(c), the Initial Study was used to
focus this Draft EIR on the effects of the Program that CDFG determined could be significant,
and to identify the effects of the Program determined to be less than significant or not significant.
The Initial Study identifies the effects of the Program as less than significant (at both a project
and cumulative level) on the environmental factors listed below. As a result, these factors are not
further analyzed in this Draft EIR.

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity®
Mineral Resources

Noise

Population and Housing
Recreation

Transportation and Traffic

6 Geomorphic effects are considered in this Draft EIR with Hydrology and Water Quality.
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Response to Comments

In comments on CDFG’s Notice of Preparation for this Draft EIR, and in comments received
during the scoping meetings CDFG held in October 2006 (Appendix E), several individuals
suggested that the Program would be inadequate to restore coho salmon and other anadromous
fish in the Shasta River watershed. In response, CDFG notes the following:

° The Program is not intended to substitute for the Coho Recovery Strategy, nor is it intended
to be a vehicle for implementation of the full Coho Recovery Strategy. Overall, however,
the Program is consistent with the “programmatic implementation framework” called for in
the Coho Recovery Strategy. The restoration activities included as mitigation in the ITP are
also consistent with elements of the Coho Recovery Strategy. As described in the Coho
Recovery Strategy, the effort to restore coho salmon in California must go well beyond the
mitigation measures that will be implemented as part of the Program.

° A primary purpose of the Program is to enable Agricultural Operators to continue routine
farming and ranching activities in the Program Area and SVRCD’s restoration project
implementation, while avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating for take of coho salmon that
might occur incidental to those activities, in accordance with Fish and Game Code, § 1600
et seq. and CESA.

° Because coho salmon is the only listed salmonid species in the Shasta River watershed,
CDFG does not have the authority to issue incidental take authorization for Chinook salmon
(O. tschawytscha) or steelhead (O. mykiss). Many of the minimization, avoidance, and
mitigation measures included in the ITP and many of the conditions that will be included in
the SAAs will, however, also serve to benefit other anadromous fish species and aquatic
and riparian resources. Furthermore, pursuant to CEQA, CDFG must examine the potential
impacts of the Program on both listed and non-listed fish species. Hence, this Draft EIR also
examines such impacts on fish species in the Program Area other than coho salmon (see
Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources: Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat).

. The Program does not in any way “challenge” existing legal water rights. CDFG is
authorized to impose conditions on water diversions and other Covered Activities to protect
fish and wildlife resources that could affect the exercise of such water rights under Fish and
Game Code, § 1600 et seq., CESA, and other state laws, but it does not have the authority to
revoke those rights. That authority rests with the SWRCB. Therefore, the revocation of an
existing legal water right by CDFG would not constitute a feasible mitigation measure, and
therefore this Draft EIR does not include such a measure.

. The overall condition of the Shasta River’s anadromous fishery is reviewed in Chapter 3.3,
Biological Resources: Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat. Conditions in the Klamath River are
briefly described in the discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.

1.2.4 Comments on the Draft EIR

This Draft EIR will be circulated for a period of 60 days, during which time all interested parties
will have the opportunity to review the document and provide CDFG with comments on its
contents and analysis. During the 60-day period, CDFG will hold a public hearing to receive
written and verbal comments.
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Following the close of the 60-day comment period, CDFG will respond to all comments received
within the 60-day period, and publish the responses, along with any revisions to this Draft EIR, in
a final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). At that time, the Regional Manager of CDFG’s
Northern Region will decide whether to certify (i.e., adopt) the Final EIR. If it is certified, CDFG
will take one of the following two actions:

1. Approve the Program as proposed, with mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR
incorporated into the Program; or

2.  Disapprove the Program.

1.3 Documents Attached and Incorporated by
Reference in the Draft EIR

An EIR may “incorporate by reference all or portions of another document which is a matter of
public record or is generally available to the public” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15150). Portions of
several documents relevant to the environmental analysis for the Program have been summarized
in various chapters throughout this Draft EIR. The proposed SAA MOU and attached MLTC and
ITP are attached to this Draft EIR as Appendices A and B, respectively. In addition, the following
documents are essential to understanding the background, environmental setting, and regulatory
context of the Program, and therefore are incorporated herein by reference:”

. CDFG, Initial Study for the Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program. October,
2006 (attached as Appendix D). This document was the first step in the CEQA process for
the Program. The Initial Study was used to identify those environmental factors that could
be adversely affected by the Program. Those environmental factors that were found not to
be potentially affected by the Program are not further considered in this Draft EIR.

. CDFG Report to the California Fish and Game Commission, Recovery Strategy for
California Coho Salmon, February 2004. This document describes historic and current
coho salmon population trends, examines the causes for the decline of the species, and lays
out a strategy for recovering the species, including a pilot program that addresses
agricultural activities the Shasta and Scott River watersheds. The Recovery Strategy is
further reviewed in Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources: Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat.

. North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Staff Report for the Action Plan for the
Shasta River Watershed Temperature and Dissolved Oxygen Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDL), June 2006. This document lays out a plan for reduction of temperature and
dissolved oxygen impairment of the Shasta River, in order to achieve water quality standards.
It is further reviewed in Chapter 3.2, Geomorphology, Hydrology, and Water Quality. The
full document is available at
http://www.swrch.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/shasta_river/staff _report.s
html

7 All referenced documents are available at CDFG’s Northern Region Office at 601 Locust Street, Redding, California
96001.

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program 1-7 ESA / D206063
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



1. Introduction

° Draft Shasta River TMDL Implementation Workplan, March 2007. This document lays out
specific tasks and responsibilities for implementing the Shasta River TMDL. It is further
described in Chapter 3.2, Geomorphology, Hydrology, and Water Quality. The full
document is at:
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/shasta_river/070320/070
320_shasta_workplan_draft.pdf

. SVRCD Incidental Take Permit Application for Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch),
March 29, 2005. This document is the formal application by SVRCD for the ITP. It
includes SVRCD’s analysis of potential impacts on coho salmon of proposed Covered
Activities, and proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, many of which
are incorporated in the draft ITP. It also includes as attachments extensive background
information on the Shasta River and its watershed that is further reviewed and incorporated
into the setting sections in Chapters 3.2 and 3.3.

. SVRCD SAA Natification, April 1, 2005. This document is the formal application for a
Streambed Alteration Agreement, pursuant to Fish and Game Code, § 1602.

1.4 Organization of the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR is organized into six chapters, preceded by a Table of Contents and Summary,
each of which is described briefly below.

Summary. The Draft EIR Summary, prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, § 15123,
contains an overview of key elements of the Draft EIR. This Summary includes a description of
the Program (the full description is found in Chapter 2), as well as a description of Program
alternatives as they compare to the Program (the full alternatives analysis is found in Chapter 5).
Areas of controversy are also discussed. The Summary concludes with a comprehensive list of
environmental impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, indicating the level of
significance of each impact before and after mitigation, presented in table format.

Chapter 1 — Introduction. The Introduction briefly describes the CDFG permitting and
environmental review processes for the Program, identifies the technical documents that are
incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR, and describes the organization of the Draft EIR.

Chapter 2 — Project Description. The Project Description is prepared pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines, 8 15124, and contains a discussion of the Program attributes through text, figures, and
tables. Specifically, Chapter 2 includes an overview of the Program; describes the need for,
objectives, and benefits of the Program; describes in general the activities the Program covers
(i.e., the Covered Activities); and describes in detail the terms and conditions in the MLTC (i.e.,
measures necessary to protect fish and wildlife resources) and ITP (i.e., avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures).

Chapter 3 — Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. Chapter 3 begins
with an introduction followed by seven “sub-chapters” (Chapters 3.1-3.7). The introduction
discusses the environmental setting for the Program in broad terms and explains how the Chapter
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is organized. Following from the introduction, each sub-chapter includes a more focused
discussion of the environmental setting pertinent to the resource the sub-chapter addresses (e.g.,
Land Use and Agriculture); a description of the criteria used to determine whether a particular
impact could be significant; the environmental impacts the Covered Activities could have on the
resource; a determination of whether they will be significant based on the significance criteria;
and, where the impact is identified as potentially significant, a description of the mitigation
measure(s) that will reduce the impact to less than significant. The social and economic effects of
the Program are discussed in the context of its potential to induce changes in land use.

Chapter 4 — Cumulative Effects and Other Required Topics. Chapter 4 identifies and
describes existing environmental statutes and regulations CDFG administers and enforces, as well
as activities and programs under the jurisdiction of other agencies that could contribute to
significant cumulative impacts. It also indicates the potential for the Program, in combination
with other projects in the watershed, to contribute to significant cumulative impacts. This Chapter
also discusses the potential the Program could have to induce growth and significant irreversible
environmental changes if the Program is implemented.

Chapter 5 — Alternatives to the Program. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 8 15126.6,
Chapter 5 presents a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives designed to attain most
of the basic objectives of the Program while avoiding or substantially reducing any potentially
significant environmental impacts from the Program. Chapter 5 analyzes three alternatives,
including their potential for reducing any adverse impacts associated with the Program, and their
ability to meet Program objectives.

Chapter 6 — Draft EIR Authors, Persons and Organizations Contacted. Chapter 6 identifies
the individuals who were involved in the preparation of the Draft EIR. Persons and organizations
contacted in preparation of the Draft EIR are referenced at the end of each Chapter.

Appendices. The Draft EIR contains several appendices of technical and procedural materials
that are pertinent to the analysis in the Draft EIR. The appendices are listed in the Table of
Contents.

References

Leland, David, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Rosa, California,
written communication, February 6, 2008.
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description

This Chapter describes the Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program (Program) which
for the purposes of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the “Project” analyzed and
hereafter referred to as the “Program”. The environmental analysis of the Program in the
following chapters is based on this description.

2.1 Program Overview

2.1.1 Program Objectives

The Program is intended to facilitate compliance with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. and
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code, § 2050 et seq.) within the
Shasta River watershed (Program Area) (see Figure 2-1) by the Shasta Valley Resource
Conservation District (SVRCD) and Agricultural Operators* when conducting specified activities
the Program covers. The Department of Water Resources (DWR) is also included in the Program
because the current watermaster responsible for implementing the Siskiyou County Superior
Court’s Judgment and Decree in the Shasta River Adjudication Proceeding entered December 30,
1932 (Shasta River Decree) is a DWR employee.?

