Appendix A

Issues Identified During Scoping

A.1 Introduction

This Scoping Report summarizes the scoping process completed for the Sonoma County Water Agency’s
(Water Agency) Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project (Fish Flow Project) Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). It provides an overview of the scoping process
completed in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well as a summary of
comments received during the scoping process.

The Fish Flow Project NOP was prepared by the Water Agency in accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section §15082 to provide responsible and trustee agencies and the Office of Planning and Research with
sufficient information describing the proposed project and the potential environmental effects to enable
agencies to make a meaningful response. The NOP comment period began on September 29, 2010, and
ended on November 15, 2010. The Water Agency held publically noticed scoping meetings on November
4,8, and 10, 2010, at the locations identified below.

Thursday, November 4 Monday, November 8™ Wednesday, November 10™
5:00 p.m. —9:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m. — 9:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m. — 9:00 p.m.

(Note changed starting time) Windsor Town Hall The Alex Rorabaugh Center
Monte Rio Community Center 9291 Old Redwood Hwy 1640 South State Street
20488 Highway 116 Windsor Ukiah

Monte Rio

The issues that were raised during the NOP comment period/scoping process have been summarized
within this Fish Flow Project EIR Scoping Report and are describe below.

A.2 Comment Summary

A total of 45 written comment submittals (letters, emails, comment cards) were received. Table 1 provides
a summary of the written comments received during the public scoping process, including identification of
the commenter, affiliation, date and comment format, and summary of comments provided. Additionally,
the Water Agency provided a court reporter at each NOP scoping meeting to record individual verbal
comments. In total, six comments were received by the court reporter and are noted below.

A.2.1 Issues Identified During Scoping

This section contains a summary of public comments received during the EIR scoping process categorized
by issue area. A general summary of the expected scope of the EIR for each issue area category is also
provided in Section A.2.2.
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Project Description (5)
o Incomplete project description, water-rights permit updates, hydrologic index methods and
techniques, and the relationship of the Russian River Biological Opinion and project objectives.

CEQA Process (7)

o Relationship between CEQA and Federal and state Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Russian
River Biological Opinion projects, and lead agency determinations.

Hydrology (6)

o Groundwater availability and underflow in combination with instream flow requirements.

Water Quality (18)
o Bacteria, temperature, algae blooms, non-native invasive plants species, other aquatic wildlife, and
to include open and closed estuary scenarios for water quality.
o Concerns about a reduced volume of water available to dilute potential contaminants, especially
water treatment and agriculture drainage returns to the river via surface and groundwater.
o Annual thermographs for project area based on maximum daily temperature.

Fisheries Resources (4)
o Fishing impacts, impacts to fish migration, spatial population structure.
o Proposed flows not enough for fish in lower Russian River.

Vegetation and Wildlife (7)

o Native and non-native aquatic and riparian vegetation, other aquatic animals and wildlife nesting
wildlife along river banks, temperature, algae blooms, sediment buildup.
o Include requirements to alter flows to eliminate Ludwigia and other invasive species.

Recreation (12)
o Kayaking, canoeing, swimming, beach erosion, loss of surfing areas.

Geology, Geomorphology, and Soils (3)

o Impacts associated with the Vineyard Erosion & Sediment Control Ordinance, gravel mining, and
erosion concerns.

Land Use and Agriculture Resources (3)
o Agriculture impacts to water supply and fish habitat.

Utilities and Service Systems (3)
o Analysis of regional water supply to include Russian River Project releases that meet instream flow
and water supply needs. Evaluate impacts due to FERC'’s relicensing of PVP and the possibility of
no diversions from the Eel River.
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Climate Change (2)

o Effects of climate change and the Fish Flow Project.

Cumulative (10)

o Lake Mendocino, Russian River Estuary Management Project (Estuary Project), Eel River including
no flow from Eel River, frost protection, AB2121, Vineyard Erosion & Sediment Control Ordinance,
gravel mining, cumulative impacts to the species and prey. Relationship between flows and
groundwater use, groundwater recharge, water quality, temperatures, channel morphology, treated
effluent reuse projects, growth, agriculture growth, gravel mining, and groundwater management
plans.

Growth Inducing (2)

o Ability to store additional water and use it to fulfill water contracts and create new contracts to
enable further development.

Hydrologic Index (3)

o The analysis of the hydrologic index should include a minimum of 12 sub-watersheds, propose an
algorithm for the true Hydrologic Index of the Russian River, using measurements at multiple
individual sites, along the Russian River.

o Supportive of changing the hydrologic index and coordinate with instream flows.

o The relationship between Lake Mendocino water availability and the Eel River water diversions.

Beyond the Scope of the Project (34)

o EIRto address funding issues for Estuary Project, illegal diverters, low flows and impacts to existing
appropriative rights, Coyote Valley Dam (height or sediment removal), Potter Valley Project
reductions in flows or total collapse, potential impacts to the socioeconomics of recreation in the
project area, water conservation issues and low lying structures near Jenner.

A.2.2 Consideration of Comments Received

This Scoping Report documents the process of soliciting and identifying comments from interested
agencies and the public so that the Water Agency and the responsible agencies can determine the issues
that interested participants consider to be the principal areas for study and analysis. The following
discussion identifies the issues raised in scoping that will be addressed in the EIR and provides a brief
explanation for those issues that will not be considered in the document. 2

Project Description or Process Clarifications

Comments regarding details in the Project Description, including project objectives, hydrologic index
methods and techniques, and relationship of CEQA, ESA, and the Russian River Biological Opinion will
be addressed in the EIR Introduction, Project Background, and Project Description Sections.

Primary concerns associated with the CEQA process related to: 1) the structure and format of the scoping
meetings; 2) concerns about the lead agency determination for the project; and 3) the separation of the
Fish Flow Project from other elements required under the Russian River Biological Opinion, including the

@ CEQA does not require direct response to each comment received during scoping; the comments must be considered and included in the
environmental analysis, as appropriate.
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Estuary Management Project. The relationship between the Fish Flow Project and other required elements
of the Russian River Biological Opinion will be defined in the EIR Introduction, Project Background, and
Project Description Sections.

CEQA Technical Issues

Vegetation and Wildlife

Comments related to vegetation and wildlife resources included concerns about impacts resulting from
reduced minimum instream flows to native and non-native aquatic and riparian vegetation and nesting wildlife
along river banks. The EIR will address the potential impacts on plants and wildlife that may result from
implementation of the project or its alternatives. Analysis will include review of changes in water levels and
conditions relating to reduced minimum instream flows. Mitigation will be identified and discussed as
appropriate.

Fisheries Resources

Comments related to fisheries resources included concerns about impacts to fishing, fish population spatial
structure, and migration timing. The EIR will address the potential impacts on fishing activities that may occur
due to implementation of the project or its alternatives. Analysis will include review of flow changes and
migration conditions.

Climate Change
Several comments expressed the need for consideration of climate change and project modeling. The EIR will
include a discussion of the modeling and the analysis of climate change as it relates to the project.

Water Quality

The EIR will review whether reduction of flows will have the potential to adversely affect water quality in the
Russian River or its tributaries, with respect to wildlife, fisheries, and human health. Analysis will also review
water quality impacts related to temperature and dissolved oxygen.

Recreation

The EIR will discuss potential adverse effects on recreational activities, including but not limiting to kayaking,
surfing, fishing, and beach access in the project area. The primary concern expressed during the scoping
process was the potential impact to kayaking activities and its economy.

Cumulative

For each resource category, the EIR will include analysis of cumulative effects [impacts?] of the project, in
combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects affecting the same resources.
Where applicable, this analysis will address other required elements of the Russian River Biological Opinion
relevant to each resource.

Range of Alternatives

The EIR will describe and discuss the direct and indirect environmental effects of implementing the proposed
project and alternatives. The alternatives consist of a range of potential methods to achieve the project
objectives, and to manage Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma releases to meet minimum instream flows that
improve habitat for threatened and endangered fish. Potential alternatives to be included in the EIR are derived
from modeling results. The alternatives analysis will be completed in accordance with CEQA and the “rule of
reason,” which requires an EIR to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
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significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR is not required
to consider every conceivable alternative to a project; rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required
to consider alternatives which are infeasible.

As part of the evaluation of alternatives, the EIR will address two No Project Alternatives. The No Project
Alternative 1 will reflect baseline conditions at time of NOP filing which includes the Water Agency filing an
annual Temporary Urgency Change Petition (TUCP) with the State Water Resources Control Board to request
temporary changes to Decision 1610 minimum instream flows to comply with the Russian River Biological
Opinion. No Project Alternative 2 will reflect conditions with Decision 1610 minimum instream flow
requirements, which could include as needed requests to the State Water Resources Control Board for
Temporary Urgency Changes to minimum instream flow requirements due to dry or critical hydrologic
conditions. The two No Project Alternatives will consider potential environmental effects of continuing the
described management practices and not implementing the proposed project.

Comments Beyond the Scope of the EIR

Comments related to potential impacts to the socioeconomics effects of the proposed project will be addressed
in the EIR. The EIR will not address Estuary Project’s funding, water conservation issues, or raising low lying
structures near Jenner.
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Table 1 Fish Flow Project Notice Of Preparation Comments Received

COMMENTS RECEIVED
State Agencies

1. California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Matt St. John, Acting Division
Chief, Timber/Non Point Source Division.
Originally signed by Catherine Kuhiman,
Executive Officer
(Email) 11/15/2010

Local Government

Second District Supervisor (Email)
11/16/2010

3. Sweetwater Springs Water District,
Stephen Mack, General Manager (Email)
11/15/2010

4. North Marin Water District, Chris
DeGabriele, General Manager
(Email) 11/17/2010

2. Mendocino County BOS, John McCowen,

TOPICS

EIR must ensure that project complies with
water quality standards within project area.
BO and Basin Plan conflicts. Water quality
monitoring and assessment; the
assessment of changes in water quality
should involve statistical analysis. Impacts
to Estuary; A new 401 cert will be needed
for new methods of creating the outlet
channel.

EIR should asses the beneficial impact of
raising the Lake Mendocino Dam. The
potential for carrying water forward if
storage capacity were available.

It is unclear what the permits include and
the actual work involved in changing the
Hydrologic Index. State Board should be the
lead agency and responsible for the prep of
the EIR. The EIR process should include
multiple regional meetings. Consider having
a technical advisory committee to review the
technical flow analyses to evaluate the
range of flow alternatives. Include all D1610
flow changes in one document. EIR should
include alternatives that fix all current issues
with D1610. Set a time period to evaluate
BO flows. EIR should evaluate impacts of
drought, water quality, water supply, and
recreation. EIR should evaluate the claims
and assumptions of the BO flows.