In meeting that objective, the Program will also implement certain stream restoration projects in
the Shasta River watershed identified in the Fish and Game Commission’s (Commission)
Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon (February 2004) (Coho Recovery Strategy) as key
coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) recovery projects. Under the Program, SVRCD will be
responsible for implementing those recovery projects, which are among the activities the Program
covers. The events culminating in the Commission’s adoption of the Coho Recovery Strategy and
the Program’s relationship to it are described briefly below.

1 The Program defines “Agricultural Operator” as any natural person or any partnership, corporation, limited liability
company, trust, or other type of association or any public agency, as defined in CEQA Guidelines, § 15379, who
diverts water from a stream by means of an active diversion in the Program Area for an agricultural purpose, or is
involved in an agricultural operation on property in the Program Area through which or adjacent to which a stream
flows. The Program defines “active diversion” as a surface water diversion that has been operated at least one out of
the last five years.

2 Interested stakeholders are exploring the possibility of developing and operating an alternative watermastering
program to replace the current service provided by DWR. Additional information regarding this potential change in
watermaster service is included in Chapter 4 under “Changes to the State Watermaster Program.”

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program 2-1 ESA / D206063
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



I~TYX ‘l X v gl [
~ ’ \ L &
B S\ 4 ) 1) ~
-~-a HEN r ~ g
= " . B - (8
\ 4 ] \ an~a \
1 7 & A J s N \‘
A 7 ¢ W ¥ s It \
’ \ v \ Lo, P
5 )2 — P IR e &\ Y S g e N
) |\ 5 . e \ P %S (8
(S ? ) Y N N \'
\ . QY ! \
\
]
/
{
b
1
SN
U
7
r
e Vs
7
4
i
,~—_'
S
\
\
4,
7/
13
9
!
r
'\ //
\‘ -
A}
!
\
\
J"
!
1 ™
! Sl <
7/
; s
]
{
\
I
]
n \
S~ ‘ “
~
. \ X ~
/‘(\ c X / 3 \ =
N N g \
b \I S ) . \
e I
) TN V] \‘ y
\ N 1
f) e N .,
b I ~ I L4
; =
g ~ \71 % i
= N/ \
4 7 )
A ad 4 =N/ J
> ¥ - - )
a&W i =0 b {
‘a M J -a y NS N, ) \
y ° 4 % 1 et , o )
\ o \ 5 2 S
S \ 1 /) ] N,
S \ IV [ 1 <\
N ~ - 1 ¢ ) o
SN . ~A vl 1% by
3 S B \ o ‘ () 2
Shasta River Watershed-Wide Permitting Program . 206063
Figure 2-1
Program Area

SOURCE: ESA, 2007



2. Project Description

Status of and Recovery Strategy for Coho Salmon

In early 2002, the Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Coalition petitioned the Commission to list coho
salmon north of San Francisco as an endangered species under CESA. In response, the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) issued a coho salmon status report to the Commission,
recommending that coho salmon from San Francisco north to Punta Gorda be listed as endangered,
and that coho salmon from Punta Gorda north to the Oregon border be listed as threatened pursuant
to CESA (CDFG, 2004). The Commission found that coho salmon warranted listing in accordance
with CDFG’s recommendations. The Program Area is north of Punta Gorda. As a result of the
Commission’s finding, coho salmon within the Program Area are listed as a threatened species
under CESA,3 and may not be taken* except as authorized by CDFG in accordance with CESA.

In February 2004, the Commission adopted the Coho Recovery Strategy. The Coho Recovery
Strategy emphasizes cooperation and collaboration, and recognizes the need for funding, public
and private support for restoration actions, and maintaining a balance between regulatory and
voluntary efforts to meet the goals of the Coho Recovery Strategy. The Shasta and Scott River
watersheds were identified for a pilot program to address coho salmon recovery issues and
solutions related to agriculture and agricultural water use in Siskiyou County. In addition to
identifying recommendations for the pilot program, the Shasta-Scott Recovery Team identified
the need to develop a programmatic implementation framework that works toward the recovery
of coho salmon, while providing authorization to take coho salmon incidental to otherwise lawful
routine agricultural activities in the Shasta and Scott River watersheds. The avoidance,
minimization, and selected mitigation measures included in the proposed incidental take permit
(ITP) for the Program, and the sub-permits that will be based on the ITP, are consistent with the
recovery tasks identified in the Shasta-Scott Pilot Program in the Recovery Strategy.

2.1.2 Objectives of Program Participants

Shasta Valley Resource Conservation District

SVRCD is a non-profit public agency, organized under Division 9 of the Public Resources Code.
The mission of SVRCD is to enhance the conservation and economic stability of natural
resources by coordinating and supporting landowner activities, both public and private, and by
providing information, education and project implementation to residents within all watersheds in
the district’s boundaries. SVRCD works closely with other public agencies, districts, private
entities, and private individuals to accomplish its goals and objectives.

SVRCD?’s objectives for the Program are as follows:

. Support landowner activities (both private and public) in order to enhance the conservation
and economic stability of Siskiyou County’s natural resources;

3 Coho salmon north of Punta Gorda are within the Southern Oregon-Northern California Coast (SONCC) Coho
Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU).

4 «Take’ means hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill” (Fish and
Game Code, § 86).
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2. Project Description

Assist Agricultural Operators in completing projects consistent with the tasks identified in
the Coho Recovery Strategy;

Assist Agricultural Operators in meeting the requirements of Fish and Game Code, § 1600
et seq. and CESA by working with CDFG to develop a Program that streamlines the
process to obtain streambed alteration agreements (SAA) under Fish and Game Code,

8 1600 et seq. and incidental take authorization under CESA,;

Comply with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. and CESA while performing instream
and/or near-stream coho salmon restoration activities;

Provide incentives for Agricultural Operators in the Shasta River watershed to implement
coho salmon recovery tasks;

Increase the viability of coho salmon and other plant, fish, and wildlife resources in the
Shasta River watershed by improving water quality and riparian habitat, minimizing any
adverse effects from agricultural activities, and restoring habitat by providing a clear set of
activities and conditions to Agricultural Operators;

Protect and improve the biological functioning of the Shasta River watershed and natural
resources while maintaining the economic viability of agriculture; and

Implement the permit conditions identified in the Program for coho salmon and other
stream resources in the Shasta River watershed.

California Department of Fish and Game

CDFG is responsible for conserving, protecting, and managing California’s fish, wildlife, and native
plant resources, in part by administering and enforcing Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. and
CESA. In issuing SAAs to SVRCD, and Agricultural Operators, an ITP to SVRCD, and sub-
permits to Agricultural Operators and DWR under the Program, CDFG intends to minimize impacts
to biological resources within the Shasta River watershed, including coho salmon, from SVRCD’s
stream restoration projects and agricultural water diversions and activities related to those
diversions in the Shasta River watershed. CDFG intends also to work with SVRCD to enhance coho
salmon habitat in the Shasta River watershed through the implementation of key coho salmon
recovery tasks. Hence, CDFG’s objectives for the Program are as follows:

Fulfill the commitment to develop a permitting framework within the context of the Shasta-
Scott Pilot Program in the Coho Recovery Strategy;

Work with SVRCD and Agricultural Operators to develop a watershed-wide permitting
program that covers agricultural water diversions and other agricultural activities related to
those diversions in the Shasta River watershed,;

Protect and conserve coho salmon when authorizing activities in the Shasta River
watershed that may affect the species;

Eliminate unauthorized take of coho salmon caused by water diversions in the Shasta River
watershed and avoid, minimize, and fully mitigate take of coho salmon incidental to
diverting water with a valid water right, recovery actions, and other lawful activities;

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program 2-4 ESA / D206063
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



2. Project Description

. Implement selected key coho salmon recovery tasks that are essential to improving habitat
conditions for coho salmon in the Shasta River watershed; and

. Bring existing agricultural water diverters into compliance with Fish and Game Code,
8 1600 et seq. and CESA.

Agricultural Operators

The objectives of the Agricultural Operators are as follows:

) Protect and conserve coho salmon and other plant, fish, and wildlife resources while
maintaining the economic viability of their agricultural operations in the Shasta River
watershed; and

. Comply with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seg. and CESA in conducting the activities
the Program covers subject to those statutes.

Department of Water Resources

As mentioned above, the current watermaster responsible for administering and enforcing the
Shasta River Decree is a DWR employee. The objectives of DWR are as follows:

. Implement the Shasta River Decree pursuant to applicable provisions in the California
Water Code;

. Ensure watermastering activities are in compliance with CESA,;

. Verify that watermastered diverters are in compliance with their respective adjudicated
water right(s); and

. Work with CDFG to avoid or minimize the stranding® of coho salmon when CDFG
determines that a permitted water diversion is causing or will cause stranding.

2.1.3 Program Advantages

Participation in the Program has many advantages, including the following:

° The Program implements selected key coho salmon recovery tasks on a watershed-wide
level which also serve to meet the full mitigation requirement for incidental take
authorization under CESA;

° SVRCD (through the ITP) and Agricultural Operators and DWR (through their sub-
permits) will be authorized to take coho salmon if such take occurs incidental to conducting
a Covered Activity;

° SVRCD will have one watershed-wide ITP for its coho salmon restoration projects, which
will minimize the time and effort needed when compared to obtaining incidental take
authorization on a project-by-project basis;

5 The ITP defines “stranding” as a situation in which coho salmon are in a location with poor aquatic habitat
conditions due to a reduction in flow from which they cannot escape.
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. With the Master List of Terms and Conditions (MLTC) and the ITP, it will take much less
time for CDFG to prepare individual SAAs for SVRCD projects subject to Fish and Game
Code, § 1602 and SAAs and sub-permits for participating Agricultural Operators;

. Participating Agricultural Operators may receive assistance from SVRCD to prepare their
SAA natifications, and will not be required to pay a notification fee to CDFG because
SVRCD has paid that fee;

. Any take authorized under CESA must be fully mitigated. Because SVRCD will fully
mitigate the take of coho salmon that might occur under the Program by implementing
selected key coho salmon recovery projects, participating Agricultural Operators will not
be responsible for meeting the full mitigation requirement.

. SVRCD and participating Agricultural Operators will not be responsible for CDFG’s cost
to prepare the EIR for the Program and any other CEQA-related costs; and

. The Program provides a coordinated approach to implement selected restoration projects
critical for recovering coho salmon and bring existing agricultural water diverters into
compliance with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seg. and CESA.

2.1.4 Program Permitting Structure

Authorization for Covered Activities

As explained below, the activities the Program covers, referred to in the Program as the “Covered
Activities,” are subject to Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. and CESA, Fish and Game Code,
8 1600 et seq. only, or CESA only. As a result, Agricultural Operators, SVRCD, and DWR must
comply with one or both of those statutes before conducting a Covered Activity. The Covered
Activities are described in detail below.

To comply with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq. outside the Program, each of those entities
would need to submit a notification and notification fee and obtain a SAA from CDFG in
accordance with Fish and Game Code, 8 1602. To be in compliance with CESA outside the
Program, the entity would need to apply for and obtain an ITP from CDFG in accordance with
Fish and Game Code, § 2081(b) and (c), which is part of CESA. Before CDFG could issue a SAA
oran ITP, it would first need to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
(Public Resources Code, 8 21000 et seq.). In permitting the activities the Program covers, CDFG
would be the CEQA lead agency, and as such, would be entitled to recover from the applicant the
costs it incurs to comply with CEQA.

Under the Program, CDFG will issue SVRCD and Agricultural Operators individual SAAs for
purposes of complying with Fish and Game Code, 8 1600 et seq. Similar to the standard
notification process under Fish and Game Code, 8 1602, Agricultural Operators will need to
notify CDFG in order to obtain a SAA, but they will not be required to pay a notification fee
because, as discussed above, SVRCD has paid that fee. As a condition of participating in the
Program, SVRCD and Agricultural Operators must also obtain separate authorization from CDFG
to authorize any take of coho salmon that may occur incidental to a Covered Activity within the
Program Area for purposes of complying with CESA. The only exception to the requirement that
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Agricultural Operators obtain both a SAA and take authorization from CDFG to participate in the
Program is where CDFG determines that an Agricultural Operator’s water diversion is in an area
where a decrease in flow below the diversion will not have an effect on coho salmon downstream
from the diversion, e.g., above Dwinnell Dam. In that case, the Agricultural Operator will not be
required to obtain take authorization. DWR will obtain take authorization from CDFG, but will
not need to obtain a SAA.

For Agricultural Operators and DWR, their take authorization will be based on the ITP that
CDFG will issue to SVRCD. Because they will be based on SVRCD’s ITP, they are referred to as
“sub-permits” in the Program, but like the SAAs that CDFG issues under the Program, they will
be fully enforceable by CDFG as separate, or “stand alone” permits. The structure and conditions
of each SAA, ITP, and sub-permit CDFG will issue under the Program are described in greater
detail below.

Streambed Alteration Agreements

On April 1, 2005, SVRCD submitted a notification for a watershed wide streambed alteration
agreement program and notification fee to CDFG. At the time, CDFG and SVRCD expected that
CDFG would use the notification to prepare one SAA that would apply to SVRCD and
Agricultural Operators when conducting certain Covered Activities. By doing so, SVRCD and
Agricultural Operators would not need to submit separate notifications to CDFG, and CDFG
would not need to prepare a separate SAA for each of those entities. However, after further
discussions, it became apparent to CDFG and SVRCD that this approach was not workable, and
thereafter they adopted a different approach for the SAA component of the Program.

Under the Program, SVRCD and Agricultural Operators will be required to notify CDFG and in
that notification describe the particular Covered Activity or Activities for which they are seeking
authorization in order to comply with Fish and Game Code, § 1602. If the entity wants to
complete an activity that is not one of the Covered Activities, the entity will need to notify CDFG
pursuant to the standard procedure outside the Program. SVRCD may provide assistance to
Agricultural Operators in preparing and submitting their notifications to CDFG pursuant to the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between CDFG and SVRCD, which is attached as
Appendix B. The MOU identifies CDFG’s and SVRCD’s roles and responsibilities in
administering and implementing the SAA (i.e., Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq.) component
of the Program.

After CDFG determines the notification is complete and includes only those activities covered by
the Program, it will prepare a SAA for the applicant. The conditions CDFG includes in the SAA
will be based on the MLTC that is attached to the MOU. Those conditions are part of the
Program. A copy of the proposed MLTC is attached as part of Appendix B. The MLTC includes
general conditions that will be included in each SAA regardless of the Covered Activity or
Activities the SAA authorizes and specific conditions from which CDFG will select and include
in a SAA based on the Covered Activity or Activities the SAA authorizes.
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The specific set of MLTC conditions in the SAA will be those measures necessary to protect fish
and wildlife resources the Covered Activity or Activities may substantially adversely affect, as
required in Fish and Game Code, 8 1603. Under that section outside the Program, if an applicant
disagrees with any conditions CDFG includes in a draft SAA, the entity may request a meeting
with CDFG to resolve the disagreement informally. If that occurs but the applicant and CDFG
cannot resolve the disagreement, the entity may request that a three-person arbitration panel be
convened to resolve the dispute. By contrast, the conditions CDFG includes in a SAA issued
under the Program may not be arbitrated. As a result, in the event an Agricultural Operator
disagrees with any of those conditions, and the Agricultural Operator and CDFG cannot resolve
the disagreement informally, the Agricultural Operator must either accept the Program SAA
regardless of the disagreement, or apply for a SAA outside the Program like any other non-
participant. In the latter case, if the Agricultural Operator disagrees with any condition CDFG
includes in the draft non-Program SAA, the dispute resolution procedure under Fish and Game
Code, § 1603 described above will be available to the Agricultural Operator. However, if an
Agricultural Operator elects to obtain a SAA outside the Program, it may no longer participate in
the Program having “opted out.”

Also under the Program, in order for a SAA notification to be complete, the applicant must include
a copy of an executed ITP or sub-permit (described below) issued by CDFG under the Program,
unless CDFG has determined a sub-permit is not required as described above. Agricultural
Operators must also include an agreement signed by the Agricultural Operator that will allow non-
enforcement CDFG personnel and SVRCD personnel access to the sub-permittee’s property where
the-Covered-Activity-with-occurforpurpeses-of-monitering to determine whether the terms and
conditions of SVRCD’s ITP and SAAs or the Agricultural Operator’s SAA and sub-permit are
fulfilled and are effective. If the Covered Activity will occur on property not owned by the
Agricultural Operator, the access agreement must be signed by the owner of the property.

During the first five years of the Program, the term of any SAA CDFG issues under the Program
will be five years. CDFG may extend the term one time for a period of up to five years, but not
beyond the expiration date of the ITP, if the SAA holder requests an extension prior to the SAA’s
expiration. All SAAs issued or extended after the first five years of the Program will expire on the
expiration date of the ITP (i.e., the expiration date of the Program).

Incidental Take Authorization

Under CESA, a person may not take a species that the Commission has accepted as a candidate
species or listed as a threatened or endangered species unless the take is incidental to an otherwise
lawful activity and the person obtains authorization from CDFG in the form of an ITP. Because
coho salmon within the Program Area are listed as threatened under CESA, and CDFG has
determined that the Covered Activities could result in take of coho salmon, SVRCD and DWR
will be required to obtain take authorization under the Program. Agricultural Operators will also
be required to obtain take authorization, except in limited circumstances where CDFG has
determined a water diversion is located in an area where a decrease in flow below the diversion
will not have an effect on coho salmon downstream of the diversion, e.g., above Dwinnell Dam.
On March 29, 2005, SVRCD submitted an application to CDFG for an ITP pursuant to Fish and
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Game Code, § 2081(b) and (c). Thereafter, CDFG and SVRCD worked together to develop a
watershed-wide ITP as part of the CESA component of the Program.

As discussed above, for SVRCD, take authorization under the Program will be in the form of an
ITP. A copy of the proposed ITP under the Program is attached as Appendix A. For Agricultural
Operators and DWR, such authorization will be in the form of “sub-permits” that will be based on
SVRCD’s ITP, but, like the ITP, each will be fully enforceable by CDFG as a separate permit, as
explained in greater detail below. The avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures included
in the ITP and sub-permits are part of the Program.

Under the ITP, SVRCD will be required to comply with the avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures included in the ITP for its own projects, which, as mentioned above, are key
coho salmon recovery projects identified in the Coho Recovery Strategy. The sub-permits will
include avoidance and minimization measures the “sub-permittees” (i.e., Agricultural Operators
and DWR) must implement, in some cases with SVRCD’s assistance. SVRCD will meet the sub-
permittees’ CESA obligation to fully mitigate for any take of coho salmon that occurs incidental
to conducting their Covered Activities by implementing the key coho salmon recovery projects
mentioned above. Those projects are described in the ITP as mitigation for any take of coho
salmon that occurs incidental to the Covered Activities.

Although SVRCD will be responsible for implementing the coho salmon recovery projects
described in the ITP, and therefore for meeting the full mitigation requirement under CESA as it
applies to the sub-permittees’ Covered Activities, the sub-permittees’ take authorization is not
solely contingent on their compliance with the avoidance and minimization measures for which
they are responsible under their sub-permits. It is also contingent on SVRCD’s implementation of
the key coho salmon recovery projects that apply to the sub-permittees’ Covered Activities.
Hence, any failure by SVRCD to implement those projects and any other mitigation measures
could result in the suspension or revocation by CDFG not just of SVRCD’s take authorization
under the Program, but also the sub-permittees’ because, as mentioned above, those projects will
serve to meet the full mitigation issuance criteria for take authorization pursuant to CESA.

SVRCD will also be required to conduct monitoring activities to determine whether or not the
terms and conditions of their ITP each-sub-permit are being fulfilled and are effective. In order to
ensure that SVRCD will be able to meet this obligation, the sub-permits will include provisions
that allow SVRCD and CDFG to enter a sub-permittee’s property and other private property
Covered Activities might affect and/or where Covered Activities occur. Sub-permittees will be
responsible for monitoring the terms and conditions of their sub-permits by completing the
appropriate implementation and effectiveness monitoring checklists for their Covered Activities
and submitting them to CDFG. CDFG is responsible for any and all compliance monitoring.