Urge the Water Agency to move quickly to
comply with the BO requirements and
pursue permanent changes to D1610.
Supportive of changing the hydrologic index
from Eel River/Lake Pillsbury to Lake
Mendocino. Suggested that the proposed
instream flows be coordinated in
conjunction with the hydrologic index. With
regards to the proposed 40 cfs in Dry Creek
as stated in the BO; please consider
adaptive management to accommodate the
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5. City of Santa Rosa, Miles Ferris, Director
of Utilities (Email) 11/15/2010

General Public

6. Barbara Delonno
(Sent in comment form from Windsor’s
NOP Scoping Meeting, & Email)
11/8/2010

7. Betsy McConnell (Email)
(Sent in comment form from Santa Rosa’s
NOP Scoping Meeting) 11/10/2010

8. Bill Wadsworth
(Email) 11/15/2010

9. Carol Cowley
(Email) 11/15/2010

future habitat enhancement projects and the
potential Dry Creek bypass pipeline.

Analysis of regional water supply to include
Russian River Project releases that meet
instream flow and water supply needs.

New flows proposed, 70 cfs is not enough

water for fish and recreation. D1610 flows

are more sustainable. BO does not assess
adverse effects for fish or recreation in the
lower RR.

Warmer, algae-swamped, nitrogen-sucking
water is not better for fish. BO is flawed and
subjected to pressure to comply with the
City of Santa Rosa need to pull more water
out of the river for selling and growth.
Supports Doreen Atkinson letter

Water conservation and Human
consumption needs to be addressed.
Consider Climate change in the project
modeling. Water conservation measures
and pricing needs to be evaluated. Lack of
water right enforcement, illegal diverters
needs to be evaluated.

Concerned that the flow proposal would be
bad for the health for the RR.
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10. Carol Sklenicka
11/15/2010

(Letter)

11. Christy Cowley, Vacation Wonderland,
Owner
(Email) 11/15/2010

12. Chuck Williams
(4 Emails) 11/15/2010

Chuck Williams
Court Reporter)

(Ukiah

13. Don Kelsy, Ph.D. (Caltech '73)
(Email) 11/4/2010

Don Kelsy (2
attachments)

14. Doreen Atkinson
(Email 1) 11/9/2010
2/11/2011)

(Email 2)

10.

1.

12,

13.

14.

Concerned about impacts to other species
and overall health of the RR. Concerned
that the BO did not address existing
problems such as sediments, temperature,
and bacteria issues. Wants assurance that
the EIR will mitigate all potential impacts
from the project.

Please reconsider the low flow proposal of
the project. Not able to kayak or canoe at
the low flows. The water is stagnant and
filled with moss, algae, and other non-native
invasive plants.

Email 1: Consider a concrete dam around
the gravel pits along the RR to prevent
erosion during high flood events. Email 2:
Removal of jacks, more access points to the
river, consider letting the river go almost dry
for a period of time to allow removal of
trash, invasive plants, and jacks. Email 3:
Concepts for flood and contaminant control,
building first flush contaminant basins.
Another benefit would be increased
seasonal wetland habitat and increased
flood control. Email 4: Please encourage
counties, cities, and residents to use
permeable surfaces.

Ukiah Court Reporter: Create a low flow of
about 20 to 30 cfs and allow people to
remove some of the trash fish, invasive
plants, and remove jacks.

Email: Actual historical flow data does not
support the proposed summer flows.

Attachments: (1) A Summary of Myths
about Russian River Flows 1940-2003. (2)
An Analysis of Monthly Mean Flow Rates of
the Russian River for the Period 1940-2003

Comments from email 1: Assumes that the
project name was changed from “Low Flow”
to “Fish Flow” for a more positive spin.
Questions need to be answered; how will
the low flow affect the temperature, algae
blooms, sediment buildup, other aquatic
animals and wildlife. Effects on businesses
and recreation when beaches are closed
due to algae blooms and high bacteria
counts. Comments from email 2: Will the
project include qualitative and statistical
assessment water quality data for upper,
middle, and lower portions of the RR? Is the
BO a mandate or an opinion that scwa can
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15. Eric Sunswheat
(3 Emails) 10/3/2010

16. Pamala Dorsey
10/3/2010

17. Kimberly Burr
(2 Emails) 11/11/2010

(Email)

15.

16.

17.

either embrace or reject? Why isn't scwa
waiting on enforcing a permanent low flow
until NCWQCB completes the
comprehensive monitoring program? Is
there a connection between selling water to
various communities and ag needs and the
seemingly rush to a permanent low flow on
the RR-is this (project) more about selling
water then saving fish?

NOP public notice in Ukiah Daily Journal
not legally adequate. Requesting SCWA to
re-publish the NOP with clear information
that identifies Project Area. If SCWA does
not cooperate, be prepared for a legal
judgment that the proper notice has not
been served, perhaps invalidating the NOP
proposed draft EIR timeline and adequacy.
*Repetitive emails

SAME EMAIL AS ABOVE

Environmental review must disclose
agriculture impacts to water supply and fish
habitat. Evaluate the benefits of
implementing a low impact plan rather than
the fish flow project. A low impact plan
would evaluate incentives to land owners to
return flows, conserve water, reduce water,
shift to dry farming, etc. Supports a
freshwater lagoon and breaching activities
that are the least damaging must be
chosen. A detailed evaluation of the impacts
and costs of raising low lying structures
near Jenner.

Email 2 comment Resubmitted email. Concerns
listed above.
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18. Larry Hansen
(Email) 11/14/2010

19. Laura Wilson, Johnson’s Beach Resort
(Email) 11/7/2010

20. Lisa Bourgea
(Email) 11/9/2010

21. Nancy Leras
(Email) 11/15/2010

22. Pinky Kushner
(2 Emails,) 11/17/2010

18

19.

20.

21,

22,

. Objects to the 70 cfs flow proposal. Fish

Flow project is protecting low lying
properties not fish. Algae blooms and
ludwigia concerns. BO is only considering a
flow regime based on an end point not the
whole section.

Against the petition to reduce flows to 70
cfs. Summer 09 had 14 positive bacterial
tests for enterococcus at their property from
June 15 to September 30. Prior to that, only
one positive test from a sewage spill in
2002 during a ten year period. Water quality
should be the first concern.

Why are illegal water diversions
(agriculture), gravel mining, and destruction
of riparian corridors, waste water
discharge/pollutants from all municipalities
being addressed? [sic] Why do the
susceptible structures at Jenner dictate flow
related issues for the health of the river?
Why can't the flow at Dry Creek be lowered
to the 40cfs and the Russian River flow be
maintained at 125 cfs flow? Why are we
not attending to all the recommendations in
the B.O. that pertain to water quality and
preservation of habitat and not just
concentrating on flow. Does the scwa
benefit indirectly with the flow issue by
being able to store more water and have it
available to fulfill water contracts and create
new ones to enable further development of
the Santa Rosa plain? Do the summer
dams reduce flow/velocity? Why can't the
structures at Jenner be addressed either by
raising them or let them flood and keep the
flows with the exception of Dry Creek at
decision 1610 levels. Let the estuary rise
above sea level and breach on its own.

Would not approve of permanently lowering
flows from 125cfs to 70cfs in summer
months. However, if flows were based on
rainfall then possibly. Dept. of F&G killed
nearly all the fish in the 50’s with Rotenone.
We were told that it took 125cfs to maintain
the fishery. Water quality issues with low
flow.

EIR should explore in its fullest capacity all
resources categories. EIR should evaluate
the RR as a watershed. The analysis of the
hydrologic index should include a minimum
of 12 sub-watersheds. The analysis should
propose an algorithm for the true Hydrologic
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23. Susan Knopf
(Comment card) 11/10/2015

24. Victoria Wikle
(Email) 11/7/2010

25. Charles Murphy
(Monte Rio Court Reporter)

26. Mary Ann Sobieraj
(Monte Rio Court Reporter)

23.

24,

25,

26.

Index of the Russian River, using
measurements at multiple individual sites,
along the Russian River. EIR should make
recommendations to change long-term
problems with fish habitat such as, gravel
mining, frost-sensitive agriculture, creek
protection, road construction, development,
SCWA fee structure, new hatcheries, public
participation. Lack of disclosure to the
changes to the place of use. EIR should
analyze the potential harm to the
environment by granting of the permit time
extensions. EIR should include urban blight
analysis. EIR should include effects of
climate change and the project.

Power Point Video; could not hear it and
windows too small. Staff could not answer
her questions. The reply was “I'm not an
expert on that.”

No permanent changes to D1610 when the
BO has not finalized the exact flow the fish
need and the Fish Recovery Plan has not
been implemented and has yet to result fish
recovery. California State Water Resources
Board be the lead agency for the project. At
the NOP Scoping meeting in Monte Rio
included a map of portages along the lower
river and included Sportsman Lodge. The
facility is not open to the public and should
be removed from the map or opened for
public use. Include requirements to alter
flows to eliminate Ludwigia and other
invasive species. EIR address effects on
native and non-native aquatic and riparian
vegetation for the proposed flows.

Would like a permanent barrier at the

mouth.

Objects to the “open house” format for a
public meeting.
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27. Darlene Kersnar
(Monte Rio Court Reporter)

28. Brenda Adelman
(Monte Rio Court Reporter)

Brenda Adelman
(2 Emails) with comment letter

Russian River Watershed Committee,
Brenda Adelman,

Chair Russian River Watershed
Protection Committee

(Comment Letter)

Russian River Watershed Committee,
Brenda Adelman,

Chair Russian River Watershed
Protection Committee

(List of Attachments: #1 RRWPC
CommentsD1610 Permanent; Altered
Laguna; Comments-Revised Storm
Permit-7-6-091; D1610 Urgency Change
Petition 6-101; List of Attachments-8-30-
10_2 ; Ludwigia Control Project Final
Report; RRWPC Complaint Response;
RRWPC 2009 Photo Report; Scoping
SCWA Estuary6-10; SCWA FAQ_2007;
SWRCBJ Shu303_d_8-30-10;
SWRCBOrderWater Cons 4-09; Water
Project DEIR comments 3-10-09)

29. Ellen Faulkner
(Ukiah Court Reporter)

27

28.