The term of the Program ITP will bel0 years and all sub-permits will be written to expire on the
expiration date of the Program ITP. As mentioned above, Program SAAs will also expire on or
before the ITP expiration date.
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Covered Activities

As mentioned above, the Program applies to various Covered Activities, which are described
below. The first nine Covered Activities are subject to Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq.% and
CESA, and therefore are included in the proposed MLTC and ITP. The remaining five Covered
Activities are not subject to Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq., and therefore they are not
included in the MLTC. However, they are included in the ITP (along with the other nine Covered
Activities) because like the other nine Covered Activities, they could result in take of coho
salmon in the Program Area. By participating in the Program, SVRCD, through the ITP, and
Agricultural Operators and DWR, through their sub-permits, will have authorization pursuant to
CESA for take of coho salmon that might occur incidental to conducting a Covered Activity.

Below is a summary of the 14 Covered Activities, followed by a more detailed description of the
conditions in the proposed MLTC and ITP which CDFG will include in SAAs and sub-permits.
Again, the first nine Covered Activities are included in the proposed MLTC and ITP, and the
remaining five are included only in the proposed ITP.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 1: Water Diversions. This activity includes only the diversion
of surface water by an appropriative or riparian right through a conduit or opening from streams,
channels, or sloughs within the Shasta River watershed by an Agricultural Operator for
agricultural purposes in accordance with a valid water right.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 2: Water Diversion Structures. This category includes only the
following activities relating to water diversion structures:

a)  Ongoing management and/or maintenance of existing flashboard dams, including the
placement of boards into concrete abutments across the wetted channel to build head to
divert water, and the removal of the boards;

b)  Ongoing maintenance, management, and repair of boulder weirs;

c) Installing, operating, maintaining, and removing push-up dams. “Push-up dam” is defined
as a temporary diversion structure created by using motorized equipment (for example
loaders, backhoes, or excavators) to move bedload within the stream channel to form a flow
barrier that seasonally diverts the flow of the stream;’

d) Installing, operating, maintaining, and removing other temporary diversion structures that
are not push-up dams. “Other temporary diversion structure” is defined as any temporary
structure (other than a push-up dam) used to seasonally divert water seasonally from a
stream and is typically made with materials such as hay bales, hand-stacked rocks and
cobble, tarps, wood, and/or a combination of these materials placed in the channel with or
without the use of motorized heavy equipment;

6 Fish and Game Code, § 1602 requires an entity to notify CDFG before substantially diverting or obstructing the
natural flow of, or substantially changing or using any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream,
or lake, or depositing or disposing of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground
pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake.

7 A scoping comment requested that bulldozing be prohibited in streams. The MLTC and ITP will place several
restrictions on use of heavy equipment in streams (see below). The impacts of the use of heavy equipment in streams
are further analyzed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this Draft EIR.
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e) Installing or placing pumps and sumps and maintaining existing pumps and sumps within
or adjacent to the active channel of a stream, which sometimes requires the use of large
machinery within or adjacent to the active channel; and

f) Installing headgates and measuring devices, sized appropriately for the authorized
diversion, that meet CDFG’s and/or DWR’s standards on or in a diversion channel, which
usually is done by excavating the site to proper elevation using large machinery,
positioning the headgate and measuring device at the appropriate elevation, and installing
rock or other “armoring” around the headgate to protect the structure. During installation,
the streambank could be affected by the construction of concrete forms and other necessary
construction activities. Where diversions are under the control of the State Watermaster
Service, the headgate or valve and measuring device design shall also be approved by
DWR.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 3: Fish Screens. This category includes only the installation,
operation, and maintenance of the types of fish screens described below, provided they meet
CDFG’s and the National Marine Fisheries Service’s (“NMFS”) criteria for steelhead fry as they
exist at the time the screen is installed. Installing a fish screen usually includes site excavation,
forming and pouring a concrete foundation and walls, excavation and installation of a fish bypass
pipe or channel, and installation of the fish screen structure. Heavy equipment is typically used
for excavation of the screen site and bypass. If the fish screen is placed within or near flood prone
areas, typically rock or other “armoring” is installed to protect the screen. The average size of the
bed, channel, and/or bank area affected by the installation of a bypass pipe or channel ranges
from 40 to 100 square feet. Fish screen types include:

a)  Self-cleaning screens, including flat plate self-cleaning screens, and other self-cleaning
designs, including, but not limited to, rotary drum screens and cone screens, with a variety
of cleaning mechanisms, consistent with CDFG and NMFS screening criteria; and

b)  Non-self cleaning screens, including tubular, box, and other screen designs consistent with
CDFG and NMFS screening criteria.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 4: Stream Access and Crossings. This category includes only
the moving of livestock and vehicles across flowing streams or intermittent channels and/or the
construction, maintenance, and use of stream crossings at designated locations where potential
spawning gravels, incubating eggs, and fry are not present based on repeated site specific surveys.
Factors considered when selecting a crossing location include the stream gradient, channel width,
and the ability to maintain the existing channel slope. Generally, to construct a crossing in a low
gradient stream, a boulder weir is placed on the downstream side of the crossing at or near grade
and angular quarry rock is placed in the crossing location; the width of the crossing does not
exceed 25 feet; the crossing spans the entire width of the channel; the crossing is “keyed” into the
bank on each side; the approaches on both sides do not exceed a slope of 3:1; and bank armoring
(usually using quarry rock) is added where needed.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 5: Fencing. This activity includes only the installation and
maintenance of livestock exclusion fencing to protect the riparian zones, including the
construction of fencing along livestock and vehicle crossings and livestock watering lanes.
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ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 6: Riparian Restoration and Revegetation. This activity
includes only the restoration, including revegetation of riparian areas, consistent with the methods
specified in the most current edition of CDFG’s Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, or
as otherwise approved in writing by CDFG.8 Typically, riparian vegetation is planted within or
adjacent to the active channel, and often in or near the wetted channel. Plantings include
herbaceous perennials, emergent species, native grasses, trees, and shrubs. Planting methods vary
by species, site, and size of material planted, ranging from hand planting to using a backhoe or
excavator. For riparian trees, planting densities range from 130 to 300 plantings per acre,
depending on the restoration goals (e.g., shading, sediment trapping, and bank stabilization),
substrate, and hydrology. Trees and cuttings range in size from small rooted plugs to large
diameter pole plantings. When installing pole plantings, heavy equipment may be used to
excavate to or below water table depth. Maintenance activities include the occasional use of hand
tools, portable pumps, pick-up trucks and/or water trucks in or near the bed, bank, or channel, for
irrigation, debris removal, and replanting of restoration sites.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 7: Instream Structures. This activity includes only the
installation, maintenance, and repair of the following instream structures consistent with the
methods specified in the most current edition of CDFG’s Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration
Manual:

a)  Structures to protect the bed and banks of streams;
b)  Bioengineered habitat structures;

C) Deflectors;

d) Boulder clusters;

e)  Boulder weirs for instream habitat or to replace flashboard dams, push up dams, and other
temporary diversion structures;

f) Large woody debris; and

g)  Spawning gravels to enhance spawning habitat.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 8: Stream Gages. This category includes the installation and
maintenance of stream gages in the active stream channel, usually using pipe two inches or
greater in diameter. Typically, the pipe is secured to the bank by notching it into the bank and by
then attaching it to the bedrock, a boulder, or a concrete buttress. Generally, heavy equipment is
not needed to install and maintain stream gages.

ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 9: Barrier Removal Projects/Fish Passage Projects. Activities
required to perform the projects listed below are included, although CDFG may add others to the
list in the future. Each project will provide access to historic fish spawning and rearing habitat.

a)  Dam demobilization and water quality improvement project at Araujo Dam;

8 The current edition of the manual is available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/fish/Resources/HabitatManual.asp
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b)  Dam demobilization and water quality improvement project at Shasta Water Association’s
Dam; and

c)  Fish barrier removal project by Grenada Irrigation District.

ITP Covered Activity 10: Grazing Livestock. This activity includes the grazing of livestock
within the riparian exclusion zone adjacent-to-the-channel-orwithinthe-bedbank-erchannel of
the Shasta River or its tributaries in accordance with a grazing management plan approved by
CDFG. The grazing plan will address the timing, duration, and intensity (number of livestock
allowable per unit area [i.e., stocking rate]) of livestock grazing within the riparian zone and will
explain how the proposed management plan will result in improved riparian function and
enhanced aquatic habitat. In addition, the grazing plan will describe the means by which the
livestock will be prohibited from entering live streams.®

ITP Covered Activity 11: Water Management. This activity includes water management, water
monitoring, and watermastering (either state or Special District private) activities, including the
operation of headgates in conjunction with measuring devices to assure that each diversion is
operated in compliance with its associated water right or adjudicated volume.

ITP Covered Activity 12: Permit Implementation. This includes other activities associated with
the implementation of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures required by the ITP,

sub-permit, or a SAA.

ITP Covered Activity 13: Monitoring. This includes activities associated with the determination
of whether or not the terms and conditions of the ITP, each a sub-permit, or a SAA are being
fulfilled and are effective.

ITP Covered Activity 14: Research. This includes activities associated with conducting studies to
improve the scientific understanding of salmonid distribution, natural history, and population
dynamics, etc. in the Shasta River watershed.

2.2 Conditions in the Proposed MLTC

The MLTC contains 130 £14 separate conditions (see Appendix B for full language). These are
divided into general and specific conditions.

9 A scoping comment requested that grazing be prohibited in streams. Grazing in streams and riparian corridors is a
historic, ongoing activity in the Shasta River watershed that along with its impacts is part of the baseline. Although
the Program will not prohibit such grazing, it will reduce its impacts by excluding livestock from some riparian
zones by installing and maintaining fencing (see ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 5). Also, as stated above, under
ITP Covered Activity 10, any grazing of livestock within the riparian exclusion zone adjaeent—te—th&ehannel-eit
within-the-bed-bank;-or-channel of the Shasta River or its tributaries may only occur in accordance with a grazing
management plan that will result in improved riparian function and enhanced aquatic habitat. In addition, a grazing
management plan will describe the means by which livestock will be prohibited from entering live streams. The
impacts of grazing in streams and riparian corridors are analyzed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this Draft EIR.
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2.2.1 General Conditions in the MLTC

The proposed MLTC contains 20 49 general conditions, primarily administrative, that will be
included in all SAAs issued under the Program. General conditions are organized in the MLTC
under the following sections: a. 4} “Administrative”; b 2} “Amendments”; c. 3} “Suspension and

Revocation”; d. 4) “Liability”; e. 5} “Access”; and f. 6} “Other Laws.” The “Other Laws” section
in the
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MLTC requires the holder of a SAA issued by CDFG under the Program to comply with all local,
state, and federal laws before commencing a Covered Activity, which includes CESA.

2.2.2 Specific Conditions in the MLTC

The remaining conditions in the proposed MLTC address the potential physical effects of the nine
Covered Activities the MLTC includes. As mentioned above, the specific conditions CDFG
includes in a SAA will depend on the particular Covered Activity or Activities described in the
notification that the SAA will be authorizing. The specific conditions are intended to protect
existing fish and wildlife resources the Covered Activity or Activities could substantially
adversely affect.

The specific conditions are organized in the MLTC under the following sections: a. )} “Water
Diversions™; b. 2} “Riparian Restoration and Revegetation”; c. 3} “Instream Structures”; d. 4}
“Habitat and Species Protection”; e. 5} “Use of Vehicles in Wetted Portions of Streams”; f. 6}
“Pollution Control™; g. A “Erosion and Sediment Control”; h. 8} “Bank Stabilization”; i. 9}
“Dewatering”; j. 46} “Ground-Disturbing Activities”; and k. 1) “Monitoring.”

Each holder of a SAA issued by CDFG under the Program will be responsible for complying with
the general conditions and each specific condition that CDFG includes in the SAA.

2.3 Conditions in the Proposed ITP

The proposed ITP includes measures to avoid, minimize, and fully mitigate the take of coho
salmon that might occur incidental to a Covered Activity, as Fish and Game Code, § 2081(b) and
(c) require. As mentioned above, SVRCD and Agricultural Operators will be responsible for
implementing the avoidance and minimization measures in the ITP and sub-permits, respectively,
for their own Covered Activities. However, SVRCD, rather than Agricultural Operators, will be
responsible for implementing the mitigation measures in the ITP. CDFG may also include
measures in a sub-permit that are not included in the proposed ITP if it determines that the
additional measures are necessary to avoid and minimize take of coho salmon incidental to the
activity or activities the sub-permit covers.

2.3.1 General Conditions in the ITP

The proposed ITP contains the general conditions described below that will apply to SVRCD and,
through their sub-permits, Agricultural Operators and DWR.

ITP General Condition a: This condition requires SVRCD to conduct an education program for
all sub-permittees within 60 days of the close of each sub-permittee enrollment period. After the
ITP takes effect, a 60-day sub-permittee enrollment period will begin. Any Agricultural Operator
who wants to enroll in the Program after the initial enroliment period closes may do so from
January 1 to February 28 each year. The education program will consist of a presentation by a
person or persons knowledgeable about the biology of coho salmon, the terms of the ITP, and
CESA. The education program will include a discussion of the biology of coho salmon, their
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habitat needs, their threatened status under CESA, and the avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures required by the ITP.

ITP General Condition b: This condition requires SVRCD and any sub-permittee to stop,
contain, and clean-up any fuel, lubricants, or other hazardous materials that leak or spill while
engaged in a Covered Activity; to notify CDFG immediately of any leak or spill of hazardous
materials into a stream or in a place where it can pass into a stream; and to store and handle
hazardous materials at least 150 feet away from the edge of mean high water elevation of any
stream, unless adequate containment for an existing facility is provided and approved by CDFG.

ITP General Condition c: This condition requires sub-permittees to provide non-enforcement
CDFG representatives written consent to access the sub-permittee’s property for the specific
purpose of verifying compliance with, or the effectiveness of, required avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures and/or for the purpose of fish population monitoring, provided CDFG
notifies the sub-permittee at least 48 hours in advance. The sub-permittee is entitled to be present or
have a representative present. Sworn peace officers may enter private lands if necessary for law
enforcement purposes pursuant to Fish and Game Section 857 or as otherwise authorized by law.

ITP General Condition d: Under this condition, each sub-permittee will be solely responsible for
any costs the sub-permittee incurs to implement any avoidance or minimization measures
required under their a sub-permit and SVRCD shall be solely responsible for any costs it incurs to
implement any mitigation and monitoring measures required under the ITP.

ITP General Condition e: This condition specifies that SVRCD’s mitigation obligations under
the ITP will end only when SVRCD has implemented the avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures identified in the ITP, for which it is responsible, that are necessary to fully
mitigate the authorized take of coho salmon that occurred while the ITP and all sub-permits were
in effect, and the Final Report (described below) is deemed complete.

ITP General Condition f: This condition requires SVRCD to submit to CDFG an irrevocable
letter of credit or another form of financial security, other than a bond (Security), approved by
CDFG’s Office of the General Counsel in the principal sum of $100,000. The Security must
allow CDFG to draw on the principal sum if CDFG, in its sole discretion, determines that
SVRCD or a sub-permittee has failed to comply with any of the avoidance, minimization,
mitigation, or monitoring measures for which SVRCD or sub-permittee is responsible.

If CDFG draws on the Security, it must use the amount drawn to implement measures SVRCD or
a sub-permittee has failed to implement, or, if CDFG determines the measure(s) can no longer be

successfully implemented or will not be effective, some other measures within the Program Area

that CDFG determines will more effectively avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on coho salmon
caused by a Covered Activity.

ITP General Condition g: This condition allows instream work on structural restoration projects
by SVRCD or a sub-permittee to occur only from July 1 to October 15 3% when coho salmon are
least likely to be present and/or when water temperatures exceed the tolerance levels of coho
salmon. If the work needs to be completed before July 1 or after October 15 3%, SVRCD or the
sub-permittee may request a variance from CDFG in writing. If CDFG grants the request, the
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work must be completed in accordance with the avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and
monitoring measures CDFG might specify in granting the variance.

ITP General Condition h: Under this condition, instream equipment operations by SVRCD or a
sub-permittee will occur when coho salmon are least likely to be present and/or when water
temperatures exceed the tolerance levels of coho salmon, which is generally from July 1 to

October 15 31, except as otherwise provided in the Best Management Practices (BMPs) adopted
pursuant to the ITP. SVRCD must contact CDFG to verify when such operations may begin each
year prior to their commencement. If work needs to be completed before July 1 or after October 15,
SVRCD is required to request, in writing, a variance from CDFG. If CDFG grants the variance, the
work will be completed in accordance with the avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and monitoring
measures CDFG specifies in granting the variance. The condition also specifies that to the extent
possible, all such work must be done from outside the channel. All refueling of machinery must be
done no less than 150 feet away from the edge of the mean high water elevation of any stream.
Access without specific CDFG approval is allowed to correct emergency problems demanding
immediate action (as defined in Public Resources Code, § 21060.3).

ITP General Condition i: This condition requires SVRCD and each sub-permittee to comply
with Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq., if applicable.

2.3.2 Additional Obligations in the ITP to Avoid and Minimize
Take of Coho Salmon

In addition to general conditions described above, the proposed ITP includes the specific
obligations described below that SVRCD and/or each sub-permittee, except DWR, must
implement in order to avoid and minimize the incidental take of all life stages of coho salmon in
the Program Area when engaged in a Covered Activity (see Figure 2-2).

coho salmon in the Program Area when engaged in a Covered Activity (see Figure 2-2). DWR’s
sub-permit obligations are discussed in section 2.3.6.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation A: Water Management. This includes
compliance with water rights, verification of the quantity of water diverted, and a requirement to
install headgates and water measuring devices on water diversion structures.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation B: Fish Screens. This includes the
requirement to fit diversions with fish screens that meet CDFG and NMFS screening criteria for
steelhead fry, provide a bypass channel or device to enable fish to return to the main stream
channel, cleaning and maintenance requirements, and high flow provisions.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation C: Fish Passage Improvements.
SVRCD and each sub-permittee with fish passage problems will implement specified
requirements in an effort to eliminate all fish barriers. This obligation requires SVRCD to create a
priority list of diversions that impede fish passage, and to submit this list to CDFG for review and
approval within one year of the effective date of the ITP. The priority list will be used to focus
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efforts to remove fish barriers in the most critical areas early in the Program. SVRCD must also
coordinate with CDFG to develop and conduct a fish passage workshop for those who own,
operate, or use diversions that are likely to obstruct fish passage. The workshop will be held
within one year of the effective date of the ITP.
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In addition to the above requirements, each sub-permittee will be required to provide permanent
volitional fish passage for both adult and juvenile coho salmon, both upstream and downstream,
at each of their diversions within five years of the effective date of their sub-permit. Where such
passage is determined by CDFG to be inadequate, the sub-permittee will be required to submit to
CDFG plans to improve passage for CDFG’s review and approval. As a part of the review, CDFG
will make a determination regarding whether or not engineered drawings are necessary for the
project. If engineered drawings are deemed necessary, they will be submitted to CDFG for review
and approval prior to implementing the project. Annual reports that document progress to provide
adequate fish passage at these diversions will be provided to SVRCD by the owner of the
diversion which SVRCD will submit to CDFG with the Annual Report SVRCD will be required
to submit under the ITP.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation D: Livestock and Vehicle Crossings.
The ITP contains provisions to reduce the potential for take of coho salmon from livestock and
vehicles crossing streams. Those obligations include: a prohibition on livestock and vehicles
crossing flowing streams between October 15 3% and July 1, except in designated, CDFG-
approved crossing lanes, and criteria for site selection and crossing design, construction, periodic
inspection, and maintenance.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation E: Riparian Fencing/Grazing of
Livestock in Riparian Areas. The ITP includes several provisions for riparian fencing and
restriction of livestock from riparian areas intended to improve the condition of the riparian
vegetation for the benefit of coho salmon. These include a requirement that, within one year of
the effective date of the ITP, SVRCD develop a Riparian Fencing Plan for CDFG review and
approval that prioritizes areas for riparian protection; a requirement for sub-permittees to install,
maintain, and repair exclusion fencing in accordance with the Riparian Fencing Plan; a
requirement for sub-permittees to allow the planting of riparian revegetation and installation of
livestock exclusion fencing along designated stream reaches located on their property, and
restrictions on sub-permittees’ grazing of livestock within a fenced riparian area. High priority
areas identified in the priority plan will be addresses as soon as practical.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation F: Push-Up Dams. The ITP requires
SVRCD, within six months of the effective date of the ITP, to consult with CDFG to prepare and
adopt a set of BMPs that govern the construction, operation, and removal of push-up dams. The
BMPs will specify the conditions under which such dams may be constructed, including work
windows and the type of equipment that may be used for construction and removal; provisions to
allow fish passage; and measures to minimize stream sedimentation and other water quality
impacts. Once they are approved by CDFG, sub-permittees who uses push-up dams will
implement the BMPs to minimize dam-related impacts. Within five years of the effective date of
their sub-permit, sub-permittees will replace their push-up dams with boulder vortex weirs or
some other CDFG approved diversion method, unless CDFG determines that an alternative
method is not feasible.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation G: Other Temporary Diversion
Structures. The ITP requires SVRCD to consult with CDFG to prepare and adopt a set of BMPs
that govern the construction, operation, and removal of temporary diversion structures other than
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push-up dams. The BMPs will specify the conditions under which these other temporary
diversion structures may be used, including work windows and a description of the construction
methods which may be used to construct and remove them with or without the use of motorized
heavy equipment; provisions to allow fish passage; and measures to minimize stream
sedimentation and address other water quality issues.