29.

. Objects to the “open house” format for a

public meeting. Generally speaking, the
lower RR folks are left out of the process.

Court Reporter: Objects to the “open
house” format for a public meeting.
Concerned that Estuary EIR and D1610 EIR
should be one project.

Comment Letter: Objects to the meeting as
a “workshop.” There is a CEQA problem
because the BO has pre-determined the
options of the projects. How can a
permanent change to D1610 be predicated
on an experimental Estuary Project?
Included Estuary comments, Water Project
comments, Friends of the Eel River Petition
to State comments, comment letter to State
Board on TUCP 2009, Protest regarding:
Notice of Petition Requesting Modification
to Water Rights Permits for Sonoma County
Water Agency by modifying the minimum
instream flow requirements, Protest
regarding: Notice of State Water Resources
Control Board, Division of Water Rights
Order Approving a TUCP by the Sonoma
County Water Agency regarding permits
12947A, 12949, 12950, AND 16596
(applications 12919A, 15736, 15737, AND
19351), Scoping comments on SCWA'’s
Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the
Russian River Estuary, Comments to State
Board on 2012 303(d) List of Impaired
Water Bodies, Waste Discharge
Requirements on Storm Water and Non-
Storm Water Discharges from Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems: RRWPC
Comments July 5, 2009, and in general
request that the EIR address the issue of
limited funding for conducting the Estuary
Project and what happens if the project
cannot proceed, but low flow is
implemented. Describe how State agencies
are affected in the ability to oversee
implementation of the low flow project. Want
to have a regular meeting for the EIR
hearing process.

Concerned about the deep wells that the
vineyards are installing and the effects to
the underflow of the RR. Frost protection
concerns. Concerned about vineyard water
rights and less water diverted from Potter
Valley.
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30. Don McEnhill, Russian River Keeper,
(Email) 11/15/2010

31. Richard Holmer, Friends of the Villa
Grande, President
(Email) 11/17/2010

30. EIR should use numeric values to quantify

31.

thresholds when assessing impacts,
meeting recovery goals, and what happens
if population continue to decline, will the
project be modified? Project alternatives
should include a barrier other than the RR
sandbar. EIR should evaluate cumulative
impacts to the species and prey eliminating
the few favorable wet yrs from the proposed
flows in combination with tributary
diversions that won’t contribute accretion
flows well into summer due to diversions.
Concerned that proposed flows will lead to
concentrated population and would not
improve spatial population structure. EIR
should create annual thermographs for
project area based on maximum daily
temperature. Concerned about the effects
of minimum flows on juvenile fish leaving
tributaries in spring. Water quality concerns.
EIR should study and compare always open
and always closed regimes and water
quality with such scenarios. Questions
about the 2002 RR and DC Interagency
Flow-Habitat Assessment Study; validity of
the analysis, i.e. length of time, how many
years, what area? EIR should review the
assumptions in the 2002 study. Cumulative
section should include gravel mining past
and present.

Estuary closures and flooding issues at the
recreational beaches at Patterson Point
Preserve. Water Quality. Nesting wildlife
along river banks. Provide a MMP for
proposed project. Include environmental
justice with regards to loss of recreation.
Fishing impacts. Impacts to birds.
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32. Patricia Spencer, Shute, Mihaly & 32. Email 1 Letter sent on behalf of the FOER:
Weinberger LLP, on behalf of Ellison Folk. NOP is vague in its description of changes
(4 Emails) 11/12/10 in instream flow requirements for Chinook
salmon and unspecified changes in water
rights permits. The project description
should include the water rights permits that
will be affected and the changes sought.
Agency should also clarify now whether it
intends to seek nay right to use water from
the Eel River as part of this project. EIR
should discuss existing water rights,
diversions, pumping and storing from the
RR including both legal and illegal. EIR
should include reasonable and foreseeable
future projects, including a no flow scenario
from Eel River. EIR should evaluate impacts
to Lake Mendocino caused by reduction of
flows to the RR and whether Lake
Mendocino can store additional water not
released to the RR. Impacts associated with
additional releases to RR in the event Lake
Mendocino is not able to store additional
water i.e. Oct 8 & Oct 15, 2010. Impacts
identified in the attached letter from
Kamman Hydrology & Engineering (see
below). Cumulative impacts including:
reductions/changes in flows in RR
mainstem and tribs during critical spring
flow conditions due to frost control pumping
regulations now being considered by scwa
and swrcb. Changes in flows that may result
from AB2121. Impacts associated with the
Vineyard Erosion & Sediment Control
Ordinance. Changes in estuary
management. Dry Creek restoration, which
will limit water diversions by scwa until new
fish habitat or a pipeline is successfully
constructed. Potential for Lake Mendocino
to be increased in storage capacity (height
or sediment removal). Potential reduction in
PVP due to tunnel collapse or system
malfunctions. Additional and continued
gravel mining in the RR. Alternatives should
include a project that does not rely on any
diversions from the Eel River. EIR should
evaluate whether reductions in flows from
the Eel River would make it possible to
meet minimum flow requirements of the
project. If project will receive federal funding
than scwa should prepare an EIR/EIS.
KAMMAN HYDROLOGY & ENG.
What flow schedule will apply during
critically dry years under the proposed flow
changes? If the proposed minimum flow
schedule is the same during all year types
within each of the river sections, the need
for water year type classification
methodology is moot. The NOP puts
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considerable emphasis on the need to
revise the water year type classification,
however, the only project operations
indicated in the BO and NOP that are tied to
a water year type classification is the
required minimum flow release schedule.
Perhaps there are other water ops that are
tied to water year type classes. Concerns
about the Hydrologic Index changes: If
there is no change in minimum flow
requirements between year types, why is
the HI needed? Why isn’t the revised index
tied to Lake Sonoma as well as Lake
Mendocino? Maijority of water deliveries to
Lake Mendocino are driven primarily by
PVP diversions from the Eel River
watershed. The hydrologic conditions of
Lake Mendocino are closely linked and
controlled by the hydrologic conditions and
water operations in the Eel River
watershed. Determining the HI for the RR
watershed based on the hydrologic
conditions of Lake Mendocino is flawed.
Therefore, scwa should consider alternative
approaches that truly representative of
hydrologic conditions in the RR watershed.
Hydrologic Indices are based on unimpaired
hydrologic conditions. The hydrologic
conditions in Lake Mendocino are
representative of altered streamflow
diversions...therefore not reliable for
determining water year type designations
for the RR watershed. The EIR should
identify and evaluate other methods that are
more representative of unimpaired
hydrologic conditions in the RR watershed
including Lake Sonoma storage and/or
flows on all principal tributaries. Possible
FERC relicensing of the PVP and/or new
upper Eel River BOs will cease diversions of
Eel River water to Lake Mendocino,
eliminating the usefulness of this gauge.
Infrastructure damage, maintenance, and
tunnel collapse could alter deliveries to
Lake Mendocino, creating anomalies in lake
levels and hydrologic conditions. The NOP’s
project description lacks information on how
the project will operate under critically dry
year types during prolonged drought
periods when there may be insufficient
water available to meet minimum flow
requirements. D1610 flow schedules were
developed through careful hydrologic
modeling to balance available supply and
demand which resulted in minimum flow
schedule yielding minimum flows for
critically dry year types that are two-to
three-folds lower than the recommended
BO flows-an inconsistency that leads me to
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question the feasibility of the proposed BO
flow changes during dry and critically dry
year-types. As stated in the BO and D1610,
excess water is typically discharged in order
to account for summer losses, as part of the
project description, it would seem prudent to
better predict and present the likely flow
releases in order to meet the low flow
criteria. Concerned about the possibility of
scwa, through anticipated water-right
petition, to substantially control seasonal
flow patterns, geomorphic and ecological
conditions and variability within the
watershed. This raises a number of
concerns including: 1) a meaningful and
definitive description of this action and
potential impacts to the environment are not
included in the NOP; 2) extension of scwa’s
ability to maintain the minimum flow the
minimum flow schedule later into the year
could allow them to capture and retain fall
and early winter runoff in reservoirs in lieu
of natural flow increases associated with
early season storm runoff; 3) this action will
provide scwa the power to manipulate the
fall-early winter flow during an important
time of fish immigration and spawning,
potential changes and impacts that
espoused to be avoided in the BO and
D1610 by providing natural runoff and
hydrologic conditions. The EIR needs to
include considerable technical assessments
as part of the development process.
Analyses and impact assessments that will
be to implemented include, but are not
limited to: studies to determine if there is
sufficient supply and carry-over storage to
operate the project during normal yrs, dry
yrs, critically dry yrs & multi-yr droughts.
Specifically, will there be sufficient storage
in Lake Mendo to accommodate current
PVP diversions and proposed summer flow
reductions? If proposed minimum flow
releases during critically dry yrs are higher
than those expressed in D1610, studies will
need to evaluate if there is sufficient supply
available for project operations during single
back to back critically dry water yr type. If
the project HI based on Lake Mendo
storage and/or inflow via PVP diversions
yields a water yr type that differs from the
true unimpaired flow conditions in the RR
watershed, will the project meet desired
goals and objectives? Analyses should also
look at the hydrologic record and evaluate
how the proposed project would have fared
over long-term historic periods. When
considering all project alternatives, evaluate
the loss of PVP water. NOP to provide
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information on the modeling analysis tools
used, the suite of alternative water supply
and operations being incorporated into the
impact assessments and the simulation
year types and wet and dry periods
incorporated into the analysis. In addition,
numerical models to provide estimates of
flow rates, velocities, water depths and
water temperature while accounting for
changes in reservoir and groundwater
storage, diversions, infiltration and
evaporative losses. Need to describe the
model selection process in the EIR along
with specific modeling goals and objectives
and the rational for the specific model
choice. What does “update water rights
permits to reflect current conditions”
specifically mean? Concerned that reducing
flow rates will not be sufficient to maintain a
seasonal freshwater lagoon of satisfactory
water quality. EIR will need to have an
analysis regarding lagoon and barrier beach
dynamics in response to flow changes and
how the project will alter the frequency and
duration of inlet opening/closing and
seasonal effects on water quality, capturing
hourly or daily changes in water level, flow

velocity, water temperature, salinity and DO.

This analysis will also require an
assessment of off-shore wave energy,
littoral drift, and sediment supply to
characterize and predict seasonal barrier
beach dynamics. How will the project
assess impacts to existing riparian
vegetation? Does the project need to
address all eight of the elements (listed on
pg 241 of BO) consisting the BO RPA,
including instream channel work, pipelines,
etc.? The NOP project description should
include a statement that the water
resources within the entire RR watershed
area (both surface and ground) may be
impacted by the project and the EIR will
address such flow related changes and
impacts including: a. changes in surface
water diversions-assuming the opportunity
to divert surface water would decrease in
association with lower flows? b. will the
project cause decreases in surface water
diversions, leading to increased
groundwater withdrawals? What would be
the impact on local and regional
groundwater levels and supply? c. dry
season groundwater infiltration and
recharge from the river-how will reduced
flows alter river infiltration and groundwater
recharge? d. how will river water quality be
impacted considering a reduced volume of
water available to dilute potential
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contaminants, especially water treatment
and ag drainage returns to the river via
surface and groundwater? e. how will the
changes in flow magnitudes alter water
temps? f. how will the flow changes impact
the existing riparian corridor and habitat to
associated fish and wildlife species? g. if
significant changes in the magnitude of
winter high flows are proposed, how will
these changes impact channel morphology
especially with respect to area and usage of
salmonid spawning habitat, fish passage,
summer rearing of coho and steelhead and
other aquatic species? h. the EIR should
address the cumulative effects on surface
and groundwater resources associated with
proposed flow changes in terms of surface
and groundwater interactions and water
quality, including proposed treated effluent
reuse projects, groundwater recharge
projects, future anticipated urban and ag
growth, gravel mining projects, and
anticipated groundwater management
plans.
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33. Paula Whealen, Wagner & Bonsignore,
Consulting Civil  (Email) 11/15/10

34. Blake Ridgway, Surfrider (Email)11/15/10

33. Low flows and impacts to existing

34.

appropriative rights. EIR should identify
other sources of water i.e. groundwater
discharge, incident precipitation... and
indicate how these sources will be
accounted for in the release of water to
meet instream flow requirements.

Water quality, cumulative impacts of
Estuary Project and Flow Project. Beach
erosion and the loss of recreation (surfing).

35. Brent Reed, Surfrider (Email)11/15/10 35. SAME AS ABOVE

36. Carlos Mascolo, Surfrider (Email)11/15/10 | 36. SAME AS ABOVE

37. Caroline Higgins, Surfrider 37. SAME AS ABOVE
(Email)11/15/10

38. Jim Adams, Surfrider (Email)11/14/10 38. SAME AS ABOVE

39. Miles Ragland, Surfrider (Email)11/14/10 | 39. SAME AS ABOVE

40. Terri McCracken, Surfrider 40. SAME AS ABOVE
(Email11/15/10
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— Notice of Preparation

WATER of

A G EN C Y

Environmental Impact Report

September 29, 2010

TO: State Clearinghouse FROM: Sonoma County Water Agency
Responsible and Trustee Agencies 2150 West College Avenue
Interested Agencies and Parties Santa Rosa, CA 95401

FISH HABITAT FLOWS AND WATER RIGHTS PROJECT

The Sonoma County Water Agency (Water Agency) is preparing an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the proposed Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project (Fish Flow
Project). The EIR will be prepared by the Water Agency in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Water Agency’s
“Procedures for the Implementation of CEQA.” The Water Agency will be the lead agency
and will consider all comments from responsible and trustee agencies, property owners, and
interested persons and parties regarding the scope and content of the information to be
included in the EIR. The Fish Flow Project is required by the 2008 National Marine Fisheries
Service’s Russian River Biological Opinion.

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

The Water Agency is a special district created by the California Legislature and operates
under the direction of a Board of Directors, composed of the members of the Sonoma
County Board of Supervisors. The law that created the Water Agency and defines its powers
and duties authorizes it to produce and furnish surface water and groundwater for
beneficial uses, to control flood waters, to generate electricity, to provide recreational
facilities in connection with Water Agency water supply facilities, and to treat and dispose
of wastewater.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Russian River originates in central Mendocino County approximately 15 miles north of
Ukiah. The Russian River watershed is shown on Figure 1.
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It drains an area of approximately 1,485 square miles, including much of Mendocino and Sonoma
counties, and empties into the Pacific Ocean at Jenner in Sonoma County, about 20 miles west
of Santa Rosa. The main channel of the Russian River is about 110 miles long and runs generally
southward from its headwaters near Redwood and Potter Valleys, to Mirabel Park, where the
channel’s direction changes to generally westward as it crosses the Coast Range. Principal
Russian River tributaries are the East Fork of the Russian River (which receives water diverted
from the Eel River through Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) Potter Valley Project
(PVP), Big Sulphur Creek, Maacama Creek, Dry Creek, and Mark West Creek. Communities and
cities along the Russian River include Ukiah, Hopland, Cloverdale, Geyserville, Healdsburg,
Forestville, Mirabel Park, Rio Nido, Guerneville, Monte Rio, Duncans Mills, and Jenner.

Two major reservoir projects provide water supply storage in the Russian River watershed: 1)
Coyote Valley Dam/Lake Mendocino, located on the East Fork of the Russian River three miles
east of Ukiah, and 2) Warm Springs Dam/Lake Sonoma, located on Dry Creek 14 miles northwest
of Healdsburg. The Water Agency is the local sponsor for these two federal water supply and
flood control projects, collectively referred to as the Russian River Project. Under agreements
with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Water Agency manages the water
supply storage space in these reservoirs to provide a water supply and maintain summertime
Russian River and Dry Creek streamflows.

The Water Agency holds water-right permits’' issued by the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) that authorize the Water Agency to divert? Russian River and Dry Creek flows and to
re-divert® water stored and released from Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma. The Water Agency
releases water from storage in these lakes for delivery to municipalities, where the water is
used primarily for residential, governmental, commercial, and industrial purposes. The primary
points of diversion include the Water Agency’s facilities at Wohler and Mirabel Park (near
Forestville). The Water Agency also releases water to satisfy the needs of other water users
and to contribute to the maintenance of minimum instream flow requirements in the Russian
River and Dry Creek established in 1986 by the SWRCB’s Decision 1610. These minimum
instream flow requirements vary based on defined hydrologic conditions (normal, dry, and
critical) that are based on cumulative inflows into Lake Pillsbury in the Eel River watershed.

During the rainy season (October through May), natural streamflow, rather than reservoir
releases, accounts for most of the flow in the Russian River. From June through September,
some of the flow in the Russian River is composed of water released from storage in Lake

" SWRCB water-right permits 12947A, 12949, 12950 and 16596.

2 Divert - refers to water diverted directly from streamflows into distribution systems for beneficial uses or into storage
in reservoirs.

3 Re-divert - refers to water that has been diverted to storage in a reservoir, then is released and diverted again at a
point downstream.
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Mendocino (which includes water imported from the Eel River via PG&E’s PVP) and Lake
Sonoma.

The Russian River and Dry Creek minimum instream flow requirements of Decision 1610 may no
longer be appropriate. Decision 1610 was adopted before the listings of three salmonid species
under the federal Endangered Species Act, and did not specifically address the importance of
fall storage in Lake Mendocino to the Chinook salmon migration. Although Decision 1610
assumed that higher instream flows were better for fishery resources, information developed in
the last decade indicates this may not be so for salmonid species in Dry Creek, the Russian
River, and the Russian River estuary. Decision 1610 expressly recognized that later fishery
studies might identify a need to change the minimum flow requirements. Decision 1610 also
expressly contemplated that such changes might be needed if PG&E’s PVP imports changed, as
they did in 2006.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued its Biological Opinion for Water Supply,
Flood Control Operations, and Channel Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed (Russian River Biological
Opinion) on September 24, 2008.* The Russian River Biological Opinion is a culmination of more
than a decade of consultation between the Water Agency, the USACE, and NMFS regarding the
impact of Water Agency and USACE water supply and flood control activities on three fish species
listed under the federal Endangered Species Act: Central California coast steelhead, Central
California Coast coho salmon, and California Coast Chinook salmon. Coho salmon are also listed
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) issued a consistency determination on November 9, 2009, finding that the NMFS’ Russian
River Biological Opinion was consistent with the requirements of the CESA and adopting the
measures identified in the Russian River Biological Opinion.

NMFS concluded in the Russian River Biological Opinion that the continued operations of Coyote
Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam by the USACE and the Water Agency in a manner similar to
recent historic practices, together with the Water Agency’s stream channel maintenance
activities and estuary management, are likely to jeopardize and adversely modify critical
habitat for endangered Central California Coast coho salmon and threatened Central California
Coast steelhead. Specifically, NMFS concluded that the artificially elevated summertime
minimum flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek that are currently required by Decision 1610
result in high water velocities that reduce the quality and quantity of rearing habitat for coho
salmon and steelhead. Additionally, NMFS concluded that maintaining these flows disrupts
lagoon formation in the Russian River estuary and that allowing a lagoon to develop would likely
enhance juvenile steelhead and salmon habitat.

4 NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion may be accessed online at www.sonomacountywater.org and may be reviewed at
the Water Agency’s office at 404 Aviation Boulevard, Santa Rosa, CA.
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NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion concludes that reducing Decision 1610 minimum instream
flow requirements will enable alternative flow management scenarios that will increase
available rearing habitat in Dry Creek and the upper Russian River, and provide a lower, closer-
to-natural inflow to the estuary between late spring and early fall, thereby enhancing the
potential for maintaining a seasonal freshwater lagoon that would likely support increased
production of juvenile steelhead and salmon.®

As required by NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion, in September 2009 the Water Agency
filed a petition with the SWRCB to permanently change the Decision 1610 minimum instream
flow requirements, in order to improve habitat for endangered Central California Coast coho
salmon and threatened Central California Coast steelhead. This petition presently is pending
before the SWRCB. The SWRCB will act on this petition after the EIR that is the subject of this
notice is prepared.