Within two years of the effective date of the ITP, any sub-permittee who uses an “Other
Temporary Diversion Structure” will request in writing that SVRCD and CDFG assess the
structure. If CDFG determines the structure will not comply with the Fish and Game Code, even
after implementation of the BMPs, the sub-permittee will replace the structures within five years
of the determination with a boulder vertex weir or some other structure approved by CDFG.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation H: Bioengineered Bank Stabilization.
In areas where the slopes of streambanks on a sub-permittee’s property have become unstable due
to actions by the sub-permittee and re-stabilization measures are necessary to re-establish
vegetation, the sub-permittee shall implement bioengineered bank stabilization techniques?0 to
prevent additional erosion from occurring. The techniques to be implemented must be consistent
with methods identified in the most recent version of CDFG’s Salmonid Stream Habitat
Restoration Manual, and must be approved by CDFG on a site-by-site basis. Any bank
stabilization required pursuant to a sub-permit will be implemented within three years of the
effective date of the sub-permit.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation I: Irrigation Tailwater Reduction
and/or Capture. Under the ITP, SVRCD will assist sub-permittees in the design and
implementation of tailwater reduction and capture systems. SVRCD will inventory and prioritize
tailwater sources for remediation and submit the priority list of sites to CDFG for its review and
approval within two years of the effective date of the ITP. High priority areas identified in the
priority plan will be addressed as soon as practical. Tailwater capture systems will be consistent
with the standards contained in U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources
Conservation Service guidelines. Any sub-permittee whose property is on the priority list must
have tailwater reduction and capture systems in place by the expiration of their sub-permit.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligation J: Dwinnell Dam and the Montague
Water Conservation District (MWCD). MWCD will be required to screen their summer
discharge from Dwinnell Reservoir into the Shasta River, to prevent the release of non-native fish
from Lake Shastina into the Shasta River. In addition, MWCD will be required to prepare a
feasibility study to investigate the design and implementation of fish screens on MWCD’s Parks
Creek and Little Shasta River diversions. The feasibility study will evaluate the water budget for
intake and delivery operations, proposed water management measures to improve coho habitat
downstream, and investigate the possibility of providing fish passage at Dwinnell Dam.

ITP Additional Avoidance and Minimization Obligations: Stranding. The ITP includes
additional avoidance and minimization obligations under Article XII1.E.2.a.iii; Article XVII.C,
and Article XVI1II to address any stranding of coho salmon that might occur. The ITP defines

10 Bioengineered bank stabilization structures use a combination of living plants, such as willow or other riparian trees,
shrubs, and inert materials such as gravel and rip-rap. Bioengineered structures tend to provide more aquatic and
riparian habitat attributes than conventional bank stabilization structures.
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“stranding” as a situation in which coho salmon are in a location with poor aquatic habitat
conditions, due to a reduction in flow, from which they cannot escape.

ITP Article XII1.E.2.a.iii requires SVRCD to develop and implement a Contingency Plan for Dry
and Critically-Dry Water Years (Contingency Plan). Among other elements, the Contingency
Plan will include a strategy to avoid stranding and a Diversion Ramp-up Management Plan
(Management Plan). The purpose of the Management Plan is to coordinate and monitor irrigation
S0 as to minimize rapid reductions in instream flows and the possible stranding of coho salmon.

ITP Article XVII.C requires DWR to meet with CDFG on a weekly basis during the diversion
season and inform CDFG of any points of diversion in the watermastered areas where stranding is
probable. CDFG will then work with SVRCD and sub-permittees to correct or avoid such
stranding by some means other than reducing or ceasing the diversion and/or changing the timing
or manner of the diversion in accordance with ITP Article XVI1II (see below). Under ITP Article
XVIIL.E., Aas a last resort, CDFG will inform the sub-permittee of the required measures to be
|mplemented to reduce strandlnq CDFG will mstpuet work with DWR to |mplement such te

ether measures W|th|n DWR S control &ha%@DFG%IeteFmWFeﬂeeess&%eeﬁeemF&vem
strandingwhich-DWR will-implement-immediately.

Under ITP Article XVIII, if CDFG determines that a diversion covered by a sub-permit is causing
or will cause the stranding of coho salmon, CDFG will take the steps in the order below to avoid
or minimize such stranding:

a) CDFG will determine whether or not the sub-permittee is in compliance with the
sub-permit.
b) If the sub-permittee is not in compliance with the sub-permit, CDFG will contact the

sub-permittee to determine why they are not in compliance and take appropriate action.

C) In either case, CDFG will consult with SVRCD and the sub-permittee to determine
whether there are any measures SVRCD and/or sub-permittee can take to avoid or
minimize stranding.

d) If reducing or ceasing the diversion and/or changing the timing or manner of the
diversion will avoid or minimize stranding, and that is determined by CDFG to be the
only available measure to avoid or minimize stranding, CDFG will work with SVRCD
and the sub-permittee and, if applicable, DWR to take such action.

2.3.3 Mitigation Obligations of SVRCD: Flow Enhancement,
Habitat Improvement, and Fish Passage

The ITP contains mitigation obligations that SVRCD will be required to meet to compensate for
take of coho salmon that may occur incidental to a Covered Activity, whether caused by SVRCD
or an Agricultural Operator to whom CDFG has issued a sub-permit. The mitigation obligations
also require the involvement of sub-permittees, and in some instances other entities. The
mitigation obligations are summarized below.
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Flow Enhancement Mitigation Obligations

To mitigate potential take of coho salmon from the diversion of water in streams where coho
salmon occur, SVRCD will implement the programs described below to provide for or support
the instream needs of coho salmon at specific life-cycle stages.

Flow Enhancement Mitigation 1: Development and Implementation of the Shasta River Water
Trust. Immediately upon the effective date of the ITP, SVRCD will begin developing a locally-
based Shasta River Water Trust (Water Trust). The Water Trust will lease or purchase water from
sub-permittees for instream beneficial use in accordance with guidelines prepared by SVRCD and
approved by CDFG.

Flow Enhancement Mitigation 2: Improve Baseline Instream Flows Via Water Efficiency
Improvements. The ITP will require SVRCD to improve baseline instream flows and/or water
quality within critical reaches of the Shasta River and its tributaries and at critical life stages of coho
salmon by installing water efficiency improvement projects and/or water management improvement
projects on sub-permittees’ properties or by changing or adding points of diversion to keep flows
instream to points of use. Within one year of the effective date of the ITP, SVRCD will provide to
CDFG, for its review and approval, a list of priority stream reaches for flow enhancement and/or
water quality based on coho salmon life stage need, and will work with sub-permittees to address
their overall irrigation efficiency and delivery considerations to accomplish aguatic habitat
improvement. Generally, a California Water Code, § 1707 water transfer/dedication for instream
benefits will be pursued where the net water savings are consistent with the State Water Resources
Control Board policy.1!

Flow Enhancement Mitigation 3: Develop and implement a Contingency Plan for Dry and
Critically-Dry Water Years. Under the ITP, SVRCD would be required to submit a detailed
Contingency Plan for Dry and Critically-Dry Water Years to CDFG for review and approval
within three years of the effective date of the ITP. The Contingency Plan will identify the criteria
to determine when a year is dry or critically-dry and describe a process by which SVRCD will
coordinate with sub-permittees to augment stream flows. SVRCD will determine whether the
water year will be dry or critically-dry by April 1, based on the criteria in the Contingency Plan.
Measures contained within the Contingency Plan will incorporate the best available information
on both surface and groundwater (where relevant) to minimize the likelihood that critical
coldwater flows to the Shasta River and its tributaries are impaired. In addition, the Contingency
Plan will identify data gaps and will include a strategy to avoid stranding.

One component of the Contingency Plan shall be the Diversion Ramp-Up Management Plan

(Management Plan). During the irrigation season, significant changes in stream flow occur when
agricultural water users cease or begin diverting water at the same time. A rapid decrease in flow
can result in the stranding of fish in shallow pools and side channels below diversions, as well as

11 california Water Code, § 1707 authorizes the State Water Resources Control Board to approve a petition to change
an existing water right specifically for the purpose of preserving or enhancing wetlands, fish and wildlife, or
recreation in or on the water. Such a change requires that the original use under the existing right cease or be
reduced in the amount of the change.