Until the SWRCB issues an order on this petition, the minimum instream flow requirements
specified in Decision 1610 (with the resulting adverse impacts to listed salmonids) will remain in
effect, unless temporary changes to these requirements are made by the SWRCB. NMFS’
Russian River Biological Opinion requires that the Water Agency petition the SWRCB for
temporary changes to the Decision 1610 minimum instream flow requirements each year until
the SWRCB issues an order on the Water Agency’s petition for the permanent changes to these
requirements. NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion only requires petitions for temporary
changes to minimum streamflow requirements for the mainstem Russian River, and not to the
requirements for Dry Creek. The Water Agency petitioned the SWRCB for the Biological
Opinion-specified temporary changes for the first time in 2010, and the SWRCB made a
temporary urgency change in its Order WR 2010-0018-DWR. If approved by the SWRCB, the
temporary changes required by NMFS will reduce the minimum instream flow requirement to 70
cubic feet per second (cfs) for the lower Russian River between May 1 and October 15.
Additionally, to enhance steelhead rearing habitat in the Russian River between the East Branch
and Hopland, the temporary changes, if approved, will reduce the minimum instream flow
requirement to 125 cfs for the upper Russian River between May 1 and October 15.¢

The permanent and temporary changes to Decision 1610 minimum instream flow requirements
specified by NMFS in the Russian River Biological Opinion are summarized in Figure 2.

> National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel
Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Mendocino
County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed. p. 243.
September 2008.

¢ National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel
Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Mendocino
County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed. p 247. September
2008.
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NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion concluded that, in addition to providing fishery
benefits, the lower instream flow requirements “should promote water conservation and
limit effects on in-stream river recreation.”” NMFS stated that the following changes may
achieve these goals:

During Normal Years:

1. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for the Russian River from the East Fork to
Dry Creek from 185 cfs to 125 cfs between June 1 and August 31; and from 150 cfs to
125 cfs between September 1 and October 31.

2. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for the Russian River between the mouth of
Dry Creek and the mouth of the Russian River from 125 cfs to 70 cfs.

3. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for Dry Creek from Warm Springs Dam to the
Russian River from 80 cfs to 40 cfs from May 1 to October 31.

During Dry Years:

1. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for the Russian River between the mouth of
Dry Creek and the mouth of the Russian River from 85 cfs to 70 cfs.

During the periods that the temporary changes are in effect, the Water Agency will monitor
water quality and fish, and collect and report monitoring information as required by NMFS’
Russian River Biological Opinion.

In 2002, 2004, 2007, and 2009, water storage levels in Lake Mendocino declined to
dangerously low levels. In 2002, the terms of Decision 1610 authorized the necessary
reductions in instream flows, but that was not the case in 2004, 2007 and 2009. In those
years, the SWRCB made temporary urgency changes to Water Agency water-right permits,
and adopted temporary lower instream flow requirements to preserve water in Lake
Mendocino. The situation during these years was due to lack of rainfall and, in 2007 and
2009, also was due to lower inflows from PG&E’s PVP. Because of the recent reductions in
PG&E’s PVP diversions from the Eel River into the Russian River, it is no longer reasonable
to use cumulative Lake Pillsbury inflows to determine the water-year type (normal, dry, or
critical) that governs the level of Russian River and Dry Creek minimum streamflow
requirements. It would be more realistic for the water-year type to be based on Russian
River watershed conditions rather than on Eel River watershed conditions.

7 National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel
Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Mendocino
County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed. p. 244.
September 2008.
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FISH HABITAT FLOWS AND WATER RIGHTS PROJECT

Objective

The objective of the Fish Flow Project is to manage Russian River Project releases to
provide instream flows that improve habitat for threatened and endangered fish, while
updating the Water Agency’s existing water rights to reflect current conditions.

Location

The Fish Flow Project would generally be located in the Russian River watershed in
Mendocino County and Sonoma County, California, shown on Figure 1. Environmental
impacts of the Fish Flow Project would potentially occur at Lake Mendocino, Lake Sonoma,
in and along the Russian River downstream of Lake Mendocino/Coyote Valley Dam to
Jenner, and in and along Dry Creek downstream of Lake Sonoma/Warm Springs Dam.

Description

The Water Agency would manage water supply releases from Lake Mendocino and Lake
Sonoma to provide instream flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek that would improve
habitat for listed salmonids. The proposed Fish Flow Project requires approval by the
SWRCB of Water Agency petitions to modify the Water Agency’s existing water-right
permits. In addition to the water-right modifications related to changing the minimum
instream flow requirements to improve habitat for fish, the Water Agency also will file
petitions with the SWRCB to update the Water Agency’s water-right permits to reflect
current conditions. The Water Agency will implement the proposed Fish Flow Project if the
water-right modifications are made by the SWRCB.

Minimum Instream Flows for Coho Salmon and Steelhead

To comply with the requirements of NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion, the Water
Agency has filed a petition with the SWRCB that asks the SWRCB to make the following
changes in the instream flow requirements that are specified in Decision 1610 and the
Water Agency’s water-right permits:

e between June 1 and August 31 of each year the existing minimum instream flow
requirement of 185 cfs is proposed to change to 125 cfs for the upper Russian River
(upstream of the confluence with Dry Creek and downstream of the confluence of
the East and West Forks)

e between September 1 and October 31 of each year the existing minimum instream
flow requirement of 150 cfs is proposed to change to 125 cfs for the upper Russian
River (upstream of the confluence with Dry Creek and downstream of the confluence
of the East and West Forks)
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e between January 1 and December 31 of each year the existing minimum instream
flow requirement of 125 cfs is proposed to change to 70 cfs for the lower Russian
River (downstream of its confluence with Dry Creek)

e between May 1 and October 31 of each year the existing minimum instream flow
requirement of 80 cfs is proposed to change to 40 cfs for Dry Creek from Warm
Springs Dam to the Russian River.

Minimum Instream Flows for Chinook Salmon

Operating water supply releases from Lake Mendocino to preserve or increase the pool of
cold water available in Lake Mendocino to support the fall Chinook salmon migration runs is
also desirable, and may aid in the conservation and recovery of these threatened species.
Although the proposed lower minimum instream flow requirements in NMFS’ Russian River
Biological Opinion will help to achieve this goal, the Water Agency will file another petition
with the SWRCB, requesting that the modifications to minimum instream flow requirements
be extended beyond the months required by NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion for the
upper Russian River (upstream of the confluence of Dry Creek and downstream of the
confluence of the East and West Forks). These additional months could include those
earlier or later in the year, or could be extended to be in effect year-round.

Hydrologic Index

The Water Agency will file another petition with the SWRCB, seeking to change the
methodology used to establish the water-year type classifications that determine minimum
instream flow requirements for the Russian River, to reflect actual conditions within the
Russian River watershed rather than conditions in the Eel River watershed. The proposed
hydrologic index will be developed based on appropriate measurements and dates of
storage in, or inflows into, Lake Mendocino.

Water-Right Permit Updates

The Water Agency also will file petitions as needed to update its water-right permits to
reflect current conditions and to resolve the time extension petitions that are pending
before the SWRCB. These actions are not required to implement the proposed new
minimum instream flow requirements or to change the hydrologic index, but will ask the
SWRCB to consolidate the process to modify and update the Water Agency’s water-right
permits so that the SWRCB may make all necessary changes to the Water Agency’s water-
right permits in one order. These actions will include the pending petitions to extend time
to complete use of water to December 1, 2020, and also may include new petitions to
amend the place-of-use maps for the Water Agency’s water-right permits, so that they are
based on actual current and expected uses, and to make other updates or clarifications.

The proposed changes to the minimum instream flow requirements and the criteria used to
determine the hydrologic index, and the proposed requests for water-right permit updates
may change as the Fish Flow Project description and alternatives are further developed.

Sonoma County Water Agency | NOP for Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project | Page 9



ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE EIR

In accordance with CEQA, the Fish Flow Project EIR will address the potential
environmental impacts associated with the Fish Flow Project. Specific areas of analysis
may include: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water
Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation,
Transportation and Traffic, and Utilities and Service Systems. The EIR will also analyze
potential cumulative impacts related to the Fish Flow Project, including potential impacts
of other required elements of NMFS’ Russian River Biological Opinion. Areas of analysis may
be changed based on input received during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) review period.
Mitigation measures will be proposed to avoid or reduce such impacts, where reasonably
feasible.

The Fish Flow Project EIR will discuss alternatives to the proposed project, and alternatives
may be added based on input from the public and regulatory agencies during the NOP
review period.

Information to be included in the Fish Flow Project EIR will also be based on input and
comments received during the review period for this NOP. Decision-makers, responsible and
trustee agencies under CEQA, property owners, and interested persons and parties will also
have an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR after it is published and circulated for
public review.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR THIS NOTICE OF PREPARATION

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest
possible date, but not later than 45 days after receipt of this notice. The public comment
period will close at 5:00 p.m. on November 15, 2010. Please include a nhame, address, and
telephone number of a contact person in your agency for all future correspondence on this
subject. Please send your comments to:

Sonoma County Water Agency

Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist
404 Aviation Boulevard

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

You may also submit comments electronically at the Water Agency’s website:

WWW,sonomacountywater.org/rrifr
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SCOPING MEETINGS

In order for the public and regulatory agencies to have an opportunity to ask questions and
submit comments on the scope of the Fish Flow Project EIR, three Scoping Meetings will be
held during the NOP review period. Comment forms will be supplied for those who wish to
submit written comments at the scoping meetings; written comments may also be
submitted anytime during the NOP review period. The dates, times, and locations of the
Scoping Meetings are listed below:

Thursday, November 4" Monday, November 8™ || Wednesday, November 10"
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.

Monte Rio Community Center || Windsor Town Hall The Alex Rorabaugh Center
20488 Highway 116 9291 Old Redwood Hwy || 1640 South State Street
Monte Rio Windsor Ukiah

Documents or files related to the Fish Flow Project are available for review at the Water
Agency’s Administrative Office located at 404 Aviation Boulevard, Santa Rosa, CA, 95403.

If you have any questions, or if you wish to update your information on our mailing list,
please contact Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist, at (707) 547-1903
or Erica Phelps, Environmental Resources Coordinator, at (707) 547-1934.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

\‘ ., North Coast Region

Geoffrey M. Hales, Chairman

. www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast
Linda S. Adams 5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A, Santa Rosa, California 95403 Arnold

Secretary for Phone: (877) 721-9203 (toll free) « Office: (707) 576-2220 « FAX: (707) 523-0135 Schwarzenegger
Environmental Protection Governor

November 15, 2010

Ms. Jessica Martini-Lamb
Sonoma County Water Agency
404 Aviation Boulevard

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report for the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project,
SCH No. 2010092087

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project (Fish
Flow Project EIR). We appreciate the opportunity to participate early in the
environmental review process. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Water Board) is a responsible agency for this project, with jurisdiction over
the quality of ground and surface waters (including wetlands) and the protection of the
beneficial uses of such waters.

The proposed project consists of the management of water supply releases from Lake
Mendocino and Lake Sonoma to provide instream flows in the Russian River and Dry
Creek. The project proposes to modify the Sonoma County Water Agency’s (Water
Agency) existing water-right permit to change the minimum instream flow requirements,
consistent with the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Russian River Biological Opinion
dated September 24, 2008.

We have reviewed the NOP for the Fish Flow Project EIR and offer the following
recommendations and comments.

General Comments

The mission of the State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Boards is
to preserve, enhance, and restore the quality of California’s water resources, and
ensure their proper allocation and efficient use for the benefit of present and future
generations. The quality of surface and ground waters in the North Coast Region of
California is governed by the Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region
(Basin Plan) and state-wide Policies. The Basin Plan identifies the existing and
potential beneficial uses of water within the North Coast Region and the water quality
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objectives necessary to protect those uses. The relevant existing beneficial uses that
apply to the Project area include: Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN), Agricultural
Supply (AGR), Groundwater Recharge (GWR), Water Contact Recreation (REC1), Non-
Contact Water Recreation (REC2), Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM), Cold
Freshwater Habitat (COLD), Estuarine Habitat (EST), Rare, Threatened, or Endangered
Species (RARE), Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR), and Spawning,
Reproduction, and/or Early Development (SPWN). The water quality objectives of
specific concern to Regional Water Board staff are outlined in the following sections.
Together water quality objectives, beneficial uses, the anti-degradation policy, and
implementation policies are known as water quality standards. The NOP identifies
hydrology and water quality as specific areas of analysis for the EIR, including an
analysis of potential cumulative impacts related to the Project. The Fish Flow Project
EIR must ensure that the Project complies with the water quality standards within the
Project area.

Russian River Water Quality Impairments

Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act and 40 CFR §130.7 require states to
identify water bodies that do not meet water quality standards and are not supporting
their beneficial uses. These waters are placed on the Section 303(d) List of Water
Quality Limited Segments (also known as the list of Impaired Waterbodies). The List
identifies the pollutant or stressor causing impairment and establishes a schedule for
developing a control plan to address the impairment. On August 4, 2010, the State
Water Board adopted the California 2010 303(d) List and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency will likely approve or disapprove the 2010 List in
November 2010. This 2010 List includes the following three impairments for the
Russian River within the Project area: sedimentation/siltation, temperature, and
indicator bacteria.

State Water Board staff have begun assessing available data in order to update the
303(d) List. State Water Board staff’'s assessment includes nutrient and algal biomass
data collected within the Project area and submitted by interested parties. At a later
date, Regional Water Board staff will consider whether the available data demonstrates
that the Russian River within the Project area is impaired for nutrients/biostimulatory
substances.

Regional Water Board staff is currently developing a pathogen total maximum daily load
(TMDL) for the Russian River to address the indicator bacteria impairments and a
temperature implementation policy to address the temperature impairment. The
sediment impairment in the Russian River watershed is addressed, in part, by the Total
Maximum Daily Load Implementation Policy Statement for Sediment-Impaired
Receiving Waters in the North Coast Region (Resolution No. R1-2004-0087).
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Water Quality Objectives of Concern

The following are the water quality objectives that we believe could be violated under
the Fish Flows Project, and a brief explanation of why violations of these objectives are
a concern.

Bacteria: The bacteriological quality of waters of the North Coast Region shall
not be degraded beyond natural background levels. In no case shall coliform
concentrations in waters of the North Coast Region exceed the following: In
waters designated for contact recreation (REC-1), the median fecal coliform
concentration based on a minimum of not less than five samples for any 30-day
period shall not exceed 50/100 ml, nor shall more than ten percent of total
samples during any 30-day period exceed 400/100 ml (State Department of
Health Services).

Per the Draft Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches (DHS 2006), freshwater beach
posting is recommended when single sample levels exceed the following
thresholds: 1) Total coliforms - 10,000 MPN/100mL; 2) E. coli - 235
MPN/100mL; and 3) Enterococcus - 61 MPN/100 mL.

Our working hypothesis, supported in part by preliminary empirical analysis of
available data (Attachment 1), is that under a given loading of bacteria from
existing sources, reduced flows provides less dilution and may lead to higher
bacteria concentrations, potentially causing violation of the bacteria objectives
and beach posting thresholds and not supporting REC1 and REC2.

Biostimulatory Substances: Waters shall not contain biostimulatory
substances in concentrations that promote aquatic growths to the extent that
such growths cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.

Biostimulatory substances include nitrogen and phosphorus. It is generally
recognized that flow, along with channel morphology and riparian conditions, is a
"risk cofactor" that can affect the biostimulatory response of nutrients in a
waterbody (Tetra Tech 2006). Assuming all other factors are constant, a given
concentration of nitrogen and phosphorus in a waterbody can lead to greater
biostimulation under reduced flows. Biostimulation can result in more aquatic
plant productivity under lower flow conditions.

Dissolved Oxygen: The instantaneous minimum concentration of dissolved
oxygen (DO) required is 7.0 mg/L. Half of the monthly mean DO values for the
year must be 10.0 mg/L or greater.

Reduced DO conditions can occur, particularly during pre-dawn and early
morning hours, due to respiration of aquatic plants and decomposition of organic
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matter, which can occur under biostimulatory conditions in a water body. As
summarized above, biostimulatory conditions may result from reduced flows in
the Project area.

Toxicity: All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in
concentrations that are toxic to, or that produce detrimental physiological
responses in human, plant, animal, or aquatic life. Compliance with this objective
will be determined by use of indicator organisms, analyses of species diversity,
population density, growth anomalies, bioassays of appropriate duration, or other
appropriate methods as specified by the Regional Water Board.

The toxic parameters of concern are blue-green algae toxins. Algal productivity
is a biostimulatory response. Algal biomass can include blue-green algae
species. Some blue-green algae species produce algal toxins that can be
harmful to humans, pets, and wildlife.

Temperature: The natural receiving water temperature of intrastate waters shall
not be altered unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional
Water Board that such alteration in temperature does not adversely affect
beneficial uses.

At no time or place shall the temperature of any COLD water be increased by
more than 5°F above natural receiving water temperature.

At no time or place shall the temperature of WARM intrastate waters be
increased more than 5°F above natural receiving water temperatures.

“Natural receiving water temperature” is that temperature regime that would
occur in the absence of human alteration of those factors, including flow, which
can affect stream temperature. The Fish Flows Project EIR must demonstrate to
the satisfaction of the Regional Water Board that the Project does not contribute
to violation of the temperature objective. We recommend the use of a water
quality model to evaluate temperatures representing baseline, with-project, and
natural conditions. The natural condition representation should evaluate
temperatures that would be expected to occur without flow augmentation from
reservoirs. The model should be capable of predicting hourly temperatures so
that the 5°F restriction can be properly evaluated.

Sediment: The Basin Plan contains the following four sediment-related water
quality objectives:

Sediment: The suspended sediment load and suspended sediment discharge

rate of surface waters shall not be altered in such a manner as to cause nuisance
or adversely affect beneficial uses.
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Turbidity: Turbidity shall not be increased more than 20 percent above naturally
occurring background levels. Allowable zones of dilution within which higher
percentages can be tolerated may be defined for specific discharges upon the
issuance of discharge permits or waiver thereof.

Suspended Material: Waters shall not contain suspended material in
concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.

Settleable Material: Waters shall not contain substances in concentrations that
result in deposition of material that causes nuisance or adversely affect beneficial
uses.

Flow is a factor that could affect in-stream sediment loads. One potential
mechanism for increases in sediment discharges from the Project is a drop is the
water table which might lead to loss of riparian vegetation and subsequent bank
erosion.

Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment

As stated above, the Fish Flow Project EIR must ensure that the Project complies with
the water quality standards within the Project area. This assessment should be based
on not only available water quality data, but also new water quality data, the collection
of which should be designed specifically to evaluate potential impacts to water quality
standards from reduced flows.

The stated objectives of the Russian River Water Quality Monitoring Plan for the
Sonoma County Water Agency 2010 Temporary Urgency Change (2010 Monitoring
Plan) were, “to provide information to evaluate potential changes to water quality and
availability of aquatic habitat for salmonids resulting from the proposed permanent
changes to Decision 1610... and provide information to support the development of a
CEQA document required for permanent changes to Decision 1610.” We support these
objectives, and expect the Water Agency to meet them through additional monitoring
and assessment efforts in 2011 and beyond. We believe that the assessment of
changes in water quality should involve statistical analysis. Statistical analysis of water
quality data for trends often requires an adequate time period to detect a statistical
change in constituent concentration. The amount of time required to detect a trend is
dependent on the sample variability. Constituents like bacterial indicators have a high
ambient variability and therefore require longer monitoring time periods before a trend
can be detected.

As mentioned previously, Regional Water Board staff are conducting water quality
monitoring and assessment in development of an indicator bacteria TMDL for the
Russian River within the Project area. In addition, in 2011 Regional Water Board’s
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program will conduct monitoring and assessment of
nutrient/biostimulatory conditions within the Project area. Regional Water Board staff
will make our data from these projects available to Water Agency staff for your use in
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preparing the Fish Flow Project EIR. In addition, Regional Water Board staff are
available to work with Water Agency staff to design additional monitoring to support the
preparation of the EIR. Finally, Regional Water Board staff are available to consult
Water Agency staff on appropriate statistical analyses to conduct on relevant water
quality data in order to meet the stated monitoring and assessment objectives of the
2010 Monitoring Plan.

Impacts to Estuary

The Project has the potential to cause elevated water levels within the Russian River
estuary. The Fish Flow Project EIR should evaluate the potential for elevated water
levels to inundate residential septic systems located near the estuary shore and cause
system failures, which could lead to discharges in violation of the Basin Plan.

Though Regional Water Board staff recognize that this Project NOP does not address
breaching of the barrier beach between the ocean and the Russian River estuary, we
provide the following comments for your consideration. Past activities to artificially
breach the barrier beach between the ocean and Russian River Estuary have been
covered by a Clean Water Act Section 401 Certification (certification). The current
certification (WDID No. 1B04001WNSO) and its amendment expire on December 31,
2010. On September 24, 2008, the National Marine Fisheries Service issued the
Biological Opinion entitled “Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel
Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County
Water Agency, and the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District in the Russian River Watershed,” (File No.
151422SWR2000SR150).