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program 2-21 ESA / D206063
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



2. Project Description

a loss of critical rearing habitat. To address this problem, SVRCD, in consultation with CDFG
and DWR, will be required to develop and implement a Management Plan to coordinate and
monitor irrigation so as to minimize rapid reductions in instream flows and the possible stranding
of coho salmon. SVRCD will submit the Management Plan to CDFG for its review and approval
within three ene years from the effective date of the ITP. SVRCD and the sub-permittees would
begin implementing the Management Plan immediately upon CDFG’s approval.

Flow Enhancement Mitigation 4: Install Alternative Stock Water Systems. Water is diverted for
stock watering purposes and/or off-stream storage in October, November, and December each
year after diversions for irrigation cease. In those years when the seasonal rains arrive late, such
stock water diversions can limit the ability of returning adult coho salmon to reach spawning
areas. To address that problem, SVRCD will identify priority areas where additional instream
flows in the fall will contribute significantly to adult coho migration. A priority plan will be
established by SVRCD that identifies where alternative stock watering systems may be beneficial
for coho salmon and the priority list will be submitted to CDFG for its review and approval
within one year from the effective date of the ITP.

During the term of the ITP, SVRCD will install an average of two alternative stock watering
systems per year. The watering systems will use groundwater, off stream storage, or other
appropriate methods rather than surface water. Higher stream flows will facilitate adult coho
salmon access to spawning areas. For purposes of the ITP, an alternative stock water system
means the wells, pumps, water lines, watering troughs, and other physical components used to
provide groundwater to livestock.12 Sub-permittees will be reimbursed from the Water Trust or
equivalent means if funds are available for the cost per day of running the alternative stock water
system and no sub-permittee will be required to forego exercising a right to divert for stock water
purposes for more than four consecutive years.

Habitat Improvement Mitigation Obligations

The ITP would obligate SVRCD to undertake various habitat improvement projects to mitigate
the impacts to coho salmon habitat caused by the Covered Activities.

Habitat Improvement Mitigation 1: Spawning Gravel Enhancement. Under the ITP, SYVRCD
will work with CDFG to develop and implement a Spawning Gravel Enhancement Plan (Gravel
Enhancement Plan). The Gravel Enhancement Plan will identify areas where gravel for coho
salmon spawning could be placed effectively and where gravel can be recruited, and prioritize
immediately-needed gravel enhancement projects throughout the Program Area. SVRCD will
submit the Gravel Enhancement Plan to CDFG for review and approval within two years from the
effective date of the ITP.

SVRCD will design and install constrictors and/or other spawning area enhancement structures at
a total of five priority stream reaches where spawning gravels are not plentiful, if deemed

12 A comment on the Notice of Preparation stated, in the context of Off-stream Stock Water Development, that setting
a target date of November 15 for stockwater diversions ignores critical Chinoook salmon instream flow needs.
However, the ITP does not set a target cutoff date of November 15, but rather sets the beginning of the stockwater
diversion season as the end of the irrigation season, as specified in the Shasta River Decree.
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necessary in the Gravel Enhancement Plan. SVRCD will complete all gravel enhancement
projects prior to the expiration of the ITP.

Habitat Improvement Mitigation 2: Instream Habitat Improvement Structures. SVRCD, in
consultation with CDFG and sub-permittees, will identify locations in the Program Area where
instream habitat improvement structures would benefit coho salmon, and list those locations in
order of priority. SVRCD will submit the priority list to CDFG for its review and approval within
one year from the effective date of the ITP. SVRCD will install at least 20 instream habitat
improvement structures at sites identified on the priority list.

Habitat Improvement Mitigation 3: Riparian Planting. The ITP will require SVRCD and the
sub-permittees to prepare and submit to CDFG for its review and approval a priority list of areas
currently being used by coho salmon for spawning and rearing. The list must be submitted within
two years of the effective date of the ITP. Before the ITP expires, SVRCD will plant riparian
habitat along eight linear miles of steambank (measured on one side of the river) in the areas
included on the priority list to improve instream cover and shade canopy, improve channel
stabilization, and trap or hold sediment. Three miles of streambank will be planted within five
years of the effective date of the ITP.

Barrier Removal and Fish Passage Mitigation Obligations

Significant barriers exist in the Shasta River and its tributaries that prevent fish passage or limit
access to historic spawning and rearing areas. Some fish migration barriers have been in existence
for many years. Because removal of fish passage barriers can have short-term negative effects,
possibly including take of coho salmon, these mitigation measures are also a Covered Activity
(see ITP and MLTC Covered Activity 9 above). The ITP requires SVRCD to continue to work
toward eliminating the fish passage barriers identified below.

Barrier Removal and Fish Passage Mitigation Obligation 1: Araujo Dam Demobilization and
Water Quality Project. SVRCD shall continue to work with CDFG on the permanent removal of
Araujo Dam, a seasonally-used flashboard dam built in 1856 that five landowners use to irrigate
agricultural lands.13

Barrier Removal and Fish Passage Mitigation Obligations 2: Shasta Water Association’s Dam
Demobilization and Water Quality Improvement Project. SVRCD shall continue to work with
CDFG on the removal of a flashboard dam built in 1912 that approximately 130 individual
landowners use.14

Barrier Removal and Fish Passage Mitigation Obligations 3: Grenada Irrigation District Fish
Barrier Removal Project. SVRCD will develop final engineered drawings for removal of the fish
passage barrier at the Grenada Irrigation District diversion and construct the new diversion
structure design within eight years of the execution date of the ITP.

13 Work on the instream portion of the dam removal was completed in October 2007.
14 Work on the instream portion of the dam removal was completed in October 2008.
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2.3.4 Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program

The proposed ITP requires SVRCD to establish a monitoring program to track the
implementation of the mitigation measures for which it is responsible, and to determine the
effectiveness of those measures in improving conditions for coho salmon (Monitoring Program).
In addition, SVRCD is available to assist the sub-permittees in fulfilling monitoring
responsibilities related to the diversion of water and livestock or vehicle crossings. SVRCD will
fund all monitoring activities it is responsible for performing. The Monitoring Program is

1. SVRCD shall be responsible for determining if it is fulfilling the terms and conditions of

this Permit by instituting a comprehensive monitoring program. The program shall include
a means to confirm and monitor the implementation of the mitigation measures for which it

is responsible.

2. The sub-permittee shall be responsible for monitoring the terms and condition of their sub-
permit by completing the appropriate implementation and effectiveness monitoring
checklists for their Covered Activities and submitting them to the Department. SVRCD is
available to assist the sub-permittee in completing the water diversion and livestock and
vehicle crossings checklists.

3. The SVRCD shall inspect the screen, headgate, measuring device, diversion structure and
livestock and vehicle crossings annually and is available to assist the sub-permittee in
filling out the qualitative effectiveness monitoring checklists for those Covered Activities.

4 If during any field review of a sub-permittees water diversion facilities and/or livestock or
vehicle crossing, the SVRCD identifies a sub-permittee who may not or has not
implemented the terms and conditions of their sub-permits the SVRCD shall inform the
sub-permittee and work with the sub-permittee to develop a strateqy for implementing the
terms and conditions of the sub-permit.
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At the discretion of either the SVRCD or the sub-permittee, the Department will be notified

in order to assist in the development of an implementation strateqgy.

If the SVRCD and the sub-permittee cannot agree upon an acceptable strateqy for

implementation of the terms and conditions of the sub-permit, or the implementation of a
term or condition of this Permit which requires the SVRCD to implement certain mitigation
measures on the property of sub-permittees, the Department shall be notified.

SVRCD shall summarize the results of its monitoring activities in each of its Annual

Reports (described below). Analysis of the past year’s monitoring activities and the
monitoring data shall be provided to the Department at that time.

After revocation, relinquishment, expiration, or termination of the Permit, SVRCD shall

deliver a Final Report (described below) to the Department analyzing all of the avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures implemented pursuant to this Permit, including an
evaluation of their effectiveness.

SVRCD’s obligations under this Permit shall not end until the Final Report has been

10.

deemed complete by the Department (Section XVI.C), regardless of when the Permit
expires, or is revoked, relinquished, or terminated.

SVRCD shall conduct photo monitoring to document the installation, operation,

11.

maintenance, and effectiveness of all avoidance, minimization, and mitigation activities
(individually, “project™) for which it is responsible under this Permit.

Photo monitoring shall be used to document current conditions, implementation and
effectiveness by:

. documenting pre- and post-site conditions;

. identifying key steps taken during and after the completion of a project;

) determining whether a project was correctly implemented pursuant to SVRCD and
Department quidelines; and

. document ongoing maintenance of the project.

Sequential photographs shall be taken over time in order to show changes in site
conditions. At a minimum, photographs shall be taken at three different times: before
project implementation, directly after project implementation, and again at a later date
appropriate to the particular project.

SVRCD shall conduct monitoring activities prior to and immediately after project

12.

implementation for those projects for which it is responsible. Data collection shall include
pre-project implementation checklists, implementation checklists and photo monitoring.

SVRCD and Department project evaluators shall have access to photographs and project

13.

files to take with them on site visits.

SVRCD shall conduct qualitative effectiveness monitoring after project implementation,

and annually thereafter, for all mitigation measures for which it is responsible pursuant to
this Permit by filling out the qualitative effectiveness monitoring checklist and conducting
photo monitoring for those particular project types.
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14. SVRCD shall identify at least one specific objective for each project installed pursuant to
this Permit. The objective shall be documented in project files by SVRCD and shall be
reported to the Department in the Annual Report.

15. SVRCD shall conduct guantitative effectiveness monitoring of 10% of all instream
measures implemented. For purposes of quantitative effectiveness monitoring instream
measures shall include: spawning gravel enhancement (if determined necessary), instream
habitat structures, livestock and vehicle crossings, fish passage improvements, and instream
flow.

2.3.5 SVRCD Reporting Requirements

The ITP includes several reporting requirements that apply to SVRCD. This includes an Annual
Report for each year that the ITP is in effect, a Five-Year Report, and a Final Report.

Each Annual Report will include the following information: 1) a general description of the status
of the Program, including a description of all avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures
that were implemented during the previous year; 2) a copy of an implementation database with
notes showing the current implementation status of each avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measure; 3) the results of all monitoring conducted to determine whether the terms and conditions
of the ITP are being meet and their effectiveness; and 4) all monitoring data.