A new certification will need to be applied for and issued for new methods of creating
the outlet channel and breaching the estuary that will be more protective of salmonids
and the estuarine habitat by providing deeper, cooler, and less saline water for
improved rearing habitat for salmonids within the estuary. Flow will be a critical factor to
evaluate and include within the certification application. Information on our certification
program may be found on our website at:
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/water_quality certification.s
html.

Concluding Comments

Regional Water Board staff recognize the potential conflicts between compliance with
the National Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion and the Basin Plan water
quality standards that the Fish Flow Project poses. As summarized above, we are
concerned that the Project may contribute to violations of some water quality standards
that apply to the Project area. Further, Regional Water Board staff expect the Fish Flow
Project EIR to include qualitative and quantitative (i.e. statistical) assessment of whether
the Project will cause violations of water quality standards and to include appropriate
measures, as necessary, to mitigate identified impacts to these water quality standards.
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Regional Water Board staff are available to consult with Water Agency staff in
identifying appropriate measures to mitigate potential water quality violations caused by
the Project.

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to continuing to
work with Water Agency staff on this Project in our efforts to protect water quality. If you
have any questions regarding these comments, you may contact me or Matt St. John at
(707) 570-3762 or MStJohn@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Original signed by

Catherine Kuhiman
Executive Officer

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box, 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812
Re: SCH No. 2010092087

Barbara Evoy, Division of Water Rights, State Water Resources Control Board,
P.O. Box 2000, Sacramento, CA 95812
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Attachment 1
Assessment of Fecal Indicator Bacteria in the Lower Russian River

Regional Water Board staff assessed fecal indicator bacteria (FIB) samples collected
from the Russian River for possible effects from variation in stream flow. FIB data for
total coliform, E. coli, and enterococcus were compiled from several sources for the
assessment.

SCWA conducted water quality monitoring at fifteen (15) sampling locations along the
mainstem of the Russian River from May 28, 2009 through October 1, 2009. Samples
were also collected by Regional Water Board staff at these same locations during 2009
for the routine beach assessment program. Regional Water Board staff also assessed
historical FIB data (1995-2008) collected at six (6) sample locations within the Project
area. Nearly 2,000 FIB data samples were available for this assessment (Table 1).

Table 1. Number of Fecal Indicator Bacteria data samples assessed

Total Coliform E. coli Enterococcus
Location 1995- 1995- 1995-

2008 2009 2008 2009 2008 2009
Camp Rose 177 27 95 27 41 27
Healdsburg 211 27 103 27 66 27
Memorial Beach
Steelhead Beach 83 27 81 27 30 27
Forestville Beach 10 27 10 27 10 27
Johnson’s Beach 166 27 87 27 30 27
Monte Rio Beach 166 14 88 14 30 14

Data Assessment

The purpose of the Water Agency 2009 sampling was to assess whether the ambient
FIB concentrations changed due to the reduction in flow resulting from the minimum
flow requirement variance. Regional Water Board staff's assessment includes: (1)
visual comparison of 2009 FIB concentration data to historical data, (2) linear regression
between stream flow and FIB concentration, (3) FIB load durations curves, and (4) trend
analysis.

While there is considerable variability in observed FIB concentrations, both spatially and
temporally, within the Project area, Regional Water Board staff's assessment detailed
below indicates that some of this variability is correlated with flow conditions. Lower
flows appear to result in higher FIB concentrations, and violations of bacteria objectives
and beach posting thresholds, in some instances.
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Visual Comparisons

Box plots of the FIB data collected in 2009 are visually compared to box plots of all
years of historical data collected at each site (Figures 1 — 6). Box plots show data set
medians, quartiles, and outliers. The visual comparison suggests that with a few
exceptions there is no large apparent difference between FIB concentrations collected
in 2009 as compared to past samples collected at each location.

Figure 1. Comparison of the Distribution of FIB Concentrations Measured at Camp
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Figure 2. Comparison of the Distribution of FIB Concentrations Measured at
Healdsburg Memorial Beach.
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Figure 3. Comparison of the Distribution of FIB Concentrations Measured at Steelhead
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Figure 4. Comparison of the Distribution of FIB Concentrations Measured at Forestville
Access Beach.

Total Coliform
2000

10000

500
f

5000
N

1000
N

—

E.Coli

100 200
L L

50
L

20
L

10
"

Enterococcus

100 200
L L

50

20

10

Foreshville Forestville Forestville Forestville Forestville Forestville
Access Beach Access Beach Access Beach ~ Access Beach Access Beach  Access Beach
2009 2009 2009

Figure 5. Comparison of the Distribution of FIB Concentrations Measured at Johnson’s
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Figure 6. Comparison of the Distribution of FIB Concentrations Measured at Monte Rio
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Linear Regression

The relationship between stream flow and FIB concentrations was assessed using
linear regression. Daily stream flow data from the nearby U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) gauging station were matched with each FIB sample. FIB data from Camp
Rose and Healdsburg Memorial Beach were compared to daily flows recorded at the
USGS gauge near Healdsburg (#11464000). FIB data collected at the other four
locations were compared to daily flow recorded at USGS gage near Guerneville
(#11467000).

Data were log-transformed to address the normality distribution requirement of
regression analysis. Visual inspection of the frequency distribution histograms show
that log-transformation of the FIB data resulted in a distributions more normally
distributed (Figures 7-10).

Figure 7. Frequency Distribution of Russian River Stream Flow Measurements at
USGS Gauges near Healdsburg and Guerneville.
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Figure 8. Frequency Distribution of Total Coliform Concentrations at all 6 Sites
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Figure 9. Frequency Distribution of E. coli
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Linear regression models were fitted using the Pearson least squares approach with the
log-transformed FIB and flow data. Several of the regression analyses show a
statistically significant relationship between flow and FIB concentration (Table 2). Most
of these significant relationships explain less than 10% of the variance between the
variables. However, several locations show a larger influence of flow on FIB
concentrations. For example, analysis of enterococcus concentrations collected at
Camp Rose show that flow explains nearly half of the variation. The negative slope of
the regression line indicates that lower flows result in higher ambient concentrations.

Table 2. Relationship between Stream Flow and Fecal Indicator Bacteria
Concentration. Bold font indicates a statistically significant regression.

FIB Site Explained Probability Slope
Variance (%)

Total Coliform | Camp Rose 3% 0.02 -0.37
Forestville Access Beach 27% 0.00 0.52
Healdsburg Memorial 0% 0.67 0.00
Beach
Johnson’s Beach 4% 0.00 -0.42
Monte Rio Beach 1% 0.17 -0.21
Steelhead Beach 4% 0.04 0.14

E. coli Camp Rose 4% 0.02 0.19
Forestville Access Beach 0% 0.71 0.11
Healdsburg Memorial 1% 0.21 0.13
Beach
Johnson’s Beach 0% 0.86 -0.02
Monte Rio Beach 2% 0.16 0.24
Steelhead Beach 0% 0.60 0.04

Enterococcus | Camp Rose 46% 0.00 -1.06
Forestville Access Beach 1% 0.57 -0.14
Healdsburg Memorial 6% 0.02 -0.36
Beach
Johnson’s Beach 4% 0.13 -0.33
Monte Rio Beach 0% 0.90 0.03
Steelhead Beach 15% 0.00 -0.41
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Load Duration Curves

Load duration curves are a useful tool identifying pollutant problems over the entire flow
regime of a river (USEPA, 2007). A load duration curve provides a visual display of the
relationship between flow and pollutants, like FIB. The load duration curve presents the
frequency and magnitude of FIB measurements along with the allowable loads derived

from water quality standards and stream flow data.

First, flow duration curves were generated for USGS Russian river flow gauging

stations, near Healdsburg (#11464000) and near Guerneville (#11467000). The flow

durations curves for the two USGS gauges were developed using daily flow
measurements recorded from 1939 to present (Figures 11 & 12).

Figure 11.  Flow Duration Curve for Russian River near Healdsburg (#11464000)
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Figure 12.  Flow Duration Curve for Russian River near Guerneville (#11467000)
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Second, load duration curves were prepared for each sampling locations from the
measured FIB data and the daily stream flow (Figures 13 - 18). FIB data from Camp
Rose and Healdsburg Memorial Beach were compared to daily flows recorded at the
USGS gauge near Healdsburg (#11464000). FIB data collected at the other four
locations were compared to daily flow recorded at USGS gauge near Guerneville
(#11467000). The allowable loads are shown as the solid curve lines; the allowable
loads were derived from the water quality thresholds used for beach posting by Sonoma
County Health Services (DHS, 2006): (1) Total coliforms not to exceed 10,000
MPN/100mL, (2) E. coli not to exceed 235 MPN/100mL, and (3) Enterococcus not to
exceed 61 MPN/100 mL. The results show that exceedance of allowable loads within
the Project area tend to occur during periods of lower flow.
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Figure 13.  Total Coliform Load Duration Curve for Russian River near Healdsburg
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Figure 14.  Total Coliform Load Duration Curve for Russian River near Guerneville
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Figure 15.  E.coli Load Duration Curve for Russian River near Healdsburg
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Figure 16.  E. coli Load Duration Curve for Russian River near Guerneville
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Figure 17.  Enterococcus Load Duration Curve for Russian River near Healdsburg
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Figure 18.  Enterococcus Load Duration Curve for Russian River near Guerneville
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Trend Analysis

Trend analysis was conducted for FIB concentrations at each of the six monitoring
stations within the Project area using current and historical data. Water quality data
possess distributional characteristics that generally require specialized approaches to
trend testing. Water quality data sets can contain censored (less than) values, outliers,
multiple detection limits, missing values, and serial correlation. These characteristics
commonly present problems in the use of conventional parametric statistics based on
normally distributed data sets. The presence of censored data, non-negative values,
and outliers generally lead to a non-normal data distribution which is common for many
data sets. These skewed data sets require use of specific non-parametric statistical
procedures for their analysis. Nonparametric statistical tests are more powerful when
applied to non-normally distributed data, and almost as powerful as parametric tests
when applied to normally distributed data (Helsel and Hirsch, 2002).

The nonparametric Mann-Kendall test for linear trend (Helsel et al. 2006) was used to
evaluate whether FIB concentrations have increased or decreased significantly since
the base year. The test is non-parametric, rank order based, and insensitive to missing
values. Sen's slope estimator (Sen, 1968) was used to estimate the magnitude of
change over time when a significant trend was observed. Sen's slope estimator is a
non-parametric method that is insensitive to outliers and can be used to infer the
magnitude of a trend in the data. Sen’s slope estimator is not greatly affected by gross
data error or outliers, and it can be computed when data are missing. Sen’s slope
estimator is closely related to the Mann-Kendall statistic in that all possible slopes are
calculated between all possible data pairs and the resulting median slope is the Sen
slope. The Sen’s slope estimator was used to estimate the slope for the Mann-Kendall
test.

The dataset contains FIB concentration measurements with levels below the detection
limit of the analytical method. These values were assigned the value of the detection
limit. Data sets having large numbers of values below detection limit (BDLs) may create
statistical problems for trend analyses. The Mann-Kendall test for trend adjusts variance
estimates upward for ties in magnitude. Since BDL values in the raw data set produce
such ties, trend analyses of data sets with high percentages of BDLs will be based upon
greater variances than those without BDLs. Thus, the power of the trend analyses for
the data sets with BDLs are reduced compared to those without detection limits
censoring. If the percentage of BDL observations is greater than 50, it is reported there
are too many observations below the detection limit to determine the presence or
absence of trend.

Trends in FIB concentrations were evaluated for the effect of flow (Table 3). Several of

the sites show increasing trend in FIB concentrations. These trends may be due to
natural trends in flow due to climate. For example, a trend may be observed if the last
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few years in a set of data were collected during drought conditions with lower flows.
The effect of the lower flows on the apparent trend can be addressed using the
relationship observed between flow and FIB concentration. The regression equation
resulting in statistically significant relationship between flow and FIB was applied to the
data. The residuals resulting from the difference of the predicted values from the
observed value were tested for trend. The results indicate a trend without the influence
of flow.

Trends of FIB concentrations were also evaluated by removing the effect of flow from
those sampling locations with a statistically significant relationship to flow. The
residuals from the significant regression equations derived above were used to assess
trend without the influence of flows. Only those locations with a relationship between a
FIB and flow could be assessed for flow influence on FIB trend. Accounting for this flow
effect did not change the detection of trend in the FIB data for most locations indicating
that the flow did not influence observed trends. However, removing the flow effect did
result in removing the observed trends for each FIB at Camp Rose.

Table 3. Trends Statistics for Fecal Indicator Bacteria Concentrations

FIB Site Probability | Trend Trend
Slope | Inclination
'(r)cgtlﬁ%rm Camp Rose — with flow influence <0.01 163.3 Increasing
Camp Rose — without flow influence <0.01 -0.001 | Decreasing

Forestville Access Beach — with flow influence 0.51 617 None

Forestville Access Beach — without flow influence 0.70 38.4 None
Healdsburg Memorial Beach <0.01 105.2 Increasing
Johnsons Beach — with flow influence <0.01 158.4 Increasing
Johnsons Beach — without flow influence <0.01 62.0 Increasing
Monte Rio Beach <0.01 128.9 | Increasing

Steelhead Beach — with flow influence 0.56 145 None

Steelhead Beach — without flow influence 0.29 25 4 None

E. coli Camp Rose — with flow influence 0.34 0.0 None
Camp Rose — without flow influence <0.01 -0.001 | Decreasing

Forestville Access Beach 0.49 0.0 None

Healdsburg Memorial Beach 0.06 0.0 None

Johnsons Beach 0.59 0.0 None

California Environmental Protection Agency

Recycled Paper




FIB Site Probability | Trend Trend
Slope | Inclination

Monte Rio Beach

0.04 -0.7 Decreasing
Steelhead Beach 0.53 0.0 None
Ecr)m(t:((a:[]os- Camp Rose — with flow influence <0.01 06 Increasing
Camp Rose — without flow influence 0.19 0.00 None
Forestville Access Beach 0.08 0.0 None
Healdsburg Memorial Beach — with flow influence 018 0.0 None

Healdsburg Memorial Beach — without flow
influence 0.01 0.0 None

Johnsons Beach

0.01 3.3 Increasing
Monte Rio Beach 0.95 0.0 None
Steelhead Beach — with flow influence <0.01 0.0 None
Steelhead Beach - without flow influence 0.133 0.0 None
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Connie Barton

From: John McCowen [mccowen@co.mendocino.ca.us)
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2010 7:33 AM

To: Fish Flow

Cc: John McCowen

Subject: Public Comment

Sonoma County Water Agency

Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist
404 Aviation Boulevard

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

RE: Public Comment for Fish Flow Project EIR

Although construction would be beyond the scope of this project, the EIR should assess the beneficial impact of raising
the Lake Mendocino dam to the design standard originally contemplated, as well as the more commonly projected five
and ten foot increases.

This year has demonstrated the potential for carrying water forward if storage capacity were available. Carrying water
forward would provide a hedge against at least the first year of any future drought cycle and would make water
available to meet desired minimum in-stream flows in a dry year, as well as provide stored water to satisfy other
management criteria.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment.
Sincerely,

John McCowen

Second District Supervisor

Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
501 Low Gap Road,

Ukiah, CA 95482

463-4221


mailto:mccowen@co.mendocino.ca.us
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STEPHEN F. MACK, General Manager

November 15, 2010

Sonoma County Water Agency

Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist
404 Aviation Boulevard

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Ms Martini-Lamb:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Fish Habitat Flows and
Water Rights Project (Fish Flow Project). This is an important proposal that, if
approved as outlined in the NOP, will have lasting effects on the many users of
the Russian River. Comments that Sweetwater Springs Water District wishes to
have considered in the preparation of this EIR include:

1. NOP and EIR title are confusing with respect to exactly what this EIR is
aiming to cover. The project for which this NOP is issued is entitled “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project” which is shortened to the “Fish
Flow Project”. The Biological Opinion (BO) related flows are explained well
and it is clear they are included in this EIR. However, it is unclear what else
will be included. There are references to the Hydrologic Index and the need
for its change and for updates to certain Sonoma County Water Agency
(SCWA) permits, but the details of what those permits include and the
actual work involved in changing the Hydrologic Index are not explained in
this NOP. It is also unclear whether other changes to D1610 flows would be
proposed along with the proposed change to the Hydrologic Index, although
such changes may be needed for a new Hydrologic Index to work properly.
Will the proposed changes to the permits also include changes to SCWA
diversion amounts associated with those permits? Such changes may be
needed to make the flow changes work in all years.

2. The California State Water Resources Board (State Board) should be
the lead agency and responsible for the preparation of this EIR. The
proposed lead agency, Sonoma County Water Agency SCWA has made its
decision in regards to the Fish Flow Project — it negotiated certain flows with
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in agreeing to a BO of No
Jeopardy for the endangered and threatened salmonid species covered by
the BO. The State Board has to make a decision on the petition to change

P.O. Box 48, 17081 Hwy. 116, Suite B, Guerneville, CA 95446 * 707-869-4000 ¢ FAX 707-869-4005
email: sws@monitor.net ¢ web site: www.sweetwatersprings.com
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D1610 and other requests by SCWA. In the past the State Board has
aggressively defended its responsibility to be lead agency for its decisions.
For example, the State Board is the lead agency for the EIR for the
Cachuma Project permits in Santa Barbara County. These seem to be very
similar situations, the State Board is clearly the agency making decisions in
this situation, and should be lead agency and responsible for EIR
preparation. In addition, it is not appropriate for a project proponent to also
be the lead agency in the preparation of the EIR document.

3. The EIR process should include multiple regional meetings so that
there is opportunity for all those affected by the changes in Russian
River flows have an opportunity to understand the impacts and effects
of the flow regimes evaluated during this EIR process.

4. The EIR process should also consider having a technical advisory
committee, or something similar, to review the technical flow analyses
needed to properly evaluate the range of flow alternatives needed for
this EIR. There are many capable and interested parties who are not
associated with SCWA — either in its employ or contracted by SCWA — who
could provide valuable ongoing assistance to the needed technical analysis.

5. Consolidate all D1610 and other anticipated or needed Russian River
flow change requests into one EIR document. The NOP states that
SCWA anticipates other D1610 change requests and the comments
included below (comment 7) request a much broader analysis and
evaluation of Russian River flows. EIR’s are expensive affairs. It only
makes financial sense to save public money by consolidating the various
actions described in this NOP and requested by these (and probably other)
comments into one EIR. It is also important that EIR analyses and
evaluations include all contemplated projects and actions so that the total
impacts of all actions can be understood. This will also avoid potential
improper project segmentation and potential challenges to the EIR based on
contentions of improper segmentation. If SCWA is anticipating other
changes to D1610, these changes should be evaluated as cumulative
impacts.

6. The EIR should include alternatives that fix all current issues with
D1610, not just deal with the minimum flows negotiated between
SCWA and NMFS for the BO. As recognized by the NOP, D1610 is
broken because diversions from the Eel River have been reduced and
diversions from the Russian River have increased. Change in D1610 does
not happen often and, if done, must be done correctly and the time used to
evaluate changes used efficiently. A comprehensive analysis of Russian
River flow requirements and possibilities is necessary.
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7. If the action on changing flows in the Russian River is limited to just
the BO flows, a permanent change at this time is not appropriate. The
BO flows negotiated between SCWA and NMFS are experimental. Such a
change as contemplated in this NOP should not be done for flow regimes
that experience may show are inappropriate for the purposes of the BO. A
better approach would be to set a time period, say 5 or 10 years, to evaluate
the BO flows.

8. EIR needs to evaluate a range of flow regimes to determine best
approach to meeting all needs and beneficial uses of the river. These
flow regimes could include varying timings of minimum flows (earlier, later,
longer, etc.).

9. EIR needs full disclosure on likely flow regimes. For example it was
widely advertised that the minimum flows in the 2010 summer would be in
the 80 cfs range, however in actual practice, summer flows at Hacienda
Bridge ranged between 120 and 180 cfs. Wetter, cooler summers, like
2010, will have more water available for release downstream and the
ultimately approved flow regimes must recognize that.

10.The flow analysis (and EIR) should evaluate the impacts of drought —
regional standards at various points on the Russian River need to be
developed for minimum flows during drought conditions. The current
Russian River flow regime does not fit current water supply needs and other
uses of the River. The events of the 2009 summer are evidence for that. The
Russian River reservoirs should be operated so that a repeat of 2009 with
similar weather conditions does not happen. The flow standard analysis needs
to include all participants in the Russian River system — public meetings,
access to flow models and model results.

11.The EIR needs to evaluate the effects of the various flow regimes on
regional water supply, river water quality, and recreation at all
locations in the river. This should include an evaluation of impacts to
underflow along the entire stretch of river impacted by the proposed flow
regimes as well as potential mitigation for any identified impa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>