Five years after the effective date of the ITP, SVRCD will be required to conduct a
comprehensive review of the Program and submit its findings in the form of a Five-Year Report
to CDFG. As part of its review, SVRCD will evaluate coho salmon recovery task implementation
and community participation. The Five-Year Report will include an analysis of the Program
beginning on the effective date of the ITP, as well as the activities that have been implemented
since that time. The Five-Year Report will include recommended adaptive management actions to
improve operations.

No later than six months after the ITP expires (or is relinquished, revoked, or terminated),
SVRCD will be required to submit a Final Report to CDFG. The Final Report will include: 1) a
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copy of the implementation database with notes showing when each avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measure was implemented; 2) all available information about the incidental take of
coho salmon the ITP covers; 3) information about the impacts the Covered Activities have had on
coho salmon, notwithstanding the implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures; 4) the beginning and ending dates of all construction activities the ITP orany-sub-
permit covers; 5) an assessment of the effectiveness of the ITP’s and-sub-permits” terms and
conditions to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on coho salmon; 6) recommendations on
how those terms and conditions might be changed to more effectively avoid, minimize, and
mitigate such impacts in the future; and 7) any other pertinent information.

2.3.6 Department of Water Resources Obligations under
Sub-Permit

The ITP includes special provisions for DWR, under the assumption that the current watermaster
responsible for administering and enforcing the Shasta River Decree, who is a DWR employee,
will be a sub-permittee.1> As such, DWR would be responsible for complying with the following
terms and conditions:

1. To assist with the implementation and compliance monitoring of the ITP and sub-permits,
DWR will provide to CDFG water use data for all diversions with watermaster service in
the Program Area, including, but not limited to, the name of the diverter, the location of the
diversion, the quantity of water that may lawfully be diverted and used, the dates the
watermaster visits each diversion, and the estimated or measured quantity of water diverted
by the watermaster on each visit. DWR will provide the data in the form of a database on a
monthly basis from April to November each year by the second week of each month
following data collection.

2. DWR will implement the Shasta River Decree pursuant to provisions of the California
Water Code in the adjudicated portions of the Shasta River watershed, unless CDFG
instructs DWR otherwise as described below. As part of that responsibility, the DWR
watermaster will verify that each sub-permittee is in compliance with their respective water
right(s). The watermaster will create a database of all diversions visited on a monthly basis
to verify compliance with water rights and will provide these data monthly to CDFG.

3. DWR will meet with CDFG in person or by telephone on a weekly basis during the diversion
season in order to inform CDFG of any points of diversion in the watermastered areas where
stranding is probable. CDFG will make a determination regarding whether or not any
diversion is causing or will cause the stranding of coho salmon. For the purpose of this ITP,
“stranding” is defined as a situation in which coho salmon are in a location with poor aquatic
habltat conditions, due toa reductlon |n flow from which they cannot escape. CDFEG-will

15 Any subsequent watermaster who is not a DWR employee will be required to obtain a sub-permit.
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4. CDFG will make every effort to work with SVRCD and sub-permittee to correct or avoid
such take by some means other than reducing or ceasing the diversion and/or changing the
timing or manner of the diversion.

5. If CDFG determines that reducing or ceasing the diversion and/or changing the timing or
manner of the diversion will avoid or minimize stranding, and that is the only available
measure to avoid or minimize stranding, CDFG will inform the sub-permittee of the
required measures to be implemented to reduce stranding. CDFG will work with DWR to
implement such measures within DWR’s control.

As mentioned in footnote 2 above and explained in Chapter 4, DWR’s watermaster responsibilities
may be transferred to a newly established watermaster district. If that were to occur, CDFG would
terminate DWR’s sub-permit, in which case all of DWR’s responsibilities under the sub-permit
would also terminate. However, the new watermaster would be required to comply with CESA by
obtaining authorization from CDFG for incidental take of coho salmon. This authorization would
likely be obtained through a sub-permit issued by CDFG under the Program similar to DWR’s or
through an ITP outside the Program.

References

Shasta Valley Resource Conservation District (SVRCD), Incidental Take Permit Application for
Coho Salmon, submitted to California Department of Fish and Game, March 29, 2005.

State of California, Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Recovery Strategy for California
Coho Salmon, report to the Fish and Game Commission, February 4, 2004.

State of California, Department of Public Works, Division of Water Resources, Shasta River
Adjudication Proceeding: Judgment and Decree, December 1932.
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CHAPTER 3

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

This Chapter includes seven sub-chapters that evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the
Program as they relate to: 1) Land Use and Agriculture (Chapter 3.1); 2) Geomorphology,
Hydrology, and Water Quality (Chapter 3.2); 3) Biological Resources: Fisheries and Aquatic
Habitat (Chapter 3.3); 4) Biological Resources: Botany, Wildlife, and Wetlands (Chapter 3.4);
5) Cultural Resources (Chapter 3.5); 6) Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Chapter 3.6); and

7) Public Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy (Chapter 3.7). As discussed in Chapter 1, the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) in its Initial Study determined that the effects
of the Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program (Program) on the following resources
would be less than significant, and therefore are not analyzed further in this Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR): 1) aesthetics; 2) air quality; 3) geology, soils, and seismicity; 4) mineral
resources; 5) noise; 6) population and housing; 7) public services; 8) recreation; and

9) transportation and traffic.

Each sub-chapter includes a focused discussion of the environmental setting pertinent to the
resource the sub-chapter addresses (e.g., Land Use and Agriculture); a description of the criteria
used to determine whether a particular impact could be significant; the environmental impacts the
Covered Activities could have on the resource; a determination of whether they will be significant
based on the significance criteria; and where the impact is identified as potentially significant, a
description of feasible mitigation measure(s) that will reduce the impact to less than significant.
The mitigation measures in the subsequent sub-chapters are either part of the Program, and
therefore included in the Master List of Terms and Conditions (MLTC) and Incidental Take
Permit (ITP), or are identified in the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures identified in this Draft EIR
will be incorporated into the Program by adding them to the MLTC and/or ITP, unless otherwise
indicated. The social and economic effects of the Program are discussed in the context of its
potential to induce changes in land use.

The environmental impacts identified in the sub-chapters are numbered sequentially beginning
with the sub-chapter number. For example, the first impact in Chapter 3.3 (Biological Resources:
Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat) is impact number 3.3-1, the second impact is 3.3-2, and so forth.
Each mitigation measure is numbered to correspond with the impact it addresses. Hence, the
mitigation measures to address Impacts 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 would be Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 and
3.3-2, respectively.
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Environmental Setting

In order to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of approving and implementing the
Program, this Chapter describes the physical environmental conditions in the Program Area as
they existed at the time CDFG deemed Shasta Valley Resource Conservation District’s
(SVRCD’s) ITP application complete on April 28, 2005. It is against this baseline which the
potential environmental impacts of approving and implementing the Program were measured.
This approach is consistent with CDFG’s California Endangered Species Act (CESA)
implementing regulations which is a certified regulatory program under California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (CEQA Guidelines, § 15251, subd. (0); California Code of Regulations,
title 14, 8 783.5.) Under those regulations, CDFG considers an ITP application it has deemed
complete to be the project description for purposes of its required lead agency review under
CEQA. This approach is also consistent with CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, which acknowledges
the importance of identifying a baseline that best ensures meaningful environmental review.
Important to the evaluation described above is an understanding of the Program’s regional setting.
The regional setting is described below.

Some of the activities the Program covers are historic, ongoing activities that over time have
caused and will continue to cause environmental impacts within the Program Area, including, for
example, take of coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). These activities and their impacts are part of
the baseline and are expected to continue regardless of the Program; that is, they will not be caused
by the Program. Chapters 3.1-3.7 describe these ongoing, historic activities and their impacts as
part of their discussion on the existing environmental setting pertinent to the resource they address.

As CEQA requires, this Draft EIR analyzes the physical, project-related changes to the baseline the
Program could cause, and for those changes that are determined to be significant, identifies feasible
mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to less than significant. As mentioned above, such
changes would not include the environmental impacts caused by historic, ongoing activities that are
part of the baseline. As a result, under CEQA, mitigation for those activities will not be required.
Nonetheless, the Program is expected to reduce the environmental impacts caused by historic,
ongoing activities, and thereby improve existing environmental conditions in the Program Area
compared to the baseline. The Program is expected to improve environmental conditions because
under the Program, the Streambed Alteration Agreements (SAAs) and sub-permits CDFG will be
issuing for these historic, ongoing activities will require Agricultural Operators to incorporate into
those activities measures to protect fish and wildlife resources and to avoid, minimize, and fully
mitigate any take of coho salmon that might occur incidental to those activities.

In summary, mitigation for these ongoing historic baseline activities will not be required pursuant
to CEQA because the Program will not result in an increase in environmental impacts from these
activities; rather, the mitigation for impacts to fish and wildlife resources from these activities
will be identified in the SAA, ITP and/or sub-permit participants must obtain as a condition of
participating in the Program.

Shasta River Watershed-wide Permitting Program 3-2 ESA / D206063
Volume 1: FEIR: Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR August 2009



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Regional Setting

The Program Area analyzed in this Draft EIR is the Shasta River watershed, including the Shasta
River and its tributaries, in Siskiyou County, as shown in Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2 (Program
Area). The locations of the site-specific mitigation projects specified in the ITP are shown in
Figure 2-2.

The Shasta River is one of four main tributaries to the Klamath River in California, the others
being the Trinity, Salmon, and Scott Rivers. The Klamath River drains a portion of the Cascade
Province to the east and a portion of the Klamath Province to the west. The Shasta River flows
roughly northwest, from its tributary streams on the northern flank of Mount Shasta and Mount
Eddy, through the Shasta Valley, then through a bedrock canyon to its confluence with the
Klamath River. Major tributaries to the Shasta River include Parks Creek, Big Springs Creek,
Little Shasta River, and Yreka Creek.

The entire watershed, which covers about 792 square miles, is within Siskiyou County. There are
several towns and cities in the watershed, including Weed, Yreka, Gazelle, Edgewood, Montague,
and Grenada. Dwinnell Dam and Lake Shastina are major features located in the Shasta Valley.
Interstate 5 runs through the Shasta V